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 Applications of Psycholinguistic =~
Research to the Classroom

Stephen D. Krashen

RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

The purpose of this paper is to discuss what
our research priorities in second language ac-
quisition should be. It will be helpful, however,
before discussing these priorities, to discuss
what research is for in second language acquisi-
tion, and how it can serve the teaching profes-
sion.

Our goal in foreign language education, at all
times, is to improve teaching practice, and re-
search must always serve this goal. It can do this
in two ways. First, research can serve as
confirming and counter-evidence to theories of
second language acquisition, which can be ex-
tremely practical tools in improving practice.
We will refer to research that has this goal as
“theoretical” research. Second, research can be
neutral to theory, and seek only to determine
what works and does not work in the second
and foreign language classroom. We will refer to
this kind of research as ‘“‘applied” research. In
this section, we will take some time to briefly
describe these two kinds of research and how
they relate to practice. In the sections that fol-
low, I will present what appears to be the state

of the art (or science) in both these areas, dis-
cuss some gaps in our research efforts, and sug-
gest some directions for the future.

Theoretical Research

Theoretical research has as its goal the devel-
opment of theory. A theory is simply a set of
interrelated hypotheses that are supported by
empirical evidence. It is thus an attempt to ac-
count for a number of phenomena in terms of a
set of generalizations. It is important to point
out that theoretical hypotheses can be sup-
ported by empirical data, but cannot be
“proven.” The existence or discovery of just one .
genuine counter-example is enough to “‘dis-
prove” a theory, no matter how many confirm-
ing cases are found. For illustration, let us as-
sume that a formal linguist proposes the
following universal: All languages have pro-
nouns. He presents us with a list of 547 lan- -
guages, all of which contain pronouns, Can he
claim that his universal is “proven?” All he can

33



34 Methodology in TESOL

really claim is that his hypothesis finds support.
The critic can always remain “unconvinced”
and ask for more data, suggesting that some
unknown, unstudied, long-dead, or yet to be
developed language lacks pronouns. Science s,
thus, a dangerous game, €asy to lose!
Theoretical hypotheses remain our, Or somes

one’s, best guess as to how nature works. They

are not objects of faith, and not truth. When
scientists state their “position,” they are not
stating what they “believe,” but which hypothe-
ses they feel are supported by the evidence and
which are worthy of further testing.

In section two of this paper, I will state my
position in second language acquisition theory,
a set of hypotheses which are consistent with
and account for many of the phenomena and
experimental results in second language acquisi-
tion and foreign language education. They are
supported by evidence, but are not ‘“‘proven.”
What is very important is that they are testable,
that it is possible to find evidence counter to
each of them and thus to the theory as a whole,
and this makes progress possible.

Applied Research

Applied research seeks to determine which
methods, techniques, and/or procedures are
more efficient, which ones work, and which ones
do not. This kind of research can be, and has
been, conducted completely independently of
theory, or it may be done in such a way that
theory is affected and instructed by its results as
well. Applied research may attempt to deter-
mine, for example, which of two teaching meth-
ods produces better gain scores oOn tests,
whether older ‘students learn faster than
younger students, whether visuals help students
in foreign language classes.

There is a growing body of applied research
in foreign language education, and 1 will at-
tempt to summarize some of it in the third sec-
tion, pointing out what its main conclusions

have been, and how it relates to the theory dis-
cussed in section two.

Research and Practice

. Tt seems logical to assume that both theoreti-
cal and applied research should have some im-
pact on language teaching practice. My impres-
sion, however, is that neither form of research
has much effect on how languages are taught
today. To understand this, it is necessary to look
into the past.

At one time, theoretical research was the
main source of knowledge for many language
teachers. They assumed, as we did, that those in
the university knew best, and methodologies
based on theory were widely used. The problem,
however, was that these methodologies did not
work very well. Our assumption, from the uni-
versity, was that the fault was not with the theo-
ries but with the teachers, who clearly did not
understand the true nature of our insights into
language and language acquisition.

