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PEDAGOGICAL GRAMMAR AS THE FRAMEWORK
OF TEFL RESEARCH.
PART 10. THE IMPACT OF FORMAL TEACHING
ON THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

Chernovaty L.M., Doctor of Sciences (Kharkiv)

The relevance of the paper is accounted for by the need of establishing
acommon framework to integrate the research in teaching foreign languages,
specifically in the development of grammar competence, into a single area with
uniform approaches, terminology and criteria. Its aim is to look for the ways of
promoting the efficiency of grammar subskills development by taking into
consideration its key features, specifically, the role of formal teaching in this
process. Basing on the analysis of experimental data related to the effect of the
monitor on the sequence of the foreign-language grammar structures acquisition, on
the one hand, and the rate and quality of the foreign-language acquisition, on the
other, it is concluded that their results are conflicting or, at least, incongruent. The
author explains it by the fact that most of the experiments were carried out in
the countries where it was possible to communicate in the target language outside
the classroom. Hence, it is unfeasible to distinguish the improvement of the
subjects’ performance that resulted from the formal teaching (ie. “learning”,
in Krashen’s terminology) and the one brought about by communicating in the
target language environment outside the classroom (i.e. “acquisition”). The author
assumes that in the experiments that showed low efficiency of formal teaching &
opposed to “acquisition” in the target language environment outside the classroom,
the subjects might have practised outside the classroom much more than they did in
the classroom. And the picture might have been the opposite one in the experiments
that proved the advantage of the formal teaching. The author believes that the main
shortcoming of the said research is the absence of information concerning the
subjects’ activities outside the classroom. It is important, as some subjects might
have intensively communicated with the native speakers outside the classroom
improving their command of English, while others, due to the circumstances or
personal characteristics (anxiety, etc.) might have been isolated from that kind
of communication altogether. This constituted a major random variable that might
have affected the experimental results. Furthermore, some subjects might have
additionally learned grammar rules in their extracurricular time and thus
complemented their “acquisition” mechanisns with those of “learning”. The author
offers a list of other potential random variables (motivation, anxiety, attitude,
