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Abstract

Does second | anguage instruction pronote second |anguage
acquisition? Some studies conclude that instruction does not help
{or even that it is counter-productive); others find it beneficial
The pieture becones clearer if two distinctions are made. First,
researchers may address one or both of two issues: the absolute
effect of inscruction, on the one hand, and on the other, its
relacive utility. Second, studies need to be sub-classified
according to whether or not the conparisons they make involve
controlling for the total amount of imstruetion, exposure, or
instruction plus exposure, i.e. for the total opportunity to acquire
t he second | anguage

Cbserving these distinctions, a review of research findings
concludes that there is considerable (although not overwhel m ng)
evidence that instruction is beneficial (1) for children as well as
adules, (2) for beginning, internediate and advanced students,
{3) on integrative as well as discrete-point tests, and (&4} in
acquisition-rich as well as acquisition-poor environments. These
findings have inplications for theories of second |anguage acquisition
such as Krashen's Monitor Theory, which make predictions about second
| anguage acquisition with and without instruction, and also for those
involved in educational administration, program design and cl assroom

t eachi ng.
*
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1. Introduceien

G many inportant questions facing the |anguage teaching
professional, the Mst basic nust be: Does imstruction make a difference?
Judging by the plethora ef prescriptive papers at conferences and in
journal's, one mght presume that the answer was already known and
affirmative. In f£act, few researchers have ever addressed the question,
and of four studies which have sought direct answers to it (by comparing
second language acquirers with and without instruction), not one clains
to have found evidence that instruction helps.

The question may be approached through a variety of conparisons

(Table 1). Sone refer to the absolute effect of instruction, others to

its relative utility, with cthe alternatives being either sinple

exposure to the second |anguage (SL) in use or a conbination of

instruction plus exposure' Am answer involves show ng a causal

Tabl e 1 about here

relationship {or the lack of one) betweem, On the one hand, instruction
(only), ,exposure (only),or instruction plus exposure* and on the other*
the s process {e.g. sequence of acquisition), or rate or ultimate
attainment in second |anguage acquisition (sLa).l A definitive answer,
therefore, requires use of a true experimental design, f.e. (mnimlly)
an experinental and a control group, plus random assi gnment of subjects
to each.

O the 16 possible conparisons in Table 1, those discussed

here are {12) through (16). They are of inportance for two reasons

L This paper focuses exclusively on rate and ultimate attainment in
SLA. For a conprehensive literature review and enpirical study eof

process i Ssues, See Piea (1982),



First, they provide supporting or disconfirmatory evidence for
theories of SLA, such as Krashen's Monitor Theoryz, whi ch make
predictions about SLA with and without instruction. Second, they
speak to the efficiency of instruction and/or exposure in situations
whi ch can be manipul ated by educational administrators, program

desi gners, teachers and students.

2 The relative utility of exposure only and the same total anpunt

of instruction and exposure (conparison 12)

Four studies have nade conparisons of type (12). Al have
dealt with English as a second |anguage (ESL} in the USA three (Hale
and Budar, 1970; Mason, 1971; Upshur, 1968) involving adol escents and/
or adults, one {Fathman, 1975) focusing on younger and ol der children
(see Table 2).7 Researchers in all four studies claimed to find no
advantage for instruction plus exposure over exposure (only), Hale and

Budar claimng that their exposure only students in fact did better

Tabl e 2 about here

Exam nation of the studies by Upshur, Mason and Fat hman
confirms that their data support their comon conclusion: for their
subj ects, exposure was as effective inm pronoting SLA as the sane tota
amount of instruction plus exposure. As shown in Table 2, however

there was some indication ghat instruction helped in all three studies

2 Basic famliarity with Monitor Theory is assumed in what follows. For

a recent statenment, see Krashen (1981).

3 The role of formal SL inscruction in SLA was a focus in these and all
13 studies reviewed in chis paper. Several of them such as Fathman
(1975), involved additional issues not discussed here, however.
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The Hale and Budar study, on the other hand, seens open to other
interpretations than those of the original researchers.

Hale and Budar compared two groups of students (grades 7
through 12}, providing test scores on 329 of a total n of 537.% O
the 329, 70 were mainstreamed for one or two years. Their schools
were located in middie and upper-middle class nei gborhoods, and had
an average ratio of 110 children who were native speakers of English
to each child who was a non-native speaker. The remaining 259 were
in various sorts of "pull-ouc”ESL prograns for one or two years. Their
schools were in | ow socioeconom ¢ areas, and had an average ratio of
25 native English-speaking children to every non-native child. Hale
and Budar report that many children in the second situation spoke
in their nmother tongue with other non-native children whenever they
were out of the classroom (i.e. at recess, during lunch hour and at
hone). The | ower nativeinon-native ratio, that is, nmeant that there
were other children with whom they spoke’in their first |anguage

and that they were exposed to Less English than children in the
exposure only schools.” The study conpared children from the two

% Wale and Budar offer no explanation for the missing data on 208
of the subjects they tested

