Krashen theories have been very controversial and, as we will see below, have fallen into disrepute as of late.
Rod Ellis (1997) provides a good summary of these criticisms:

“‘Zero option’ refers to the proposal advanced by a number of SLA researchers (e.g. Dulay and Burt 1973, Krashen 1982) and applied linguists…that grammar instruction should be abandoned in favour of creating opportunities for natural language use of the kind found in untutored settings…The zero position entails not only a rejection of planned intervention in L2 learning (i.e., by presenting and practicing grammatical features) but also of unplanned intervention (i.e. incidental error correction). Krashen (1982: 74) refers to error correction as a ‘serious mistake’. He argues that it puts students on the defensive and encourages then [sic] to avoid using difficult constructions for fear of making mistakes. Also it may disrupt the focus on communication. However, although the zero option prohibits overt correction, it does tolerate incidental feedback of the kind found in caretaker talk to young children” (pp. 47-48). 

“In recent years the zero position has been challenged. First, the theoretical grounds for the position have been disputed. A number of researchers…have argued that the kind of explicit knowledge which typically results from formal grammar instruction can convert, through practice, into the kind of implicit knowledge that is required for use in communication. This has become known as the Interface Hypothesis. Other researchers…have argued that grammar instruction may not cause acquisition to take place, but may facilitate it by providing the learner with a conscious understanding of grammatical constructs that can be exploited later when the learner is ready to acquire these features—the Delayed-Effect Hypothesis. Second, there have been a number of empirical studies…which demonstrate that learners who receive instruction outperform those who do not, both with regard to the rate of acquisition and ultimate level of achievement. If it is assumed that the instruction these learners received entailed grammar teaching, which would seem reasonable, then, these studies would suggest that teaching learners grammar contributes to their linguistic development. Third, on the basis of their classroom experience, many language teachers have continued to believe in the importance of grammar teaching, including systematic error correction, and to include it in their instructional programme. 

On the other hand, there have been empirical studies that suggest that grammar instruction does not make much of a difference. A number of studies have found that instructed learners generally do not manifest a different order of acquisition of grammatical features from naturalistic learners…Other studies…have shown that attempts to teach learners specific grammatical features do not always result in their being acquired. Still other studies…show that instruction sometimes results in pseudo-learning (i.e. learners employ the structure that has been taught, but overgeneralize it and then drop it when they are taught another similar structure later). These studies indicate that there are constraints that govern when a particular grammatical structure is properly acquired and that grammar teaching may be powerless to overcome them” (p. 48). 

“Should teachers teach grammar? This question arises because some teachers, perhaps influenced by applied linguists such as Krashen (1982)…have begun to question the value of teaching grammar. They view the teacher’s job as that of providing opportunities for communicative language use in the classroom. However, the research reviewed in this chapter suggest that the communicative classroom does not result in very high levels of grammatical or sociolinguistic competence. Although it is not yet clear that form-focused instruction will be able to remedy this situation, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that it might. 

The general answer to this question, based on the available research, then, is ‘Yes, teachers should teach grammar.’ However, it does not follow that all learners should be taught grammar. In many parts of the world, learners are exposed to large amounts of grammar teaching in the early stages of their language learning and fail to develop any fluency in the target language. Such learners are likely to benefit from communicative activities rather than more grammar teaching” (pp. 71-72). 

“Does grammar teaching work?” Of course, it only makes sense to teach grammar if teachers can be confident that it will work—that students will learn what they are being taught. There is now sufficient evidence…to show that form-focused instruction can and does work. It helps learners to perform grammatical features that are already part of their implicit knowledge with increased accuracy and it enables them to progress through developmental sequences more rapidly. In at least some cases, the effects of the instruction appear to be durable. 

The problem is that these generalisations are not totally supported by the research; there are exceptions. Sometimes form-focused research works but only in the short term and sometimes it does not work at all. Teachers will want to know when form-focused instruction will work and when it will not. Unfortunately, it is not yet possible to produce definite answers to this question. It is clear that various constraints operate. 