aptitude, analytical capabilities, know ledge of the language structure) and outlines
the prospects of the further research.
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YepuoBaruii JI.M. Ilenaroriuna rpamaruka sik ¢peiimoBe NMOHATTH 1Jist
AOCJI:KeHb y raqy3si MeTOIMKHM HaBYaHHsI iHo3emMHmX MoB. Yactuna 10.
BB ¢opMaibHOro HaBYAHHS HA 3aCBOECHHA iHO3eMHOI MOBH. AKTYyaJbHICTh
JTAHOTO JOCIIDKCHHS TOSCHIOETHCS HEOOXITHICTIO IMOIIYKY HUIAXIB ITiIBHIICHHS
edexTiBHOCTI Tporecy (GOpPMYBaHHS IHOIOMOBHUX TpaMaTHYHHX HABHYOK 13
ypaxXyBaHHSM 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEH IBOTO TPOIECYy, a HOTO METOI0 € BCTAHOBICHHS
pouti popMansHOTO HaBIAHHA B HEOMY. BUX0q4H 3 aHAII3y eKCIIepHM eHTaIbHIX
JIAHUX CTOCOBHO BIUIMBY MOHITOpa Ha MOCIIJOBHICTh 3aCBOEHHS iHIIOMOBHHUX
rpaMaTUIHUX CTPYKTYp, i3 OJHOIO OOKy, Ta IUBUAKICTH 1 SKICTh 3aCBOEHHA
iHO3eMHOi MOBH, 3 IHINOTO, NPOTIOHYETHCS BUCHOBOK, INO Wi pe3yjbTaTd €
CYTICpeWIMBHMH YH, TIPUHAWMHI, HEOAHORHAYHIMH. ABTOP TOSCHIOE II€ THM, IO
OUTBIIICTh 13 3ralAHUX €KCIIEPUMEHTIB MPOBOJWINMCS B KpaiHaX, e Y4YHI MOTJIH
CIUIKyBaTHCS MOBOIO, Ky BOHHM BHBYAJM, 32 MeXaMH Kiacy. TakuM YHHOM,
HEMOJKJIMBO BIIAUIMTH Ty YacTHHY NMOKpAIICHHS KOMIIETEHTHOCTI BUIPOOYBAHUX,
sgKa € HacligkoM (OpMaIbHOTO HABYAaHHS B Kiaci (T00TO «ydiHH®», 3a
tepminonoriero C. Kpamena) Bix Toro, 0 € HACJIIKOM CIIUIKYBaHHI y MOBHOMY
CepesoBUIli 32 MEXaMH Kiacy (TOOTO «3aCBOEHHs»). ABTOp NPHITyCKae, IO B
€KCIIEpUMEHTaX, /€ BHSABJICHO HM3bKY €(EKTHUBHICTh (OPMaNLHOTO HABYAHHI
MOPIBHSHO 13 «3aCBOEHHSIM» y MOBHOMY CEPEIOBHIII 32 MeXaMH Kiacy, 00csr
BIPABJSTHHS BUNPOOYBAHHMX 32 MEKAMH KJIacy Mir 3HaYHO IEPEBUIILyBaTH TOH,
SIKHI BOHH MaJH B KJaci. A B eKCIIEpUMEHTAX, IO JOBEIH IepeBary ¢ opMaIbHOTO
HABYAHHS, CUTyalis Momia OyTH TMPOTHICKHOI. ABTOp YBaXKA€ TOJIOBHHM
HEJI0JIKOM TPOaHANl30BAHUX EKCIIEPUMEHTIB BIACYTHICTh iHpOpMaIii 11010
JUSUTBHOCTI BHUNPOOYBAHUX 32 MeXaMu kiacy. Tamxa iH(opMamis € BakXIMBOIO,
OCKUTbKH JiesiKi BHNPOOyBaHI MOITIM IHTEHCHBHO CHUIKYBaTHCA 3 HOCIAMH
BIAMOBIHOT MOBH 32 MEXaMU KJIacy, MOKpPAIlylOul CBOE BOJIOJIHHS HEIO, TOMi 5K
iHII, B CHJIy OOCTaBMH a00 OCOOMCTICHHMX XapaKTepUCTHK (TPHUBOYKHICTH TOIIO)
MODIIM OyTH TOBHICTIO 130JIbOBAHI Bil TaKoro cCHiikyBaHHs. Lle Moxxe OyTu
MOOMHOI0 3MIHHOIO, SIKa BIUIMHYJA Ha pesynbTaTH. Jleski BUMpoOyBaHI MOTIIH
JIOJATKOBO BHBYATH TpaMaTHYHI MpaBWiIa 3a MEXaMH KIacy i, TaKUM YHHOM,
JIOTIOBHIOBATH BJIACHI MEXAHI3MH «3ACBOEHHSI» MEXAHI3MaMH «yJiHHS». ABTOp
MPOTIOHYE TMEpeNiK IHIMWX MOTCHIIHHNX TMOOIYHUX 3MIHHUX (MOTHBALS,
TPUBOXKHICTb, BITHOIICHHS, 30I0HOCTI, aHAJITUYHI CXUJIHLHOCTI, 3HAHHS CTPYKTYpH
MOBH) 1 OKPECIIO€ NEPCIEKTUBH MOJAIBIIOTO JI0CIHKEHHSI.