> It is not elear from the Hale and Budar paper just how many children

this was true of. If the mpjority inm the instruction plus exposure
group were affected in this way, the study was not strictly a type
{12) conparison, the children from the working-class schools
receiving less total instruction plus exposure than the mddle- and
upper - m ddl e- cl ass ehildren's total exposure. If this was the case
the exposure only children shoul d have been expected to have an

advant age independent of the type of treatnent they received
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kinds of program on the basis of anaggregate of (1) scores on an
(unvalidated) oral interview (conducted by one of the researchers),

(2) scores on the Davis test, and (3) general scholastic average

Conparisons were made of children who had been in the program for
one year and for twe years. No inferential statistics were enployed
On the basis of the raw scores for each group, Hale and Budar clainmed
that students who were mainstreamed did better (at SLa), and
recomrended to schools in Honolulu that they

"(M)aximize the immigrant student's total in-school exposure

to the English |anguage and culture, and mininmze English

l anguage teaching in formal TESCL classes." (p. 491)

Hal e and Budar's clai mthat the exposure only children did
better is questionable. There are enough flaws in the study, some ef
which, to their credit, the researchers acknow edge in their report,
to invalidate any clainms they night wish to make based upon it. Most
probl ematic, perhaps, are the social class differences between the
two groups of schools. The relationship between social class and
educational attainment is so well documented that

children in the working class (exposure plus instruction

group mght have been expected to do Less well than their middle-and
upper-middle class peers, regardless of the treatment they received
especially when it: is remenbered that the dependent variable was not
just a measure of SL proficiency, but also contained general academic
achi evenment scores. Parental attitudes to SL education and use have

al so been found inportant im Canadi an studies of immersion education
and may well have played a role here. Also of concern is the fact that
the greater nunbers of non-English speaking peers for the exposure

plus instruction children means that the instructed group probably

heard less English than the exposure only group, i.e. had less
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overal | opportunity to acquire English.

G ven these circumstances, one could argue that instruction
had a positive effect if the rate of sLA -wwus equal in both
conditions. In fact, as indicated in Table 2, chi-square tests run on
Hal e and Budar's data show that this was precisely the case for the
one- year group. Although the two- year and overal |l scores for both
years conbined did indeed favor the exposure only group, it appears
that instruction may well have been beneficial in the early stages
Fromthe first year results, at |east, there was no evidence chat
exposure only was advantageous = quite the reverse = and so no basis
for Hale and Budar's recomendation, at least as far as this group
was concer ned

In general, the results of the four studies in Table 2
suggest no difference between programs of exposure only and the same
total amount of instruction plus exposure for children, adol escents
and adults. There are, however, several hints of possible benefits for
instruction, particularly for students of |ower SL proficiency who
because of linguistic difficulties, (not just the relatively smaller
numbers of SL speakers with whom they may cone into contact), can
often find it difficult to sustain SL conversation and, thereby
obtain conprehensible input. For such students, as Krashen (1980) has
argued, the SL classroom may be the main, and so an especially

val uabl e, source of exposure to the target |anguage

3 The relative utility of differing anounts of instruction and

exposure in populations with the same total ampunt of both

(conparison 13)

Two studies have made conparisons of type (L3}. Both have
dealt with ESL In the USA Upshur (op. cit.) focusing on adults, and
Fathman (1976) studying el ementary and secondary school children (see
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Table 3). Upshur found no significant difference between the gain
scores of two groups of internmediate and advanced students after a
seven- week period in which one group received one hour of ESL
instruction per day and one group two hours per day, and during

whi ch period both groups attended | aw classes and lived in an English-
speaking environment at the University of Mchigan. That is, there was
no difference between two groups receiving nmore or less instruction in

che same total amount of instruction plus exposure

Tabl e 3 about here

Using an oral Interview and the SLOPE test, Fathman (1976)
neasured the ESL proficiency of a total of 331 children in public
schools in the Washington, DC area at the beginning and end of a
year in which some received three, sone five, and sone ten_hours of
ESL instruction per week, and for which all children were mainstreaned
for the rest of the school day. Fathman then conputed % gain scores
for the two groups by dividing the actual pretest-posttest gain
students made by the total possible gain. (Actual gain = posttest
score mnus pretest score. Total possible gain = maxi mum possible
test score minus pretest score.) Thus, a group of students with a
mean pretest score of 10 on a 100-point oral interview, and a posttest
score of 40, would have an actual gain score of 30. The total possible
gain for the group would be 100 = 10 = 90. The % gain score would be
30 divided by 90 = 3% A group with a mean pretest score of 80 and a
posttast score of 90 woul d have an actual gain of 10, a total possible
gain of 100 - 80 = 20, and a 7 gain score of 10 divided by 20 = 50%
In other words, a gain of 30 points by a | ow proficiency group would
result in a considerably smaller % gain than a gain of 10 points by

an advanced group. Fathman found that students with |ess instruction
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made greater % gain scores than those with nore instruction on both
tests.