This has happened twice in recent years, with
very different kinds of theories. One was audi-
olingualism, a method based on behaviorism, a
theory of learning with serious limitations and
of limited relevance (we know now) to language
acquisition. The second time this occurred was
when transformational grammar assumed dom-
inance in formal linguistics. Many of us thought
that this new system for describing the compe-
tence of the adult native speaker should form
the basis for syllabi in language teaching. This

_also did not work, but many of us blamed its

failure on teachers’ inadequate grasp of Aspects
of the Theory of Syntax, rather than our failure
to understand that a theory of grammatical
structure and language universals is not neces-
sarily the same as a theory of language acquisi-
tion.

Because of the university’s inability to pro-
vide the answers, teachers have turned away
from theory and research of any sort, theoreti-




cal and applied, and have turned to a third
source of inspiration and guidance: their own
ideas and experience.-A look at the programs of
conferences and workshops shows us that this is
true: we no longer see papers and presentations
on topics such as “An analysis of the verb sys-
tem in German,” or-“Pattern drilling tech-
niques.” We see, instead, teachers informing
other teachers what has worked for them in the
classroom. And what has worked for them is the
use of language for real communication (see, for
example, the 1980 ACTFL program, with such
titles as “Food for thought: teaching French

Applications of Psycholinguistic Research / Krashen 35

and German language and culture through
cookery;” “Inkblots, Norman Rockwell and
New Yorker Ads—Let’s talk!” “Techniques for
active language use at the intermediate and ad-
vanced levels”).

Perhaps unknown to teachers, theoretical -
- and applied research are now reaching similar

conclusions, conclusions consistent with what
teachers are coming up with on their own. Our
goal for the future should thus be to restore
some balance, to allow all three sources, theory,
applied research, and teachers’ ideas, to contrib-
ute to practice and to enrich each other.

THEORETICAL RESEARCH AND SECOND LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION THEORY

1 will attempt to summarize the theoretical
research that has gone on in the last decade by
stating five hypotheses about second language
acquisition. Following this, we will look at the
implications of these five hypotheses for other
theoretical work in second language acquisition,

and then see what this theory has to say, or
predict, about second and foreign language
teaching. There will be discussion of the gaps in
the research literature, places where more sup-
port or testing of hypotheses is called for.

FIVE HYPOTHESES ABOUT SECOND LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION

1. The Acquisition/Learning
Hypothesis

This hypothesis states that we have two diff-
erent and independent ways of developing abil-
ity in second languages. We can acquire and we
can learn. Acquisition is defined as the process
children use to acquire first language. It is sub-
conscious in two different ways. First, the pro-
cess is subconscious; we are usually not aware
that we are acquiring while we are acquiring.
Rather, we have the impression that we are
doing something else, such as having an inter-
esting conversation or reading an interesting
book. We are also not always aware that we
have acquired something; the knowledge itself is

subconscious. This is illustrated by the fact that
native speakers do not aiways ‘know” (con-
sciously) the rules of their language. It is the

- purpose of current formal linguistics (transfor-
mational-generative grammar) to describe these
subconscious intuitions about language, the na-
tive speaker’s “tacit” knowledge.

Learning is conscious, or explicit knowledge
about language. Learning is developed, it is
thought, by explicit, or formal instruction, and
is thought to be aided:by. the practice of error
correction. Error correction, supposedly, helps
the learner come to the correct mental represen-
tation of a rule. In everyday language, acquisi-
tion is “picking up” a language, while learning
is “grammar,” or ‘‘rules.”
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It is difficult to test the acquisition/learning
hypothesis directly, but it plays an important
role in all the other hypotheses, so evidence in
favor of them serves as evidence supporting the
acquisition/learning hypothesis. The issue of
error correction has been investigated directly,
and we will return to-the possibilities in a later
- section, once the relationship between acquisi-
tion and learning is stated.

II. The Natural Order Hypothesis

This hypothesis states that we acquire (not
learn) grammatical structures in a predictable
order, that is, certain structures tend to be ac-
quired early, and others tend to be acquired late.
This order can be altered by first language influ-
ence (see below), but cannot be altered by the
effects of instruction.

Much of the research supporting the Natural
- Order hypothesis comes from English. Brown,
for example, reported that children acquiring
English as a first language tend to acquire cer-
tain morphemes early (plural /s/ and progres-
sive ing) and others late (third person singular
ending /s/ and the possessive ’s) (Brown, 1973).
Similar claims were made for child second lan-
guage acquisition initially by Dulay and Burt
~ and subsequently by others (Dulay and Burt,
1974), and for adult second language acquisi-
tion, beginning with Bailey, Madden, and
Krashen (1974). The second language order is
not identical to the first language order, but
there are some similarities (Krashen, 1981a).