KnroyoBi cjioBa: 3acBO€HHS, iHO3eMHA MOBA, CBIIOMICTb, YUiHHSI, (opMalibHe
HaBYaHHS.

YepuoBareiii JI.LH. Ilegarormuyeckas rpammaruka Kak ¢peiimoBoe
NOHAITHE /JISl UCCJIeJOBAaHUIl B 00/1aCTH METOAMKH 00y4eHMs] HHOCTPAHHBIM
si3bikaM. Yacte 10. Bumsinue ¢opManbHOro o0y4yeHHsi Ha yCBOEHHeE
HHOCTPAHHOr0 fA3bIKA. AKTyaJbHOCTh IAHHOTO WCCIICJIOBAHHS OOBACHICTCS
HEOOXOIMMOCThIO MOWCKA TMyTel MOBBIIIEHHS d(PGhEeKTUBHOCTH Ipolecca
dbopMUpOBaHUS ~ MHOS3BMHBIX ~ IPAMMAaTHUECKUX  HABBIKOB C  y4eTOM
3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH 9TOIO Tpolecca, a €ro Ielb — YCTAHOBIGHHE PpOJHU
¢ opmansHOTO 00yueHHs B HeM. Mcxond M3 aHaIM3a 3KCIEPUMEHTANBHBIX JTaHHBIX
OTHOCHTENBHO  BIMSHMS MOHHUTOpPAa Ha  IOCIEAOBATEIBHOCTb  YCBOEHHA
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MHOSI3BIYHBIX TPAMM aTHYCCKUX CTPYKTYP, C OJIHOM CTOPOHBI, a TAKKE CKOPOCTh M
Ka4eCTBO YCBOCHHS MHOCTPAHHOTO 5I3bIKA, C APYIOH, Mpemiaraetcs BEIBOJ O TOM,
9TO OTH pe3yNbTaThl HMEIOT TPOTHBOPSYMBBIA WM, BO BCSKOM Clydae,
HEOHO3HAYHBI XapakTep. ABTOp OOBSCHAET 3TO TeM, YTO OOJIBIIMHCTBO
YIOMSIHY TBIX 9KCIIEPUMEHTOB MPOBOMIKCH B CIpaHax, e ydalluecs MOTIA
0oOm@ATECS Ha W3y9acMOM S3BIKC BHE Kiacca. Takum 00pa3oM, HEBO3MOXHO
OTHETUTh TNPHpPAIEHHE KOMIETEHTHOCTH, KOTOpPOE MPOM30ILI0 B Pe3yJibTaTe
¢dbopmaneHOTO 00yueHHs (T.e. «HayudeHHs», no Tepmusonorun C. Kpamena),
OT TPOUCIICAIICIO B pe3yibTaTe OOIICHHS B SA3BIKOBOII cpelne BHE Kiacca
(T.e. <yCBOCHUs»). ABTOp NPENOJIaracT, 4T0 B OSKCICPUMEHTAX, KOTOPHIC
MOKa3aJi HEBBICOKYIO 3()()EeKTHBHOCTh (hOPMATLHOTO OOYUEHHS MO CPABHEHHIO C
YCBOCHHEM BHE KJIacca B SI3BIKOBOM Cpejie, HCIBITYEMbIE IPOCTO ropaszio OOJbIIe
YOpaXHUIMCh BHE KJIACCA, YeM HA 3aHATHAX. A B JKCHEPUMEHTAX, KOTOPbHIC
MOKa3aJM HPEUMYIIECTBO (OPMAIBHOTO OOYYEHHs, CHTyalds MoOrja ObITh
oOpaTHOl. ABTOp CUHMTA€T OCHOBHBIM HEJOCTATKOM JTUX HCCJIEI0BAHUMA
OTCYTCTBHE HHPOPMAIMHK O JEATCIHPHOCTH WCIBITYEMBIX BHE Kiacca. JTa
uH(pOpMAaIsl BaXKHA, T.K. OJHH HCIBITyeMble MOTIIM HHTCHCHBHO OOLIATHCS C
HOCHUTEJSIMH SI3bIKa, COBEPIICHCTBYSI CBOC BJAICHHE MM, a IApyrue, B CHIIY
00CTOSTEIIECTB WM JIMYHOCTHBIX XapaKTEPHCTUK (TPEBOXKHOCTh M T.II.), MOTJIH
BOOOIIC HE BCTyNaTh B TaKoe OOIICHHE. DTO MOXKET OBbITh TTOOOYHOH IepeM eHHOM,
KOTOpas TMOBIIFSIA HA Pe3ysbTaThl. KpoMe TOTO, HEKOTOPBIC HCIBITY eMBIE MOTIIH
CaMOCTOSITENIbHO M3y4YaTh MMpaBmiia IPaMMATHKH 33 MpeleiaMu Kiacca, JOMOJIHSS
COOCTBEHHBIE MEXaHM3Mbl «YCBOGHHUS» MEXaHH3MaMH «HAaydeHHs». ABTOp
mpearaeT IepevyeHb IPYTUX MNOTCHIHAJbHBIX MOOOYHBIX  IEPEMEHHBIX
(MoTHBaMsA, TPEBOKHOCTb,  OTHOLIEHHE, CHOCOOHOCTH, aHAIUTUYECKHE
CKJIIOHHOCTH, 3HaHHE CTPYKTYPHI SI3bIKA) M OYSPIMBACT HSPCIICKTUBEI JaTbHEUIIETO
HCCIICIOBAHHUS.

KnroueBble cJ10Ba: MHOCTPAaHHBIA SI3bIK, HAyYCHHE, CO3HAHUE, YCBOCHHE,
(dhopManbpHOE 00y UCHHE.

Problem statement. Introduction to the series. Numerous research
in teaching foreign languages, specifically in the development of
grammar competence, often seem to lack a common framework to
integrate them into a single area with uniform approaches, terminology
and criteria. It accounts for the current importance of the issue under
consideration.