First, it is now evident that some structures are inherently easier to teach than others. 

Second, it is also clear that much depends on the learner’s stage of development; learners may only be able to learn a grammatical feature they have been taught if they are developmentally ready for this feature. 

Third, there is some evidence to suggest that for the effects of instruction to be durable, learners need to experience communicative opportunities for using the structures afterwards. 

To date, I do not think it is possible for the applied SLA researcher to offer definite proposals about how teachers might cope with these constraints. It is not clear, for example, how teachers should cope with the problem of students’ developmental readiness. At the present stage, the value of the research lies in its capacity to identify the general nature of these constraints. Teachers are left with the task of identifying whether these constraints operate in their own classrooms, which is highly likely, and with experimenting with ways of dealing with them in their own grammar teaching” (p. 72). 

Research on Pedagogical Grammar

Ellis (1985) summarised the research on explicit grammar instruction available at the time in the following way:

· research has focused on two areas: rate of success and route (sequence of structures)

· many research finds contract each other

· samples are often very limited

· research methodology is far from uniform

· most research is morpheme- based and longitudinal

· most studies attempt to compare students receiving formal instruction and those not

studies focusing on rate of success

· some studies concluded that formal instruction increased the rate of success; others ‘proved’ the opposite 

· great difficulty in determining the role that motivation plays

· little treatment of what actually went on in the classrooms in question; what did the teachers actually do?

· only one major study examined the absolute effect of instruction; its findings were inconclusive

· many anecdotal accounts exist of individual students benefiting from formal instruction, but little in the way of valid stats

studies focusing on route

· there is little evidence that the natural route of acquisition is effected by formal instruction

· little evidence that the communicative use of language is effected, either

· language use is effected when the learner has the time to monitor this use

· when learners are required to use structures beyond their current competence, distorted forms often result; these may adversely effect further acquisition

In the context of this research, Ellis (1985) formulated three general theoretical positions in regards to grammar that various SLA theorists have adhered to:

1) Strong Interface Position (Biaystok, McLaughlin, Sharwood-Smith)

· practice turns explicit knowledge of the language directly into implicit knowledge (controlled by automatic processing)

· practice involves supplying the learner with opportunities to produce targeted structures so as to increase implicit knowledge

· common position held by most audio-linguists

2) Non-Interface Position (Krashen, Terrell)

· there are many cases of acquisition where no learning (formal instruction) has taken place

· students often cannot produce the structures in communicative situations even though they have excellent explicit knowledge of these structures

· even the nest learners can only state a limited number of rules, far fewer than the number of structures they can produce

therefore:

· there is no interface between learning and acquisition

· explicit instruction might help learners in certain kinds of language performance in terms of their ability to monitor this performance

· learners benefit from being in the classroom through the use of ‘comprehensive input’ (teacher talk) and by given the opportunity for meaningful practice of the communicative use of language

· in normal language use, the learner does not have the time to make use of explicitly understood grammar (at least in oral communication); it is only when the learner can attend to form that explicit grammar knowledge can be put to use (is this the reason the communicative approach is becoming popular in Asia? Are the oral skills becoming more important?)

there is very little use for explicit grammar instruction, in Krashen’s view, other than aesthetic appreciation, advanced organisation (Terrell) and monitoring output.  

Note the similarity between Vygotsky and Krahen’s comprehensive input:

Vygotsky (1978) maintained the child follows the adult's example and gradually develops the ability to do certain tasks without help or assistance. He called the difference between what a child can do with help and what he or she can do without guidance the "zone of proximal development" (ZPD). The whole-language approach to teaching reading and writing draws on this notion. As children play and interact with others at home and at school, they develop specific models of communication, expression and explanation. Goodman and Goodman (1990) believe this social use of language forms the basis for literacy. Tharp and Gallimore (1988) use a four-stage model of ZPD to show how children develop speech and language. http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/students/learning/lr1zpda.htm

3) Weak Interface Position (Selinger, Ellis)

· explicit instruction is a ‘consciousness-raising’ activity the enhances input

· compromise between the other two positions; start of the focus-on-form approach