As the sanple conputations show, if students with |ower
pretest scores are conpared with scudencs with higher pretest scores
who receive less instruction (prebably because it is felt their
hi gher starting proficiency means they need less), as was the case in
Fathman's study, students with less instruction are likely to appear
to do better. Exam nation of the raw scores in Fathman's study (op. cit.
Table 2, p. 437) shows that the greatest absolute gains were made by
the students with more ESL instruetion en both tests. The problemis
the usual one of howto interpret gain scores. Use of either absolute
or % gain scores (calculated by dividing actual gain scores by pretest
scores) woul d produce the opposite result on her data to that reported
by Fathman. Such anal yses would al so be m sl eading, however, unless
one made the {unjuscified) assunption that an absolute gain at | ower
levels of proficiency is conparable to the same absolute gain at
hi gher levels. {(Upshur attenpted to deal with this problemin his
study, which also involved a conparison of groups with differing
initial proficiency, by use of ANCOVA.)

In sunmary, when the relative utility of differing amunts
of instruction and exposure in populations with the same total amount
of both has been studied, the results are anbiguous. One study
(Upshur, 1968) has found no effect €or nore instruction for inter-
medi ate and advanced |evel adults over a short (seven-week) period
One study (Fathman, 1976} has reported the same result for children
of various proficiency |evels over a | onger period (one year). Findings
of the Latter study are anbi guous, however, and coul d as easily be
argued to show an effect for the amount of instruction (nore better

than less), especially at |ower levels of sSL proficiency.
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4., The effect of ampunt of instruetien on populations with the sane

anount of exposure (conparison 14)

Two studi es* Krashen (1976) and Krashen, Seliger and
Hartnect (1974), have |ooked at the effect of ampunt of instruction
on popul ations with the sane amount of exposure (see Table &). The
gfudies involved adult acquirers of ESL in the USA with differing
levels of SL proficiency and differing periods of instruction and
exposure (DPIE in Table 4). A wide range of periods of exposure
particularly, was represented in the sanples, some students having

had several years of residence in the New York area. In both studies

Table 4 about here

the procedure was to match pairs of students with equal periods of
exposure but different periods of instruction, and thento test the
hypot hesis that nmore instruction was beneficial by seeing if the
menbers of each pair with nore instruction had greater proficiency.
'Exposure’ Was operationalized in these studies by calculating a
"practice" score for each subject. This was done by having each
student report how much English {the SL} he or she spoke (on a scale
of 1 to 10) to native speakers of English* to speakers of their own

[ anguage, and to other foreigners whe were non-native speakers of
either. The sumof these three scores, a'@alking" score, was then
mitiplied by the length of tine irghe USA to give the "practice"
score, The hypothesis was sustained on both occasions = nbre instructic
predi cted higher SL proficiency. In additton, Krashen et al |ooked at
the proficiency of 11 pairs of students matched Eor exposure (here
defined by length of residence in the USA) in which the nenber with

[ ess instruction had had nmore "practice". They obtained the same

result in a signiEicancly higher number of pairs (see Table 4).
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There is clearly a consistent pattern in these results:
in populations with the same anount of exposure, nore imstruction
predi cts higher SL proficiency. Further, Krashen et al (Table 4,
Result 2) suggests that more instruction can even conpensate for less
exposure {as neasured by the amount of *practice'}. On the basis of
these studies alone, however, one cannot be certain that it is more
inscruction per _se chat is having an effect. Conparisons of type (14)
invol ve subjects with nore instruction, but also nore overal
opportunity to acquire the SL (by virtue of the greater amount of
instruction). Krashen (1976, 1981, in press) has argued that the
greater proficiency in the groups with nore instruction is due te the
addi tional opportunity for acquisition (unconsious |earning via the
“"ereative construction process*") in the classroomsetting, a setting
which is a source of conprehensible input for the SL |earner.

Conparisons of type (14} alone cannot resolve this issue
If Krashen is correct, however, one would predict the same result fm
studies of type (15) where, among students with equal anounts of
instruction, sone had had nore exposure. A finding that those with
more exposure had higher proficiency would not prove Krashen's claim
for the same reason that studies of type (14) cannot disprove it.
{€ach conparison could sinply be showing that subjects with greater
total opportunity to acquire a SL do better.) On the other hand, a
different outcome im studies of type {15), f.e. results show ng no
advantage for students with nore exposure but equal instruetrion,
woul d comtradict Krashen's claim (unless some alternative explanation
were available). Such a finding would al so suggest that the nore
obvious interpretation of the Krashen {1976) and Krashen et al (1974)
results, namely that nore imstruetion predicts higher proficiency
due to a genuine effect for imstruction, is indeed the correct one.
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The studies of type {15}, to which we now turn, are therefore
important not only in their own right, but because of the Iight

they can shed on studies of cype (14).

5 The effect of ampunt of exposure on populations with the sane

ampunt of instruction (conparison 15)

There have been three studies of type (151. ALl involved
adul:z ESL acquirers in the USA and acquirers of various proficiency
levels' (see Table 5). Krashen and Seliger (1976) conducted a simlar
study to those described under type (14) above, with the same matched
pairs design and the same measures of exposure (" practice" and |ength
of residence). This tine, however,, they matched for anount of
instruction and conpared menbers of each pair with more or |ess
exposure. Krashen, Seliger and Hartnett {op. cit.) also followed this
procedure in a third conparison in the study described earlier. In all
three cases, not nore, but Fewer subjects with nore exposure scored
hi gher on the proficiency measures (the difference being statistically
non- signi ficant in each case).

