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PEDAGOGICAL GRAMMAR AS THE FRAMEWORK
OF TEFL RESEARCH.
PART 11. THE IMPACT OF THE MONITOR
ON THE QUALITY OF THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE
ACQUISITION

The relevance of the paper is explained by the need of establishing a common
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 analyse the notion of the
‘monitor’ with the purpose of its further accounting for in the development of
academic programs and actual teaching. Basing on the analysis of experimental
data in the half-a-century retrospective, the author attempts to generalize the data
concerning the effect of the monitor on the quality of the foreign-language
acquisition. It was found that in some cases, the experimental results were strongly
affected by the mainstream ideas predominant at the particular periods in the
specific area, such as the concept the overwhelming advantage of conscious
approach in the Soviet theories of the 1960-1970s. The paper shows the
methodological shortcomings of the experimental design, which affected the
results in those enquiries, like the principal use of discrete tests, non-critical
confusion of declarative and procedural knowledge, short-term experiments,
inadequate ways of the subjects’ speech samples elicitation etc. Though the later
research demonstrated a greater variety of results, the monitor hypothesis’ validity
is open to debate because of the impossibility to establish not only the degree of
the monitor’s participation in an individual’s speech production, but even the very
fact of this participation. The most common proofs of the monitor use are the
subjects’ own evidence, when they try describing the way they use their knowledge
of the specific rule in the speech production process. However, in many cases, it is
difficult, even for the speakers themselves, to explain the way of editing their own
utterances. The criticism also concerns the fuzzy definition of the monitor itself,
resulting in its occasional coincidence with the meaning of ‘learning’ (in Krashen’s
terminology), inability of the theory to explain the receptive types of speech
activity, its limitedness to syntax and its problematic ability to establish the use of
monitor in specific cases. Thus, though the probability of the speakers’ monitor use
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is beyond any doubt, the degree of its application depends on a variety of factors,
probably extends far beyond the way a language is acquired, and needs
additional research.

Keywords: experimental data, foreign language, grammar competence,
language acquisition quality, monitor.

Jleonin YepnoBaruii. Ilenaroriuna rpamatuka sik ¢peiiMoBe MOHATTS 115
AOCHiKeHb y rajgy3i MeTOAMKHM HaBYaHHSl iHo3eMHHUX MoB. Yactuna 11.
BniuB MOHiTOpa Ha SIKiCTh 32CBOEHHSI iHO3eMHOI MOBHU. AKTYyaJIbHICTh CTaTTi
MOSICHIOETBCS HEOOXIJTHICTIO BCTaHOBJIGHHS CIUIBHOI OCHOBHM JUIs iHTerpauii
JIOCJI/DKEeHb 3 HaB4aHHS iHO3eMHHX MOB (IM), 30kpema, pO3BHTKY TpaMaTHYHOT
KOMIIETEHTHOCTI, y LiTiCHY Tajy3b 3 €IMHUMM IiJXOJaMH, TEPMiHOJOTi€l0 Ta
KpuTepisiMu. MeTa TOCIIKeHHS — MPOaHajli3yBaTH MOHATTS «MOHITOp» JJIsl HOro
HOJAIBIIOTO BpaxXyBaHHs IIPH PO3pOOI POrpaM Ta B HaBYaHHI. [ pyHTYIOUNCH Ha
aHaJIi3i eKCIIEpUMEHTIB, aBTOP y3araJibHIOE JaHi MpO BIUIMB MOHITOpa Ha SKiCTh
3acBoeHHs1 IM. BusiBieHo, 1m0 B JESIKHX BHUIAJKaX Ha pPE3YJIbTaTH CYTTEBO
BIUIMBAJIM TaHiBHI (B MEBHI Mepiojin) i/el, Taki K KOHIICIIIiS TIepeBark CBiIOMOTO
nigxogy B CPCP y 1960-1970-x pokax. Y crarTi moka3aHO METOJIOJIOTiuHI
HEJIOJIIKA EKCHEPUMEHTIB, 110 BIUIMHYJIM Ha iXHI pe3yjbTaTH, 30KpeMa TaKi SK
nepeBakHe BUKOPUCTAHHS TUCKPETHHX TECTIB, 3MIIIyBaHHS AEKIapaTHBHHX Ta
MPOIEYPHUX 3HaHb, KOPOTKA TPUBAIICTh EKCIIEPUMEHTIB Ta HEa/IeKBaTHI CIIOCOOU
OTpUMaHHs 3pa3KiB MOBJICHHS BHUIPOOYBaHHMX. Xoua IMi3HINN JOCHIPKEHHS
NpUHECTH OUTbIIE PO3MAITTS pE3yNbTaTiB, YHMHHICTH TilIOTE3W MOHITOpa €
JHUCKYCIIIHOIO 4epe3 HEMOKIMBICTh BCTAHOBUTH HE TiNBKU CTYIIHb HOTO yuacTi y
MOBJICHHI 1HIUBIA, ane i cam ¢akT Takoi yuacti. HalimomupeHimumu goxka3amu
BUKOPDHUCTAaHHS MOHITOpa € CBiIYEHHS BHUNPOOYBaHMX, M0 ONHUCYIOTh
BUKOPUCTAHHA HMMH 3HAHHS IIpaBWia y MoBiIeHHi. OJHaK 4acToO HAaBiTh CaMuUM
MOBISIM BaXKKO TOSICHHTH CIIOCI0 pefaryBaHHs BIIACHUX BHCIIOBIIOBaHb. Kputnka
TaKOX CTOCYETBhCS HEUYITKOTO BU3HAYEHHS CAMOTO MOHITOpa, 3MICT SIKOTO iHKOJIH
30iraeThcs 31 3MiCTOM MOHSTTS «HaBYaHHS» (B Teopil Kpamena), He3paTHOCTI 1€l
Teopii MOSICHUTH PEUCHTUBHI BHIM MOBICHHEBOI IisUTBHOCTI, ii OOMEXEHOCTI
CHHTaKCHCOM Ta NPOOJEMATHYHOCTI BCTAHOBJICHHS BUKOPHCTaHHS MOHITOpa B
KOHKPETHHUX BHIAJKax. TakMM YMHOM, XO4Ya B)KMBAHHS MOHITOpPAa MOBLSMH HE
MiUIArae CyMHiBaM, CTYMiHb HOTrO0 3aCTOCYBaHHS 3aJIGKHThH BiJ] Pi3HOMAaHITHHX
YUHHHKIB, WMOBIPHO, BUXOJHThH IAJIEKO 33 MEXi Ccroco0y 3aCBOEHHS MOBH Ta
HnoTpedye JOAATKOBUX OCHTIPKEHb.