Related to the Natural Order hypothesis is
the phenomenon of transitional forms. It ap-
pears to be the case that second language learn-
ers pass through predictable stages on their way
to acquiring the correct form for many, if not
all, structures. For example, in the acquisition
of English negation, both first and second lan-
guage acquirers often pass through a stage in
which the negative marker is placed outside the
sentence, as in

No like it now (Ravem, 1975).

A second stage consists of placing the nega-
tive marker between the subject and verb, as in

This no have calendar (Schumann, 1978).

Finally, .in the third stage, which not all ac-
quirers reach, the correct form is acquired.

There are many areas of research and unan-
swered questions regarding the natural order
hypothesis. A major one, of course, is why an
order exists. What determines the order? Why
are some structures early and others late? There
has been considerable research and speculation
on this topic. See, for example, Clark and Clark,
1977; Hatch and Wagner-Gough, 1976; Dulay
and Burt, 1977; and Larsen-Freeman, 1976.
While this is a theoretically interesting question,
it may not be crucial to second language teach-
ing practice. We need to know that an order
exists to understand why students make the er-
rors they do and to alter our expectations ac-
cordingly, but it is not yet clear that we need to
know the determinants of the order.

Another possible priority is to expand our
knowledge of what the order is for as many
Janguages and as many structures as possible.
We have enough evidence to state the hypothe-
sis, but our data is limited to a few well studied
languages and a handful of structures. Such ad-
ditional confirming evidence is desirable in

order to support the hypothesis, or to dis-

confirm it, but it may not be crucial for language
teachers. As I will point out later, in discussing
the Input hypothesis (hypothesis IV), the major
implication of the Natural Order hypothesis is
not that we teach along the Natural Order, be-

ginning with those structures shown to be ac-

quired early. In fact, the available evidence
strongly suggests that we should not use a gram-
matical syllabus at all, no matter what it 1s based
on!

A very important question is when the order
appears and when it does not, that is, what con-
ditions are necessary to show that a Natural
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Order is indeed present. This is discussed as part
of the next hypothesis.

II1. The Monitor Hypothesis

The acquisition/learning hypothesis stated
that two separate processes exist for. developing
ability in a second language. The Monitor hy-
pothesis describes their interrelationship and
how each is utilized by the second language
performer. The Monitor hypothesis claims that
acquisition, not learning, 18 responsible for our
fluency in second language performance, for our
ability to use second languages easily and com-
fortably. Conscious {earning does not contribute
to fluency, but has only one function: it can be
used as an editor, or Monitor. We use conscious
learning to make corrections, to change the
form of the output of the acquired system before
we write or speak, or sometimes after (self-cor-
rection).

This hypothesis regulates learning to a less
than starring role in second language perform-
ance. Research over the last few years suggests
strongly that the use of conscious learning is
very limited. Not only is it restricted to the
Monitor function, but it is not easy to use the
Monitor effectively. 1 have posited that three
conditions need to be met in order to use the
Monitor, conditions that are necessary, but not
sufficient:

1. Time In normal conversation, there is
rarely enough time to consult and utilize
conscious rules, although some perform-
ers claim to be able to do this very well.

5 Focus on Form Just having time is not
enough. Even when acquirers have plenty
of time, they do not always think about
grammatical correctness. Dulay and Burt
have pointed out that a second condition
is necessary: the acquirer must be focused
on form, or correctness.

3. Knowthe Rule Thisisa formidable con-
dition, considering how incomplete our
knowledge of formal grammar is. Lin-
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guists concede that they have described
only fragments of natural languages, and
teachers and students have access only to
a portion of these descriptions.

Research support for this hypothesis comes
originally from studies of the natural order phe-

nomenon. It has been found that second lan-

guage performers show “natural orders” (in this
case, a difficulty order similar to the longitudi-
nal order of acquisition) in what can be consid-
ered “Monitor-free” situations, in which use of
the conscious grammar is precluded, when there
is little time or focusing on form. When the
conditions for Monitor use are met, the natural
order does not appear, which represents the in-
trusion of the conscious grammar.