Tabl e 5 about here

In the only other conparison of type {15}, Martin (1980)
reports the results of a study in which 166 adults (83 pairs matched
on Mchigan pretest scores) received 225 hours ESL instruction per
week For 14 weeks, during which time half the students lived with
other non-native speakers in university dormitories (|l ess exposure)
and half with American fanilies in a "hemzstay' program (nore exposure
The posttest consisted of scores on the TOEFL and class grades in
grammar, reading, composition and speaking. Results of an ANOVA showed
that the homestay (nore exposure) students scored significantly higher

on the TCEFL (p < .05) and on all the ocher tests (p<«.001). Mrtin's

~103-



results, then, appear to conflict with those of Krashen and Seliger
{1976} and Krashen et _al {(1974),

A least two factors distinguish Martin's study from che
other two of its type- First, the students in the homestay program
sel f-selected, or chose to participate. As Martin notes, they may,
therefore* have differed fromthe dormtory group in ways other than
the anount of exposure they received. They may, for exanple, have
been mere notivated or have had different reasons for wanting te
learn. In any case, their higher scores cannot be attributed with
certainty to an effect for greater exposure. Second, the brief report
avail abl e of Martin's study makes it seem that her subjects were_
receiving their first intensive exposure eo English, whereas many of
the subjects in the other two studies were long-tine residents in the
New York area. Perhaps the three-month period of the Martin study is
enough for some acquisition to occur through exposure in internediate
and advanced students* but not |ong enough for a ceiling on the effect
of ~vaO$uaﬁb to be reached, attainnment of which means that the
advant ages of exposure for aequisition will have benefited students,
and béyond which little or mo further benefit will accrue. Severa
years of SL exposure for a group of subjects may benefit all of them
equal ly, and so mask the effect of that exposure on students with nore
or less than the maximum useful period (one to three years?). Further
data on the amount of instruction and exposure in all three studies
i s needed.

Meanwhi | e, whatever the reasons for the variable results
across studies of type (15}, cthe results thenselves have inplications
for the type (14) studies. The fact that three null findings were
obtained by Krashen and associates for ampunt of exposure suggests

strongly that the effect €or amount of instruction in studies of

-104-



type {14} is genuine, and not sinply the result of a greater overal
opportunity for acquisitien in and out of the classroom If true, this
woul d have inplications for various aspects of Mnitor Theory, as will
be discussed later. For those involved in |anguage teaching, the
reinterpretation of the type {(15) studies woul d suggest that nore
instruction can be beneficial, even for students with considerable

SL exposure in their language-learning histories. Studies of type {14)
and (15} taken together woul d suggest that nore instruction can al so be

more beneficial than more exposure for subjects of this kind

6. The effects of anpunt of instruction and of ampunt of exposure

(i ndependently) on popul ations with differing anounts of both

instruction and exposure (conparison 16}

Five studies have nade a type {16} conparison (see Table 6.
All five have Eound a statistically significant positive relationship
bet ween amount of instruction and test scores; three have found such a
relationship for amount of exposure. The strength of the relationship
with instruction was stronger than that with exposure in two of the
studies finding both (Bridre, 1978; Krashen, Jones, Zelinski and Usprich
1978), and weaker in one (Carroll, 1967). The null finding for amount of
exposure in a study by Chihara and Oller (1978) is presumably due te the
Eacc that the anount of exposure for their sanple of 123 Japanese EFL
students, (an average of about one nonth, judging by the mean and
standard deviation reported in their Table 3, op. cit. p. 60), is

sinply insufficient for nuch acquisition to occur.,

Tabl e 6 about here

Wthout studies of type (15), it would again be difficult to
interpret these findings. Each independent conparison could either be

showi ng an effect for more instruction or nore exposure, or for nore
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total opportunity for SLA through mere total instruction plus
exposure. G ven cthe null findings for nore exposure in popul ations
with the sane amount of inmstruction (type 15), however, one is more
inclined to interpret the current pattern as further evidence of a

genui ne effect for anount of fnstruetion across all five studies

7 Summary and di scussi on

Table 7 summarizes the 13 studies discussed above. |f the
interpretation proposed for themis basically correct, it would seem
that there is considerable evidence to the effect that SL instruction
does meke a difference. There are seven studies that support cthis
concl usion, two ambi guous cases (both of whieh might in fact be argued
to show that instruction helps}, and three which have null Eindings,
al though each again contains some hint(s) of an advantage for
instruction. (The study by Martin does not speak to this issue.)
Further, as shown by the sub~classifications of the studies in the
Table, the effect for instruction holds (1) £or children as well as
adults, (2) For internediate and advanced students, not just beginners,
{3} on integrative as well as discrete-point tests, and (&) in
acquisition-rich as well as acquisition-poor environments. The effect

for instruction is also stronger than that for exposure in six cases

Tabl e 7 about here

Unl ess some altermative explanation exists for these results.