· facilitates ‘noticing’ and ‘noticing the gap’

· helps combine structured syllabi with those that are functional or task based

· two types of consciousness-raising activities exist:

a) for comprehension, helping the learner to intake (recognise and understand features of the input)

b) for explicit knowledge, helping a learner learn about the structure metalinguistically

in summary, Ellis believes that:

1. Grammar instruction results in faster learning and higher levels of second language grammatical accuracy

2. Grammar instruction directed at a feature that learners not ready for will not acquired implicitly

3. Grammar instruction directed at a grammatical feature that learners are ready for will be acquired implicitly

“explicit knowledge can convert directly into implicitly knowledge under certain fairly stringent circumstances related to a learner’s stage of development.”

The Emerging Trend: The Focus on Form Approach

Ellis is one of the main proponents of what I believe is the newest trend: Focus on Form, which can be summarised as follows:

The focus-on-form approach considers grammar to be heterogeneous, meaning that some grammar points are easy to explain and easy to apply, and other points are difficult if not impossible to apply. This method proposes that the real problem is that grammar instruction in both approaches is limited to a small set of pedagogical practices. A Focus-On-Form pedagogy profitably mixes explicit and implicit techniques depending on the grammar item and the communicative task

http://ivc.uidaho.edu/flbrain/learning.htm

note that H Douglas Brown has included an entire chapter on focus-on-form in the latest edition of his Teaching by Principles

Making Decisions for the Classroom
In education, teacher autonomy (or agency) is a very large issue.

What is agency? 

    Teacher agency in curriculum matters involves initiating the creation or critique of 

     curriculum, an awareness of alternatives to established curriculum practices, the 

     autonomy to make informed choices, an investment of self, and on-going 

     interaction with others. (Paris, p.16)
Commonly, the decisions a teacher has to make in terms of curriculum are:

     the selection and definition of learning objectives; the selection and creation 

     of appropriate learning experiences; the organization of the learning experiences 

     to achieve a maximum cumulative effect; and the evaluation of the curriculum 

     to furnish a continuing basis for necessary revisions and desirable improvements. 

     (Tyler, 1981, p.24)

Central to all these debates about change in education is the question of the role that teachers play in determining curricula. Again, this is not new. It is a debate as old as the one about whether or not Socrates corrupted the youth of Athens. Much of this debate focuses on the role schools play in society and how much control the state should exercise in advancing its interests in the classroom. In western philosophical discourse, calls for reform in terms of curriculum content have been commonplace. The role teachers play in this respect is often not dealt with, however. In many discussions, educators are generally called upon to simply implement whatever program is envisioned. Plato and Rousseau are prime examples of philosophers who neglected this issue while devoting much energy to discussions about education in general.

       Similarly, even though education is often seen as a key factor in societal reform, there is little recognition of the competing demands usually made on schools. In a sense, conceptions of curriculum planning are often monolithic, with strictures about course content and methodology passed down from state to administrator to teacher. Durkhiem is a prime example of this trend, stressing the need for teachers to pass down a moral code to their pupils for the betterment of the nation. He emphasized that “schoolmasters must be shown what new ideals they should pursue and encourage their pupils to pursue, for that is the great desideratum of our moral situation” (Durkheim, L’Année Sociologique, Vol. IV, as cited in Lukes, 1973, p.355).

       A different attitude towards curriculum development came to the fore in western democracies with the arrival of the twentieth century. A new emphasis on an individually responsible citizenship meant that education had to be more concerned with individual needs within a democratic framework. There could no longer be a monolithic attitude towards curriculum development. As Lundgren (1988) pointed out, this trend coincided with the advent of modernism, the industrial revolution and modern conceptions of the state. The state extended universal suffrage and primary education. Dewey (1916) summarized the functions that this new form of education must have when he said that a democratic society, “must have the type of education which gives individuals personal interests in social relationships and control, and the habits of mind which secure social changes without introducing disorder” (p.99). Diversity had to be part of the means and ends of this form of modern schooling. Monolithic curriculum development no longer had a place, for, 

     a progressive society counts individual variations as precious since it finds in them the 

     means of its own growth. Hence, a democratic society must, in consistency with its 

     ideal, allow for intellectual freedom and the play of diverse gifts and interests in its    

     educational measures.(Dewey, 1916, p.305)   