It is interesting to note just how the natural
order is disturbed by the Monitor. What we see
is a rise in rank of late acquired items that are
“easy” to learn. In English as a second lan-
guage, for example, accuracy on items such as
the third person singular morpheme will rise in
rank and accuracy when students are given time
and are focused on form. I would expect that
similar increases would occur on similar items
in other languages, items that are late acquired
but are “learnable” and taught early. The sim-
ple de + le = du rule in French is a good
example, as are case endings in German. Our
students are often able to perform well on these
items on pencil and paper grammar tests, but
are much less accurate in free conversation.

Another very interesting point is our current

“hypothesis that for most students anything

short of a discrete-point grammar test will not
invoke the conscious grammar to any great de-
gree. We see only mild, if any, Monitor use in
composition, and in other situations in which
students are asked to “‘be careful.” Only a gram-
mar test seems to meet all three conditions.

A great many questions can be asked with
respect to this hypothesis. Most obviously, since
most of the data in support of this hypothesis
comes from English as a second language, we
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need to confirm its validity for foreign language
situations. This work has been begun by some
students at the University of Southern Califor-
nia. We also need to gather more data on when
the Monitor is used and when it is not: what

situations bring out the grammar? Is it true that -

. extensive grammar use is only possible on gram--
mar tests?

- The question of individual variation is an-
other important one. I have suggested that we
find basically three types of performers: Moni-
tor over-users, who Monitor all the time, to the
detriment of their fluency; Monitor under-users,
those who fail to consult the conscious grammar
at all; and optional users, performers who use
the grammar when they can, but only if such use
does not interfere with -communication
(Krashen, 1981a). Optimal users typically are
able to use grammar rules in writing; for exam-
ple, but may not always use them in speaking.
This individual variation schema was developed
from a consideration of case histories, and has
found some support in other studies (So, 1980;
Stafford and Covitt, 1978). It needs not only
further. confirmation, but investigation of what
sorts of programs might be optimal for different
types of learners.

IV. The Input Hypothesis

This hypothesis deals with the important
question of how we acquire. It consists of three
interrelated parts:

1. We acquire by understanding input con-

taining structures that are a bit beyond our cur-

rent competence. In terms of the Natural Order
hypothesis we move from our current level i to
the next level i + 1 by understanding input
containing / + 1.

We acquire, the hypothesis states, by going
for meaning, by focusing on what is said rather
than how it is said. We are aided in this process
by extralinguistic context, and our knowledge of
the world. We do not acquire by first learning

about the structure of the language. We try to
understand the message, and structure is
thereby acquired.

2. Speaking “emerges.” We do not teach
speaking but give acquirers comprehensible
input. Speech will come on its own, when the

" acquirer feels ready. Early speech is not gram-

matically accurate, but accuracy develops as the
acquirer obtains more comprehensible input.

3. The best input is not grammatically se-
quenced. Rather, if the acquirer understands
the input presented, and enough of it-is made
available, i + 1, the structures the acquirer
needs for further development, will be automat-
ically provided. Thus, the best input is not
grammatically sequenced. Not only is it not
necessary, but it may be harmful, when the goal
is acquisition (this is not the case when the goal
is conscious learning). The acquirers will re-
ceive comprehensible input containing struc-
tures just beyond them if they are in situations
involving genuine communication, and these
structures will be constantly provided and auto-
matically reviewed. They need not worry about
missing a class and thereby missing the past
tense forever (or at least until next year). With
natural, comprehensible input the hypothesis
predicts that they will hear the past tense again
and again.

In other words, part (3) of the Input hypoth-
esis claims that input for acquisition need not
focus only on i + 1, it just needs to contain it.
i + 1 will be supplied, and naturally reviewed,
when the acquirers obtain enough comprehen-
sive input.

Evidence for the Input hypothesis is given in
some detail in other publications (Krashen,
1981a, 1981b), but it is useful to briefly mention
two phenomena in second language acquisition
that relate to and are consistent with the Input
hypothesis. The first is the presence of the silent
period, a period of time before the acquirer actu-
ally starts to speak. The silent period is very
noticeable in child second language acquisition;
young children in a new country facing a new
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language may say nothing (except for some
memorized sentences and phrases) for several
months. According to the Input hypothesis, this
is a time during which they are building up
competence via input, by listening and under-
standing. When they are ready, they start to
talk.