{1) through (&) seemto run contrary to the predictions of Monitor

6

Theory.™ (1) is not predicted because children should not be able to

6 1f correct, they are, of course, problematic For some other SLA

theories, tee, They are reviewed in terns of Mnitor Theory because
it is one of the few sufficiencly devel oped to make explicit claims
about the role of instruction.
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learn in Krashen's sense of the term for they supposedly |ack the
cognitive maturity with which to devel op coﬁ%ious know edge of rules
of cthe SL and/or to apply them by nonitoring. (2) is not predicted
for somewhat nore conpl ex reasons. Instruction is supposed to result
in learning, and learning i s defined by Krashen as coé%ious know edge
of rules of the SL. This kind of know edge (and its subsequent use
via nonitoring) is held only to be possible with a few "easy™ grammar
rules, such as third person s or the a/an distinction (cf. Seliger,
1879). Such rules are not sufficient for instruction to have nade a
difference at the internediate or advanced levels, as was the case in
at least six studies (see Table 7). They are not even the kind of
"grammar’ taught at these levels in npbst ESL programs. (3) is not
predicted for sinilar reasons. Learning, in the form of coﬁ%ious
know edge of such "easy' rules, is supposedly only available on
di screte-point tests, which stinulate a focus of formand bring the
Monitor into play if there is time for it to operate. At least five
studies in Table 7 show an effect for instruction (fromwhich learning
supposedly arises) on integrative test performance. (4) is not
predicted because, according to Monitor Theory, instruction is supposed
only to help in the early stages of SLA, and even then chiefly as a
source of conprehensible input for acquisition. It is only of use te
more advanced students if they Lack alternate sources of conprehensible
input outside the classroom i.e. if they Live in "acquisition-poor"
environments. Several studies in Table 7 appear to be showing an
effect E£or instruction anong students at |ater stages of SLA and with
plenty of opportunity for exposure in "acquisitiom=-rich' environments
There are two potential alternative explanations for these
findings, either of which, if sustained, would nake them compatible

with Monitor Theory. First, as stated above, Krashen has clained that
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the classroom will serve as a source of conprehensible inpuc for
acquisition in an otherwise acquisition-poor environnent, i.e. one
in which little or no conprehensible input is available outside the
classroom. Exanples woul d include foreign language learning (as with
EFL in Japan, in Chihara and Oller, 1978, and Spanish in predom nantly
i ndi genous = | anguage- speaki ng parts of rural Mexico, in Briére, 1978),
and also SLA by learners living in a "linguistic ghette™ in the wider
target, language environnent, e.g. the predom nantly Spani sh-speaking
parts of East Los Angeles, (as may have been the case for sonme subjects
in che studies by Krashen and associates in New York, and again, for
sone children in the study by Bridre, op. ecit.). This gﬁplanation does
nec appear to account for the findings in at |east fowt studies in
Table 7, however, where instruction was found to have an effect in
‘acquisition-rich environments, unless nearly all their subjects failed
to encounter the SL in several years of residence in countries in
which the target |anguage was spoken. Certainly, none of the studies
give any indication that this was the case.

The second potential explanation lies in the nature of the
i nput obtained by subjects in sone of the studies. Monitor Theory
claims that acquisition will occur when comprehensible input is

avai |l abl e which contains input at "i + 1". Krashen (personal commun-

feacion} suggests that the subjects in some studies, particularly those
by Krashen and associates in New York, obtained conprehensible input
through living in the USA, but not necessarily input containing "i + 1"
Some, Eor exanple, may have worked in occupations in which they
teceived English input which they understood because of its limited

. range, high degree of predictability, and formulaic, routine nature

A gas-station attendant, for instance, mght understand everything

customers said to him or her W thout hearing anything '"new" which
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was al so conprehensible (i + 1"), This would indeed account for the
data. It is, however, a post hoe explanation (as Krashen is aware)
and surely a likely one in only a few cases. How many subjects in
these studies had such linmted exposure to English (and nothing nore)
during fairly long periods of residence, and howtrue is it that such
occupations are éﬁconplished with such a linited range of input?

VWhile there may indeed be " something wong with the studies",
in the'sense that they were not neasuring what they seened to be
measuring] another explanation is thac there is something wong with
the theory. A Full exploration of this possibility i s beyond cthe
scope of chis paper, but a few suggestions are as follows.