This promotion of diverse curricula for specific goals was the starting point for the subsequent trend of student-centered curriculum in North America. This trend was extended by curriculum theorists such as Tyler (1949) into systematic processes which emphasized needs assessments, the development of specific goals, the organization of content, and the importance of program evaluation. As is shown below, the curriculum documents commonly in use in the milieu I studied owe a lot to Tyler’s model. The need for diversified curricula also features in the work of critical educators, such as Freire (1973) or Aronowitz and Giroux (1985), although their emphasis on diversity is in terms of social class rather than individuals.

       Recently, many general educational theorists have been preoccupied by how teacher professionalism is affected by the forces of societal change (Apple, 1995; Apple & Jungck, l990; Apple & Teitelbaum l986; Egan, 1988; Fitzclarence & Kenway, l993; Goodson & Hargreaves, 1996; Helsby & McCulloch, 1996; Jones & Moore, l991; Kliebard, 1988; Lawn, l996; Knight, Lingard, & Porter, l993;  Lundgren, 1988; Paris, 1993; Robertson, 1996). As is illustrated below, three of these authors (Lawn, Apple, and Paris) in particular have focused on the complicated, and at times contradictory, forces of societal change in terms of their implications for teacher autonomy.

       Lawn (1996), examining the recent history of education in England, argued that “the period between the 1920s and 1990s constitutes a distinct phase in state education which has come to an end” (p.2).  The new phase is characterized by, “the imposition of curriculum and assessment reforms, new inspection systems and the decentralized management of people and their work” (ibid.). The management of education in England was explicitly remodeled, through measures such as the 1988 Education Reform Act, to reflect principles of the market economy. Curriculum control underwent major devolution to local educational authorities for the express purpose of responding to local market needs. Teachers now have greater individual responsibilities for specialized assessment and curriculum development tasks within the restraints of locally developed guidelines. The resulting effect on the teachers’ work has been twofold. Citing an empirical study by Campbell, Evans, St. J. Neill, and Packwood (1991), Lawn stated that, on the one hand, teachers were experiencing a greater sense of empowerment associated with the acquisition of new skills and responsibilities. On the other hand, teachers were becoming progressively fragmented, acting as isolated specialists within a labor market in which they must sell their skills.

       The organization of education has also changed recently in the United States in similar ways. Citing Castells (1980), Apple (1995) contended that management practices in the overall economy are fundamentally shifting in response to economic change. Apple sees a complicated process of deskilling and reskilling at work. On the one hand, management attempts to “separate conception from execution” (p.130) by redefining the division of labor. To put it simply, workers execute the plans set by management within the parameters they are given. On the other hand, this redivision of labor means that workers have to be trained in newly required and specialized skills. Apple recognized that this pattern has existed within the larger economy for quite some time. Patterns within education, however, are somewhat different. As he put it,

     given the relatively autonomous nature of teaching (one can usually close one’s door 

     and not be disturbed) and given the internal history of the kinds of control in the     

     institution (paternalistic styles of administration, often in the USA based on gender 

     relations), the school has been partially resistant to technical and bureaucratic control, 

     at the level of practice, until relatively recently. (Apple, 1995, p.130)  

Apple used the example of the ascendancy of pre-packaged curricular materials in the United States. These spell out the curriculum in great detail, right down to the actual materials to be used and the objectives to be sought on a daily basis. Like Lawn, Apple noted that teachers, increasingly divorced from overall planning, are becoming isolated specialists and technicians. 