“We generally do not allow -our students to
have a silent period. We.insist on production,
and accurate production, right away. When
adults have to talk too early, before they have
had a chance to acquire much of the second
language, they have only one choice, and that is
to fall back on their first language, an idea first
proposed by Newmark (1966). They “think” in
the first language, supply lexical items from the
second language, and use the conscious gram-
mar as best they can to make repairs. According
to this view, first language interference is not
interference at all, but is the result of using old
knowledge. Its cure is acquisition, or more com-
prehensible input.

A great deal of research related to this cen-
tral hypothesis needs to be done. Most impor-

© tant, we can ask whether acquirers who have

had a chance to get more comprehensible input
actually do better than those who do not. Also,
does comprehensible input with imperfections,
that is, the speech of other acquirers, help or
hurt? The “first language interference” hypoth-
esis is also quite testable (Krashen, 1981a).

The input hypothesis is perhaps the most
crucial of all, since if it is correct, it will revolu-
tionize our methodology in second language
teaching (see Asher, 1979; Nord, 1980; Post-
ovsky, 1974; Terrell, 1977; and Winitz and
Reed, 1973).

V. The Affective Filter Hypothesis

This hypothesis deals with the role of affec-
tive variables. Briefly, the research literature in

" second language acquisition tells us that the fol-
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lowing affective variables are related to success
in second language acquisition:

1. Anxiety The lower the level of anxiety,
the better the language acquisition. In Ste-
vick’s terms, the student should be *off
the defensive” (1976).

2. Motivation Certainly, higher motiva-

. tion predicts better second language ac-
quisition. Certain types of mativation are
more effective in certain situations, ‘“inte-
grative” motivation helping most in long-
term, and “luxury” second language ac-
quisition and “instrumental” helping for
short-term acquisition where there is a

practical need for the language (Gardner ‘

and Lambert, 1972).
3. Self-confidence The acquirer with more
self-esteem and self-confidence tends to

do better in second language acquisition
(Heyde, 1977).

I have hypothesized that these affective fac-
tors relate more directly to subconscious lan-
guage acquisition than to-conscious learning,
since we see stronger relationships between
these affective variables and attainment in sec-
ond languages when communicative-type tests
are used, and when we test students who have
had a chance to acquire the language (and not
just learn it). Dulay and Burt (1977) have made
this relationship more explicit and clear by pos-
iting the presence of an “Affective Filter.”

According to the Affective Filter hypothesis,
acquirers in a less than optimal affective state
will have a filter, or mental block, preventing
them from utilizing input fully for further Jan-
guage acquisition. If they are anxious, on the
defensive, or not motivated, they may under-
stand the input, but the input will not enter the
“language acquisition device.”

According to this hypothesis, given perform-
ers with identical comprehensible input, there
may still be variation in rate of acquisition and
ultimate attainment in acquisition. The one
with the “lower filter”” will go faster and farther.

As with the other hypotheses, there is much
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work left to do. The generalizations concerning
affective variables and subconscious acquisition
were made post hoc, on the basis of previously
reported studies. This relationship needs to be
experimentally verified. (I have similarly

claimed that what we call aptitude in second

language acquisition is closely tied to conscious
learning, also on the basis of a post hoc analysis

of previously done experiments and reports.) -

Also, the Filter hypothesis itself is indirectly
testable. Will we find that acquirers with similar
input progress at different rates, and are these
differences traceable to affective factors? What
other affective factors contribute to the filter,
and will we find different factors prevalent in
different situations? (Krashen, 1981a; Schu-
mann, 1975).

The Causative Variable in Second
Language Acquisition

We can summarize the five hypotheses with
a single claim: People acquire second languages
when they obtain comprehensible input, and
when their Affective Filters are low enough to
allow the input “in.” Thus, comprehensible
input is the true and only causative variable in
second language acquisition. This predicts that
other variables posited to be related to success
in second language acquisition are actually in-
tervening variables for comprehensive input.
This is quite testable, and, of course, quite excit-
ing.