The aim. The object of this part of the series is the comparative
aspect of the native (NLA) and foreign languages acquisition (FLA)
with the subject being the characteristics of the FLA, specifically the
impact of formal teaching on this process. Its aim is to analyse the latter
with the purpose of its further accounting for in the development of
academic programs and actual teaching. This is the tenth (see the
previous issues of this journal starting with N 29) in a series of articles
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focusing on the Pedagogical Grammar (PG) issue [1], where the author,
basing on the research data, is planning to discuss the various aspects of
the problem.

As it was mentioned in the previous papers of the series (see the note
above), the deve lopment of an effective PG should be based on a sound
psycholinguistic theory of the FLA. This kind of PG has to take into
consideration the specifics of the speech grammar mechanisms
development in general and the foreign language grammar mechanisms
in particular, especially in the spheres where the NLA and FLA features
are different. In this paper, we are going to review the state of the art in
the domain of the impact of formal teaching on the FLA process with a
special emphasis on its grammar.

Analysis of current research. The term “formal teaching”, in its
broad meaning, corresponds to Krashen’s term “learning” and is
opposed to “acquisition” in the natural environment [15]. Formal
teaching may assume various forms (inductive, deductive, interim)
depending on the explicitness of the rules used in it, the types of such
rules, the intensity of class activities and other factors (see [6: 216-
217]). The main features of the formal teaching involve the goal-
directed, teacher-controlled acquisition of grammar and some kind of
the conscious realisation of the target structure by the learner. The latter
assumes some form of monitoring. Within the analysed approach, the
monitor is defined as part of an individual’s speech mechanisms
responsible for the foreign language learning, i.e. the one based on
consciousness raising [5: 58].

The effect of the formal teaching upon the foreign-language
acquisition may be analysed in several aspects. First, it is assumed that
the sequence of grammar structures presentation in formal teaching may
affect the “natural” (observed in the native language) order of their
acquisition, i.e. their sequence in formal teaching may determine the
said order [6: 216]. Besides, various types of formal teaching
(inductive, deductive, etc) may result in the varying degrees of the
monitor use. These two aspects of the problem under consideration have
been analysed in the experimental research conducted over a
considerable period. In general, these experiments may be subdivided
into two groups. Within one of them [6-8; 10; 21-24; 29; 31], the focus
was on the monitor and the sequence of the foreign-language grammar
structures acquisition, while the other dealt with the monitor, rate and
guality of the foreign-language acquisition [2—4; 11-20; 26; 27; 32].
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The experiments produced conflicting, or at least, incongruent results,
which are analyzed further.

Presentation of the main material. The monitor and the sequence
of the foreign-language grammar structures acquisition. The issue of
the natural acquisition sequence has already been analysed in our earlier
articles in the series (see Parts 5-7). Here, we review only the research
having the direct relation to the issue under discussion. The experiments
[8: 21; 22; 28] studied the sequence of the foreign-language grammar
structures acquisition in formal teaching. Some subjects in those
experiments learned English in the countries (USA or Canada) where it
is used as the primary means of communication. That is, it is impossible
to make a reliable conclusion whether the obtained data is the result of
the formal classroom teaching, informal communication outside the
classroom or (which is the most probable variant) — the combined effect
of “learning” and “acquisition”. The studies involved 475 subjects, from
6 to 22 years of age. Their language command level ranged from
elementary to intermediate. The speech elicitation procedures varied
from translation from their native language and grammar tests to
spontaneous interviews (the latter was an obligatory component in all
studies).

The general conclusions in all studies ran as follows. In spontaneous
interviews, the sequence of the foreign-language grammar structures
acquisition corresponded to their natural order (i.e. sequence observed
in the native-language acquisition) and did not correspond to the
sequence of their presentation in the formal classroom teaching. On the
other hand, in translation and grammar tests, the sequence of the
grammar structures acquisition corresponded to the sequence of their
presentation in the formal teaching. Some researchers [6] explain it by
the fact that in the tasks allowing enough time for conscious control (i.e.
the monitor use, in Krashen’s terminology), the learners apply it to edit
their speech. It considerably (up to 40% in some studies [31]) improves
the quality of their speech. These experimental results may be
interpreted in favour of both the “acquisition vs learning” and “monitor”
hypotheses.