       Paris (1993) pointed out that teacher ‘agency’ was a hallmark of  Dewey’s Laboratory School early this century, and has been characteristic of numerous curriculum projects in the United States since. However, the overall trend in the United States since the 1920s has been a restriction in teacher agency, rationalization of school management, and a deferral to curriculum experts. This has coincided with what Apple (1986) called the ‘feminization’ of teaching, a dramatic increase in female participation in the profession. In the 1950s and 1960s, the deferral to curriculum experts culminated in the concept of the ‘teacher-proof curricula’, where curriculum experts sought to go over the heads of teachers directly to children (Silberman, 1970). Teachers were seen as technicians who, as often as not, diverted or even obstructed curriculum development and implementation. Paris pointed out that since the 1980s many foundations and government agencies in the United States have called for educational reform; some calling for heightened  teacher agency, others the converse. She cited the National Coalition of Advocates for Children (1985) as stating that 22 states in the United States restricted teachers’ abilities to make curriculum decisions as a result of  a national education commission report in 1983.

       One further trend is worth noting in the context of the present thesis. According to A. Hargreaves (1989a), a renewed emphasis on assessment and testing is one of the key forces driving many of the recent changes in education and teacher professionalism. As he put it, “assessment, more than curriculum or pedagogy, has been the prime focal point for educational change. Indeed, it would be no exaggeration to say that the 1980s has been the era of assessment-led educational reform”(p.41). As is shown below, assessment has a key place in the curricula for recent national ESL programs worldwide. It is also significant that the first aspect of the CLB to be introduced at the site under study here is the CLBA, the assessment component of the Canadian program.

Curriculum development:

As the examples above illustrate, one of the principal conceptions of curriculum has a dynamic dimension, involving a series of tasks and decisions. In this conception, a curriculum is not a static document prescribing what should be done in the classroom. It is the performance of these dynamic tasks, in fact, which constitutes curriculum implementation. 

       The conception of curriculum implementation as a set of decision-making processes is realized even further in Johnson’s (1989) model for a coherent language curriculum. He defined the term curriculum, “in its broadest sense, to include all the relevant decision-making processes of all the participants” (p.1). In Johnson’s model the question of who makes these decisions is of utmost importance. He compared and contrasted three approaches to participant roles in policy determination and implementation. In the first, the ‘specialist’ approach, a hierarchical chain of command separates different participants who have different responsibilities for decision-making. Needs analysts determine syllabus goals, material writers make materials, and teachers implement teaching acts. There is little communication between the levels of this hierarchy that is not top-down. Johnson’s second approach, the ‘learner-centered’, is the opposite in the sense that all the participants, particularly students and teachers, are involved at every stage of decision making. The ‘integrated’ approach, Johnson’s third, allows all the participants to have an awareness of all the curriculum decisions being made, but responsibility only over the ones they are best positioned and qualified to make. Communication and input goes both up and down the levels. Johnson’s model focuses on the ‘policy level’ that Stern (1992) defined (the level of control, overall planning and decision making), and not on teaching and learning activities in the classroom that Stern (1992) called the ‘practical action level’. Nevertheless, his discussion of the roles played in the curriculum decision-making process is relevant and useful here. 

       In the context of communicative language teaching, the predominant orientation in ESL education in Canada over the past two decades, many of the distinctions between planning and execution seem to have fallen away. Nunan, in a popular textbook designed for teacher training, outlined a series of tasks involved in curriculum development. He noted that, traditionally, there has been a distinction between ‘syllabus design’ and ‘methodology’, “the former concerning itself with the selection and grading of linguistic and experiential content, the latter with the selection and sequencing of learning tasks and activities”(Nunan, 1991, p. 2).This distinction no longer seems to apply to current practice, however. Nunan cited Breen’s contention that this distinction can no longer be sustained in the context of communicative language teaching. This is because, pedagogically, the activity of learning the language has become as important as the language itself. Consequently, teachers involve themselves in organizing activities for their students that engage them actively in communicating in the language they are learning; these activities often form the curriculum, rather than a pre-ordained syllabus of language items that teachers teach and students practice and study, as in earlier conceptions of syllabi for language education. Curriculum designers must “give priority to the changing processes of learning and the potential of the classroom” (Breen, 1984, p.52).