The first testable component of this hypothe-
sis is that instruction itself is an intervening vari-
able, that it helps second language acquisition
only when it provides comprehensible input.
The little data that is available supports this, but

it is truly shocking how little data is available.
In short, the research done to date suggests that
instruction helps only when it is the main source
of comprehensible input, when the acquirer has
no other source. It helps, for example, for begin-
ners,- even those in. second language situations
(who are ‘not yet competent enough to under-
stand the. language outside the.class), but does
not seem .to -help intermediate students who
have another rich source of comprehensible
input. This makes sense. It suggests that the
goal of instruction is not to produce advanced
native-like speakers but to bring students to the
point where they can begin to take advantage of
the natural input available to them outside of
class. ,

Similarly, studies probing the effect of expo-
sure and reported use of second languages come
to similar conclusions. They predict attainment
in second language when they genuinely reflect
real use of the language, interaction, compre-
hensible input. Again only a handful of studies
speak to this question, and my conclusions are
again post hoc. This is thus a wide-open area for
research.

It can even be hypothesized that age is an
intervening variable. The literature tells us that
older acquirers are faster acquirers, for early

stages. Younger acquirers, however, are superior

in terms of ultimate attainment (Krashen, Long,
and Scarcella, 1979). The older acquirers’ ad-
vantage in rate may be due to their ability to
obtain comprehensible input (Scarcella and
Higa, 1982), while the younger acquirers’ superi-

~ ority in eventual attainment has been hypothe-

sized.to be due to the strengthening of the affec-
tive filter. As Scarcella and Higa have
demonstrated, these are very testable hypothe-
ses.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING

The theory makes definite predictions for

second and foreign language teaching, all of

which are testable, and some of which have been
tested to some extent in applied research experi-
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ments. Briefly; the theory predicts that success-
ful second language teaching programs will
have these characteristics:

1. They will supply a great deal of compre-

~ hensible input that is interesting and rele-

vant to the students. The goal of this input

- will not be to provide practice on specific

points of grammar, but will be to transmit
messages of interest.

2. They will not force students to speak be-
fore they are ready and will be tolerant of
errors in early speech.

3. They will put grammar in its proper
place. Some adults (and very few chil-

- dren) are able to use conscious rules to
increase the grammatical accuracy of
their output, and even for these people,
very strict conditions need to be met be-
fore the conscious grammar can be ap-
plied.

Several methods come close to meeting these
requirements, including Asher’s Total Physical
Response method, Terrell’s Natural Approach,
Lozanov’s Suggestopedia, and recent materials
developed by Harris Winitz. In addition, several
nonmethods meet these requirements nicely.
Successful conversation with a speaker of the
Janguage you are trying to acquire may be the
best lesson of all, as long as the speaker succeeds
in making the speech comprehensible to you.
According to the theory, acquirers profit not
from what they say, but from what the native
speaker says. Output thus makes an indirect but
powerful contribution to acquisition by inviting
comprehensible input! Also, pleasure reading
has the potential for supplying comprehensible
input helpful for acquisition.

Of course, the claim that a method is success-
ful is quite testable, as we shall see in the next

* section. In addition, the hypothesis that conver-

sationalists and pleasure readers acquire (but
not necessarily learn) more is also testable, but
has not, to my knowledge, been tested directly

‘in theoretical research.

A prediction that the theory makes that has

Applications of Psycholinguistic Research / Krashen 41

been extensively tested is that subject matter

teaching can help language acquisition. The re-

search is quite extensive for children, coming

from the very well studied immersion programs:

(Lambert and Tucker, 1972), but the possibility

that adults may also benefit remains a theoreti-
cal prediction.

Applied Research

We will focus on just one aspect of applied
research here, that of method comparison stud-
ies, the attempt to determine which of two
methods is better by direct comparison. While
this sort of research looks to be straightforward,
it is loaded with difficulties and confounds.
Nevertheless, a substantial number of studies
have been done, and, since they involve fairly
large numbers of studénts in many different set-
tings, and they give remarkably consistent re-
sults, they are worth examining.

The studies can be divided historically into
two time periods. First came what can be
termed ‘“‘traditional” method comparison stud-
ies, studies comparing the more common meth-
ods, such as audiolingual, cognitive-code, and
grammar-translation. We can summarize the
results of these studies (Chastain, 1970,
Mueller, 1971; van Elek and Oskarsson, 1976):

1. There is little difference between audiolin-
gual-type teaching and grammar-based ap-

proaches (grammar-translation and cognitive- .

code style) for adolescents.