The interpretation of this data, however, is complicated by the fact of
the subjects’ learning in the countries where the target language is used
as the means of communication. Thus, we cannot avoid the dependent
variable (the sequence of the foreign-language grammar structures
acquisition) being affected by random variables, the principal one being
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the acquisition of the said structures as the result of the subjects’
communication with the native speakers outside the classroom. More
rigorous, in the light of their effect on the sequence of acquisition, are
the experiments where the subjects learned a foreign language only in
the classroom, and did not have any chance to get into the target
language environment outside the classroom. The reviews of this
problem [6] provide the data on the acquisition sequence of over 800
subjects in Germany, Japan, Finland and Mexico whose learning of a
foreign language was limited to the classroom. Three experiments’ data
[7: 24; 29] relied on the subjects’ spontaneous speech testing only and
one study [9] involved an 8-week (40 hours) experimental teaching of
subjects 10 to 50 years of age. The speech elicitation procedure in all
experiments were close to spontaneous communication (recording of
free interviews, communication among subjects, etc.). In one case [24],
the subjects also answered questions in writing, in three others [7: 24;
29] — the subjects’ levels of language command were different, while in
one study [10] —all subjects were beginners.

The conclusions in all experiments were quite similar — there were
no distinctions in the classroom acquisition sequence as compared to the
one registered in the native language. In the experiment where the
actual teaching was involved [10], it was concluded that the process of
classroom language acquisition and the one related to the natural
environment are basically identical. According to the author, when a
problem arises, the learners may resort to two strategies — either rely on
the natural mechanisms (in this case, the structures observed in their
speech are identical to those wused in the natural environment
acquisition) or choose the structures at random (in which case it is
impossible to discover any patternin this process).

The latter study [10] is of a special interest as it is based on a
relatively lengthy experimental teaching. For the sake of comparison, it
seems appropriate to have a look at two more studies based on a similar
approach [6: 31]. There were three younger (10 to 13 years old) and one
adult subjects who learned English in the USA and UK
correspondingly, i.e. both in the classroom and outside it. The course
lasted nine months in the first study [6] and seven months in the second
one [284]. The subjects’ speech was recorded throughout the entire
course of study. In both experiments, the subjects were beginners and
the samples of their speech were spontaneous. In the second experiment
[31], the specific structures elicitation procedure was also used. The
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results demonstrated a considerable improvement (64% against 22%
before the experiment) of the subject’s general speech accuracy but
little improvement in the use of some structures specifically taught
within this particular course. In both experiments, the sequence of the
structures acquisition corresponded to the natural one.

The monitor, rate and quality of the foreign-language acquisition.
There are some general assumptions concerning the impact of
monitoring upon the rate of acquisition. According to them, the monitor
accelerates this process at the initial stage but eventually the non-
monitor learners (especially children, and especially younger ones)
perform better using the “acquisition” route. These assumptions should
be probably taken with a pinch of salt because of the fuzzy terms used
by their authors. First, it is not quite clear what “eventually” means here
(a year? three? five?). Second, while describing the “monitor” Krashen
himself admits that monitoring may be carried out not only through the
conscious control of one’s own speech but through the “feel of
grammaticality” as well [15: 2]. This remark brings a considerable
confusion into the monitor theory itself as it becomes practically
impossible to identify the monitoring mode (conscious control or the
“feel of grammaticality”’) in each specific instant. In any case, we have
to admit the lack of sufficient data regarding the assumed impact of the
formal teaching on the rate of a foreign language acquisition.

As far as the quality of acquisition is concerned, the situation is
somewhat different. There have been a considerable amount of research
(of varying quality) regarding this issue. The said studies produced
conflicting data. Considering their results, the experiments may be
subdivided into three groups. Within the first group of studies [4; 17,
18], their authors arrived at the conclusion that formal teaching
contributes to the efficient acquisition of a foreign language, while the
mere staying in the language environment — does not. All experiments
studied adult subjects with different native languages. In two studies
[17; 18], English was learned in the country where it is used as the
means of communication (USA), and in one case [4], the language
environment outside the classroom was absent (Japan). As regards their
command of English, the subjects were characterized as a mixed group.
To elicitate the subjects’ speech samples, two types of tests were used:
multiple choice [18], Cloze-test [17] or both [4].