The First nodification of Mnitor Theory whi ch would enable
it to aceount for the data on instruction would consist of redefining
the construct, learning, which seems currently to be too narrow.
Learning nust invelve sonething nore than coﬁ%ious know edéé of "easy"
grammar rules. As Krashen claims, children may not be able to devel op
such rules until the onset of formal operations, but they clearly do
devel op other kinds of metalinguistic awareness, starting at around
two years of age (for review, see Clark, 19781, and as we have seen,
they seemto benefit From Formal SL instruction. The same ability Ls
presumably still available to adults. Further, as argued earlier, if
con%ious know edge of the SL only involved know edge of a Eew " easy”
rules, there would be no way of explaining the benefit of instruction
to intermediate and advanced adult aecquirers, such as those studied by
Brown (1980), For whom *"a few easy grammar rules” are no Longer what
matters. Perhaps |earning involves experience (obtained through
instruccion) of treating |anguage as object, and the concomitant
abilities this brings, imeluding, as Krashen clainms, the ability te

monitor with ™easy" rules when conditions permt, but also the ability



to inprove SL performance in general in Language- Like behavior
Language tests of all kinds probably encourage use of this ability
(possibly nor unlike Labov's "attention t0 speech”). Note that the
studies reviewed here show subjects with experience of this kind
doing better chan subjects without it (or with [ess of it} on tests.
whet her discrete-point or integrative. This is a result which woul d
be predicted, given Farhady's reanal ysis of the data on discrete-
point &nd integrative measures (Farhady, 1979). Farhady provides
evidence to the effect that, whatever their relative nerits as
di agnostic and placenent instruments, discrete-paint and integrative
tests are equally valid measures of SL ability. -

The data on instruction would al so suggest that Monitor

Theory's claim as to when learning can be used, i.e. the Mnitor

hypot hesi s, al so needs to be extended, to include (at |east) all
"language-like" behavior (not just discrete-point tescs). Such a
modi fication in the Theory would not run eouncer to the findings on
the so-called "average order” (Krashen, 1977), for the " norphene
studies" upon which the Natural Order hypothesis rests show the effect
of Krashen's notion of nonitoring (via disturbed and undisturbed, or
"natural’) orders under different conditions), but do not discount
overal | inproved performance through use of the nonitor (for those
with instruction). In fact, the " norpheme studies™ were originally
notivated by a search for universals in the sequence of SLA not for
the effect of instruction, for which a disturbed accuracgf;; a very
[inmted and oblique test

As indicated above, the proposed redefinition of learning

would affect the acquisition/learningdistinection (by upgrading the

relative inportance of learning, and, thereby, of inmstruction), and

al so the Moniter hypothesis, but would not challenge the Acauisition/
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learning hypot hesis. Failure to broaden che concept of learning,
however, would mean changing che Acquisition/learning hypothesis. |f

learning retained its current narrowdefinition, it would be necessary
to posit that |earning can becone acquisition (ecf. Krashen and
Scarcella, 1978) in order to account for the apparent effect of
instruction on SL acquirers at the internediate and advanced | evels,
for whom instruction is associated with proficiency even after the
passage of tinme for exposure, and so for acquisition (Table 7, studies
4, 5 6 and 7). A re-evaluation of the inportance of learning (and so
of instruction), in other words, would obviate the need for a nore
fundanental change in Monitor Theory* one which would be necessary if
learning preserved its narrow definition and instruction its supposed
rather insignificant role beyond the beginning |evel.7

VWhat ever the place of instruction in a theory of SLA, the
studies reviewed here have inplications for | anguage teaching
prof essionals. Put rather crudely, instruction is good for you
regardl ess of your proficiency level, of the wider |inguistic

environnment in which you are to receive it, and of the type of test

7 In fact, there seem to be several reasons, in addition to the data
on instruction, for positing that (redefined) learning can becone,
or aid, acquisition = convergent validation for the idea. Some are
empirically notivated (see, e.g. Peters, 1980; Schneiderman, 1982),
some theoretically. As an example of the latter, positing a "cross-
over" effect would reconcile studies showing an advantage for
instruction in rate and uleimate attainment in SLA with the fact that
many adult begi nners seem capable of acquiring a native-like command
of a SL syntax and semantics without imstruction.~Otherwise it would
be necessary to posit two types of |earner (those who do/do not need
instruction to go all the way), a distinction which woul d nmake a
theory nore powerful, and for which there seens to be no conpelling
i ndependent notivation.
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you are going to perform on. Instruction appears to be especially
useful in the early stages of SLA and/or in acquisition-poor environ-
ments, but neither of these conditions is necessary for its effects
to show up. Further, there is some slight evidence that |arger
proportions of instruction are helpful in cases of instruction and
exposure, but the evidence is only slight. Lastly, while the positive
effects For instruction in the study by Briére (1978) are probably
due at.least in part to the instruction having taken place in an
acqui sition-poor environment, there is some indication £rom other
studi es (Fathman, 1976; Hale and Budar, 1970} that instruction can
hel p children and adol escents as well as adults, with the benefits
again being strongest at beginning |evels and in acquisition- poor
environnents, but possibly not limted to these
For SLA theory and SL educators alike, on the basis of

currently avail able studies, an answer to the question, " Does SL
instruction make a difference?" is a not-so-tentative "Yes". However,
even if, as | hope, the data on instruction have been correctly
interpreted here, they are obviously not as clearcut or as "positive"
as most TESCQL professionals would [ike. There is obviously a genuine
need for further research addressing at |east four questions

1 Does SL instruetion nake a difference?

2 Does type of instruction make a difference?

3 Does type of learner make a difference?

4. Does type of instruction interact with type of |earner?
Answers to these questions are vital, not just for the credibility of
TESOL as a profession, but because they will affect the lives of
countless individuals, children and adults, for whoma SL is the

gateway to education and te econom ¢ and social survival
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Table 1