2. For adults, cognitive type methods are a

little better. Cognitive students outperform
audiolingual students, but the differences are
quite small. This result had two different kinds
of reactions in the field. Stevick noted the im-
plicit contradiction, -asking how methods based
on totally different theories of language acquisi-
tion could produce such similar results (Stevick,
1976). Many methodologists and teachers, how-
ever, simply assumed that the answer was to be
eclectic, to choose parts of each system in the
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belief that the answer must be somewhere in the
middle. As fair-minded as this sounds, it often
resulted in teachers choosing the worst from
each, the parts least likely to cause acquisition:
drill from audiolingual and extensive grammar
explanation from grammar-translation and cog-
nitive code!

- There is-an explanation. Neither approach

provided ‘much in.the way of comprehensible .
‘input, and neither met the requirements out-

lined above for successful language teaching
methods. This predicts that methods that do not
meet these requirements should do much better,
and there is some indication that they do. Asher
has provided the profession with an extensive
series of studies demonstrating the efficacy of
Total Physical Response teaching, showing that
TPR is not just a little better, but is much better
than audiolingual teaching. In one study, in
fact, his TPR students acquired five times faster
than controls (Asher, 1972). Swaffar and Woo-

_ druff also confirm that methods focusing on

comprehensible input and that keep grammar in
its place do much better than the older alterna-
tives (Swaffar and Woodruff, 1978).

These kinds of results are very encouraging.
They support the theory, even though they were
done without this particular theory in mind,
and point to exciting new directions.

What remains to be done? A great deal. We
need, despite their flaws, more comparisons,
more program development research, using the
model of Swaffar and Woodruff. This includes
more direct tests of newer methods. Also useful
would be case histories of students in these

methods, a means of getting at their reactions - -

and problems.
Experimentation I would be particularly in-

terested in involves a new direction for the lan-
guage laboratory. Up to now, the lab has been
a place where students can come to exercise
their output and have it corrected. A far easier
and technologically simpler use for the lab is as
a supplementary -source of comprehensible
input. Here are some possibilities: taped stories,

..-with pictures to aid comprehension and add to

the.enjoyment (as currently being-developed by
Harris Winitz), radio programs, commercials
on tape, a “cheap” library, for casual pleasure
reading, filled with books that the lab is not
afraid of losing. And perhaps most important, a
native speaker, willing to chat with whomever
comes in! The theory predicts that such a lab
would do great things for language acquisition,
and this prediction is certainly testable.

The question of materials can also be consid-
ered an (applied) research priority. The predic-
tions made for methods also can be applied to
materials. Simply, the best materials will be
those that supply comprehensible input, that do
not force overuse of grammar, and that keep the
student off the defensive. This predicts that spe-
cialized readers, readers on topics that truly in-
terest students, aids to comprehension in the
classroom (e.g., visuals), and materials that aid
Monitor use without creating over-users will
succeed. This is quite testable, and calls for a
new tradition of field testing. In the past, for
example, we assumed our readers were accept-

able if they contained certain structures and

avoided others. The theory predicts now that
successful readers are simply those that are
comprehensible .and interesting. If .these re-
quirements are met, the structural requirements
(that i + 1 be present) will automatically be
met.

CONCLUSION

We have touched on a few places where more
research needs to be done, In all cases, the gaps
I have identified are related to current hypothe-

ses. Of course, new hypotheses will be devel-
oped, but this is unpredictable. What is predict-
able is that if we continue our thinking and
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research, research designed to test old hypothe-
ses, new ideas will come, deeper generalizations
to account for anomalies.

What is most important is the realization
that both theoretical and applied research can
contribute to progress in foreign language edu-
cation, and that accepting research as a determi-
nant of practice does not necessarily mean re-
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jecting teachers’ experiences and intuitions. But
language teaching should not be based entirely
on fashion, and matters of methodology should
not be settled by committee and vote. Our top
priority should be to form a real partnership

‘between theoretical researcher, applied re- .
- searcher, and language teacher, so we can work

together toward a common goal.
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