The findings in this group of research were corroborated by the later
data obtained in the study of the comparative efficiency of implicit and
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explicit instruction [11; 12; 20; 23; 25; 32]. For example, the enquiry in
advanced adult classes [12] disclosed that explicit instruction resulted in
more uptake as compared to the implicit one. Likewise, another
investigation [25] revealed that acquisition efficiency can be improved
by highlighting the relationship between grammatical forms and their
meanings [25: 147], while the survey of the learners’ attitude to learning
grammar [11] showed the students’ positive view as to explicit
teaching.

Within the second group of studies [2; 3; 15; 16], the researchers
concluded that both the formal teaching and staying in the language
environment have a positive effect upon the foreign language
acquisition. In all these experiments, learning took place in the country
where the target language was used as the means of communication
(English in the USA — three studies, and Spanish in Mexico — one). In
the latter case, the subjects were children whose native language was
the one of a local Indian tribe. In the remaining experiments, the
participants were adults with various native languages and varying
degrees of their command of English. In one study [2], all subjects were
beginners. In two experiments [15; 16], both discrete and integrative
tests were applied, while the other two used only discrete [2] or only
integrative [3] ones. The analysis of the results of over 180 subjects
proved that there is a considerably better correlation of the learning
efficiency with the total amount of time of formal teaching than with
that of staying in the target language environment.

Within the third group of studies [6; 8; 9; 13; 26; 32], the authors
inferred that formal teaching does not have any positive impact upon
the foreign language learning. Moreover, in one of the experiments
[13], it was assumed that the impact of formal teaching might actually
be negative. The said results were obtained following the analysis of the
utterances produces by the subjects with various native languages. All
experiments were conducted in the countries (USA and UK) where the
target language was used as the means of communication. The subjects
were children [6; 8; 9], teenagers [13] and adults [26; 32]. Five
experiments applied discrete [32], integrative [9] tests or the
combination of the two. In one study [6], the elicitation of the subjects’
spontaneous speech was done by showing pictures to them.

Later studies [14; 19; 27] were more restrained about the advantages
of implicit approaches, but nevertheless established that implicitly
taught learners outperformed the implicitly taught ones in the quality of
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acquisition, retention and understanding of the material [27] or, at least,
that the combined effect of explicit and implicit teaching was not
superior to the implicit one alone [14].

Conclusions. Thus, the three groups of researchers, independently
conducting their experiments within different periods and applying
generally similar experimental schemes, obtained conflicting (or, at
least, incongruent) results. The main reason for it might be the fact that
most of the experiments were carried out in the countries where it was
possible to communicate in the target language outside the classroom.
Hence, it is unfeasible to distinguish the improvement of the subjects’
performance that resulted from the formal teaching (i.e. the use of
“learning’”’and, presumably, “monitoring”’) and the one brought about
by staying (and communicating) in the target language environment
outside the classroom (ie. the use of “acquisition”). Purely
theoretically, it may be assumed that in the experiments that showed
uselessness or low efficiency of formal teaching as opposed to
“acquisition” in the target language environment outside the classroom,
the subjects merely practised outside the classroom much more than
they did in the classroom. And the picture might have been the opposite
one in the experiments that proved the advantage of the formal teaching.
The main shortcoming of the said research is the lack of information
concerning the subjects’ activities outside the classroom. It is vitally
important as some subjects might have intensively communicated with
the native speakers outside the classroom improving their command of
English, while others, due to the circumstances or personal
characteristics (high level of anxiety, etc.) might have been isolated
from that kind of communication altogether.

It seems quite evident that though the subjects were in the same
class, their results, in spite of being exposed to the same teaching in the
classroom, could have been substantially dissimilar. The different
intensity of the their communication outside the classroom is the
random variable that might have affected the dependent variable
(efficiency of the foreign language acquisition). In this case, the results
of the said experiments cannot be regarded as reliable. The ambiguity
concerning the subjects’ activities outside the classroom makes it
difficult to analyse the role of the conscious factor (the “monitor”) n
the foreign language acquisition as well. Some subjects might have used
part of their extracurricular time to learn grammar rules having
complemented the mechanisms of “acquisition” in the target language
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environment with the corresponding mechanisms of “learning”.
However, in the experiments under consideration, this random variable
had not been controlled either. There are some other random variables
that had not been taken into account in the said experiments, such as the
subjects’ motivation, their level of anxiety, attitude to the target
language and learning, their aptitude, analytical capabilities, the
knowledge of the language structure (both of the native and the target
ones), etc. All those and other variables might have potentially affected
the experimental results.

Hence, the comparative analysis of the problem under consideration

constitutes the prospect of our further research.
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