I nstruction,

exposure, and second |anguage acquisition (SLA)

possi bl e conparisons

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

Conpari son
vs ﬂi

vs ﬁi

ve Ij

vs Ej

vs Ei.

vs Ej {+ Ik)
vs Il + Ej
vs Ei. + Ij

+0J.vs EL+Ij
+¢jvs Ii-l-E_1

vs L+ Ey

vs ’I + E’i

I.4E vs Iik

() i

+I.st1+1k

J

Ij_-ijvsI.'L-l-l‘:k

Ii'iEk\.rst-tEm

| ssue addressed

Efect of imstruetion in populations with
instruction only

Effect of exposure in populations with exposure
only

Effect of amount of instructiom i N populations
with instruetion only

Effect of amount of exposure in popul ations with
exposure only

Relative utility of instruction and exposure

SLA process (sequence of acquisition)

SLA process (sequence of acquisition)

SLA process (Sequence of acuisition)

Efect of instructiom on populations wth exposure
Hfect of exposure an populations with instruction

Relative utility of instruction only and the same
total amount Of instruction and exposure

Rel ative utility of exposure only and the same total
amount of instruction and exposure {Table 2)
Relative utility of differing amounts of instructien

and exposure i N populations W th the same total
amount Of both (Tabl e 3)

Effect of amount of instruction on populatioms Wth
the sane amoumt of exposure (Tabl e 4)

Efect of amount Of exposure on popul ations with the
sane amount Of instruccion (Table 5)

Efects of amnumt of instructiom and of amoumt of
exposure (independently) On populations with
differing amounts of both instruction and exposure
(Tabl e 8)

| = instruction. E

exposure. @ ="filler™ activity. { = same anmount
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Table 2. Relative utility of exposure only and the same total amount of instruction (1) and exposure (E)

Subjects &
Study _&?ﬁ_xsfm Treatment Duration Test type Resulcs

1. Hale and Budar grades 7-12 mainstreaming 1-year & DP I 1 no difference after 1 year (x* = 3.45, P> 051
(1970) ESL B I A vs pull-out 2-year 2. Eonly better after 2 years(xz = 15.02, p<.001)‘
in Hawaii ESL cohorts 3, E only better overall (x“ = 2042, p<.001)"

2. Upshur (1968)  adults law classes 7 weeks oe 1. no significant difference between groups (ANCOVA)
ESL at U. of I A vs ESL plus Nate : non-equivalent control groups. Pre-test
Michigan law classes showed ceiling effect for E only group. Lower

proficiency ESL groups had higher gain scores.

3. Mason (1971) adults regular univ- 3 months DP 1 1. m signiflcant difference between matched groups
ESL at U. of A ersity classes 2. significant pretest differences on listening &
Hawaii vs ESL plus writing for umatched group had disappeared

fewer classes post-test.
Note : the t of 1.8 on the structure post-test is
significant (p <.05) for a one-tall test with
11 df, - an effect for I plusE (cf. Mason,Tablel)

4. Fathman (1975) children mainstreaming 1, 2 & 3- I 1. no significant difference between groups
ESL in 6-10 & 11- vs pull-out year co- 2. no interaction effects for age, I or length of
Washington, 15 years ESL horts residence in USA
DC B I A Note : Hint of slight advantage for older child

I plus E group after 1 year (E only x = 2§.0,
I plusg X = 34,2 - see Fathman, Table 2)
DP = discrete-point, | = integrative.

B = beginning, I = inteomediate, A = advanced.

reanalysis or interpretation differing from chat of the original author(s)
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Table 3 : Relative utility of differing amounts Of instruction and exposurein populations with both

{elem. & hours ESL pa
sec. sch.) week, plus E
BIA {sch, classes)

Subjects &
Study proficiency Treatment Duration Test type Results
Tevel -
1. Upshur (1968) adults 1l vs 2 hors 7 weeks DP 1. m significant effect for amount of |
I A ESL per day,
plus E (law
classes)
2. Fathman (1976) children 3, 50r 10 1 year ESL I 1 larper gains for groups with more sy’ l

Note : the usugl problems with tnterp-

reting gain scores, however

* interpretation differing from that of original author

Table4 : Effect of amount of instnmtiarﬁ’lon populations with the same amount of e)qaosure{g_)

(1974)

¥ peiE - differing periods of I and E
¢ 'practice’ = yrs. of residence x amount of English spoken

outside class on a scale of 1 to 10

Subj ects &
Study proficiency Treatment  Duration  Test type Results
level
1. Krashen & adults peref {from | 1 in 9 pairs matched for amount of
Seliger I A months toO practice¢, members with more | scored
(1976) years?) higher in 7 cases (p<.025)
2. Krashen, adults DPIE (long res- DP 1. in 8 pairs mached for amount of
Seliger & B I & idence for practice¢, members with more I scored
Hartmett most; 17) higher in 6 cases (p <.04)

2. in 11 pairs matched For amount of E
{residence in US), but in which member
with less | had more practice¢, members
with more | scored higher in 8 cases

N725)
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Table 5 : Effect of amomt of exposure on populations with the same amount Of instruction {r)

Subjects &
Study E(I)ficiency Treatment  Duration — Test type Results
eve

1. Krashen & adults DPIE {£rom I . in 14 pairs matched for amount Of |, members
Seliger I A months to uith more practice scored higher in only 6
(2976 years?) cases (n.s.)