       The question remains, however, as to what degree teachers should be curriculum designers, especially if classroom processes form an integral part of  curricula. Clark (1987) helped put this question into perspective when he outlined three ‘value systems’ commonly found in foreign language teaching historically: ‘classical humanism’, ‘reconstructionism’ and ‘progressivism’. For the purposes of this study, there are several important distinctions he makes in regards to the three systems in terms of curriculum development, or ‘curriculum renewal’ as he terms it. In both the ‘classical humanism’ and ‘reconstructionism’ systems, the curriculum is renewed from the top down, with outside agencies initiating change. Teachers are expected to simply implement the changes recommended by either an examination board and inspectorate, in the case of the first system, or a committee of experts, in the case of the second. Clark’s third value system, ‘progressivism’, contains a different conception of who is responsible for the tasks in curriculum development. Renewal is bottom-up and school-based. The teacher is the agent of change, either individually or collectively. As is demonstrated below, aspects of this value system is inherent in the curriculum situation and documents used  by the instructors in the present study.

       Perceptions regarding the roles played by instructors in curriculum development remain complex, however. In another popular teacher training manual, Brown (1994) deferred any discussion pertaining to the definition of  curriculum because he assumes that his readers will not be primarily concerned with writing curricula. Speaking directly to teachers in training, Brown noted that he assumed that the primary task of his readers will be the “following of an established curriculum and adapting to it in terms of your particular group of students, their needs, and their goals, as well as your own philosophy of teaching” (p. 401). Interestingly, even though Brown was explicit in his depiction of teachers as implementers and not designers of curricula, the role he assigns them is certainly dynamic. Nunan (1991) also assigned an active curriculum role to the novice instructors he counsels, stating that one of his goals in writing his textbook was to help teachers “identify what works for them and their learners, in their own particular context” (p. xiv). 

       Markee’s (1997) recent work on curriculum innovation is also interesting in terms of the division of tasks and responsibilities. Basing himself on Candlin (1984), Markee posited three levels of curriculum innovation planning in the project he studied. Long-term ‘strategic planning’ had the largest scope and was the purview of the project director or change agent. Medium-term ‘tactical planning’ consisted of syllabus design decisions made through negotiation between the teachers and the project director. Short-term ‘operational planning’ was syllabus implementation decisions made through negotiations between teachers and students. The teachers in Markee’s study were far from being simple implementers of curriculum innovation. Markee described a process in which “the program director and the teachers negotiate the content and methodology of materials, which yields a syllabus of task-based units. Teachers try these units in class and negotiate unit content and methodology further with students” (p.24). 

       In sum, it is the view of most recent theorists in SLE that curriculum decision-making is a dynamic process that constitutes curriculum implementation and the overall situation of language teaching. Within this process, participants have specific roles to play. In the system orientated models proposed by Johnson, Clark and Markee, there are no automatic or clear cut divisions between someone who plans curricula and someone who executes it. The dynamics of decision-making are integral to the actual process that instructors engage in when implementing curricula.

What does this means in terms of choosing grammar elements for the SLA classroom?

Ellis points out that there are reasons for teaching explicit grammar for its own sake:

· emphasising relative difficulty or usefulness (Widdowson)

· emphasising ‘markedness’ (how common a structure is)

· remedial work (detailed examination and correction of individual fossilisation)

However, there are two sets of problems related to structural syllabi:

Problems with immediate mastery (learning discrete points one after another)

· what is the natural order of acquisition? There is very little research on this

· how do you take individual learner differences into account?

· how do you assess these differences?

· how do you organise grammar content for a group of learners?

· how do you account for program or logistical differences?

Problems with gradual mastery (focus on comprehension/ spiralling)

· the spiral approach is hit and miss

· the above problems still exist

Ellis concludes that grammar is useful when combined with a functional or task-based curriculum. Stand alone grammar syllabi are not sufficient.

These problems can also be overcome by emphasising Pienemann’s distinction between: Input for production and Input for comprehension

And P’s recommendations to:

· not demand production that is impossible at a given stage

· not introduce deviant forms immediately

· not worry about the fact that general input can contain structures not intended for production
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