"2 In 12 pairs matched for amount of I, members
with more E (residence in US) scored higher
inonly 4 cases {n.s.)

2. Krashen, adults DPIE {long DP . In 21 pairs matched for amount of I, members
Seliger & B I A with long residence with more practice scored higher in only 10
Hartnett residence period in cases (n.s.).

(1974} period in  most cases; Note : same result obtained even in a subset of
most cases |7?) palrs with less than 1 year of |

3. Martin adults 225 hours 14 weeks DP I 1. ANOVA showed means Of homestay (more E) group
{1980) I A ESL a wek were higher on al | five posttests {p £.05 for

for all; TOEFL, p ¢ .00l for other four) than means of
dormitory dornitory residents (lessE) group
residence

with other-

foreign Ss

or homestay

program

with Amer-

ican fams.
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Table 6 : Effects of amount of instmction.zmd of amount of exposure, {indeperdently) on populations with
{

differing amounts of both instruction and exposure

"

[

Subjects &

Study proficiency Treatment Duration  Test type
eve

Resul ts

. Krashen adults ESL | and/ wide range 1 1. positive correlation between amount of | and test
(1976) B | A orEby of each scores (r = .42, p<.001)
resi dence 2, no significant relationship between amout of E and
in USA test scores {r = .0l4, n.s.)
Krashen, adults ESL| and DPIE; X E DP [ 1 positive correlation between amount of I and scores
Jones, | A residence =4.05 yrs. on all tests {rs = .3 to .50, p<.005 to .001)
Zelinski in USA XxI=2.28 2 positive correlation between amount of E and scores
& Usprich yrs. on all tests {rs = .18 to .25, p¢.05t0 .01) -~
(1978}
Briére children Sp.F/SL & 1 yr. plus DP 1. positive correlation between amount of | and scores
(1978) B limited E of |, & on listening (r = .5%) & other tests (r = .64)
by parent DPE 2. positive correlation between amount of E and scores
SL use on listening (r = .52) 6 other tests {r = .43)
. Carvoll adults FLI, & E DPIE [ 1 significant correlation between amount of | and MLA
(1967) B | A by "ear listening test scores (rs = .0l to .18}, p< .01 For
abroad" & 2 of 4 SLs (French & Spanish)
some par- 2 positive correlation between amount of E and MIA
ental use listening test scores {rs = .24 to .60), p<.05 for
Russian & p<¢ .0l For French, Spani sh & German
Chihara & adul ts EFL, & DPIE; XE  pP 1 1. pasitive correlation between amount of I and scores
Diler Bl A short S =1 month, onall four tests (rs = .45 to .48, p< .001)
(1978) visits X1 = 8.4l 2 wo stgniffcant relationship between amount of E and
yrs (Japan} test scores (rs = .01 to .12, n.s.}

Note : very | ow amount of E
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_r( Study SLAtype  suhlecrs  Broficlency  Acq. ewnr, Lest oy lostm.  Bxposure 1=Ecr
(B, | or A) (bP or 1) helps?  helps? E>1?
Studies showing that instruction helps
1. Carroll, 1967 FLL in USA & adults B I A mixed I yes yes E>1
SLA abroad
2. Chihara & Oller, 1978 EFL (Japan) adults B I A poQr pP ~I ‘ yes no ' I>E
3. Briére, 1978 v $oSL (Mexico} chfldren B mixed Dp yes yes I>E
4. Krashen, Seliger & ESL in USA adults B 1 A rich DP yes no I>E
Hartnect, 1974 ‘ ' :
5. Krashen & Seliper, ESL in USA adults I A rich 1 yes = no I>E
1976
1 6. Krashen, 1976 ESLinUSA  sdules B I A rich I yes no I>E
g; 7. Krashen, Jones, Zel- ESLinUSA  adults B Y A rich DP I yes yes I%E
[ insld & Usprich, 1978
A;nblw cases
8. Hale & Budax, 1970 ESL in USA  : adolsnts. < rich - pp | ? yes E>1?
9. Fathman, 1976 ESL in UsA children B I A .rich I ? yes -E
Studies showing that instruction does mot help ; . ~_
10. Upshur, 1968 (Exp. 1)} ESL in USA adults I A rich oP no —_— s N
11, Masen, 1971 ESLinUSA  adults, .1 A rich DP 1 o — -—
12. Fathman, 1975 ESLinUSA  chfldren B I A rich I m —_ f
In Additional study showing that exposure helps -
13. Martin, 1900 CESLinUSA  adults I A mixed DP 1 — yes R

B = beglming; F = Intermediate; A = advanded, # DP = discrete point; |*= (uCegrative,