KuawouoBi cjioBa: eKClepUMEHTANbHI JaHi, TrpaMaTHYHa KOMIICTCHTHICTb,
iHO3eMHa MOBa, MOHITOP, SIKICTh 3aCBOEHHS MOBH.

112



Bumyck 39 2021

Jleonnn YepnoBateiii. Ilemarormyeckasi rpaMMaTHKa Kak ¢perdmMoBoe
NOHATHE ISl HCCJeJ0BAHHUIl B 00/1aCTH MeTOAUKU O0y4YeHHUS] HHOCTPAHHBIM

s3pikaM. Yacts, 11. BiausiHue MOHHMTOpPa Ha Ka4eCTBO YCBOEHHH
HHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKA. AKTYaJIbHOCTh CTAaThH OOBICHSAETCS HEOOXOAUMOCTHIO
co3maHus OOIEH OCHOBBI JUIi MHTETPAllMM HCCICJOBaHHA 10 OOYYCHHIO
uHOCTpaHHbIM si3bikam  (MfI), B uacTHOCTH, pa3BUTUS TpaMMaTHYECKOM
KOMIIETCHTHOCTH, B I[EJIOCTHYIO OTPAcCiib C €AMHBIMHU MOJXOJIAMH, TEPMUHOJIOTUEH
u KputepusM. Llenb ucciaenoBanus — NPOAHAIN3UPOBATH TOHATHE «MOHUTOPY IS
ero JajbHEHIIero yuera npu pa3paboTke nporpamm u B o0ydeHur. OCHOBBIBAsChH
Ha aHaJM3¢ SKCIEPUMEHTOB, aBTOp 0000IIAeT NaHHBIC O BIUSHUM MOHHTOpA Ha
kauecTBO ycBoeHws MSl. YcraHoBIIEHO, UTO B HEKOTOPHIX CITydasx Ha pPe3yiabTaThl
BJIMSJIM TOCIOJACTBYIOUIME HJEH, TaKHe Kak KOHIENIUS IperMylIecTBa
cosharensHoro noaxoma B CCCP B 1960-1970-¢ roasl. B crathe mnoka3aHsl
METOOJIOTHYECKUE HEJIOCTATKH SKCIIEPUMEHTOB, TIOBJIMSBLINE HA HX PE3YJIbTaThI,
B YaCTHOCTH TAaKHE€ KaK MPEHMYILIECTBEHHOE HCIOJIb30BaHUE TUCKPETHBIX TECTOB,
CMCIIMBAHUE JICKJIAPATHBHBIX M TPOIECIYPHBIX 3HAHHWW, HE3HAYMTEIbHAS
JUINTENILHOCTh 3KCIIEPUMEHTOB M HEaJeKBaTHBIC CIOCOOBI MOJIydeHHsS 00pas3lioB
peun HCIBITyeMbIX. XOTs OoJyiee MO3IHUE HCCIENOBaHUS NPUHECIH OoJibliee
pasHooOpa3ue pe3yiabTaToB, BAIWJAHOCTh THUIOTE3bl MOHHTOpA  OCTaeTCs
JUCKYCCHOHHOM W3-32 HEBO3MOXXHOCTH YCTAaHOBHUTh HE TOJIBKO CTEIEHb €ro
y4acTHs B peud, HO U caM (akT Takoro yuyactusi. Haubomnee pacnpocTpaHeHHBIMU
€ro JI0Ka3aTelbCTBAMH SIBJISIFOTCS CBHJIETEIBCTBA HCIBITYEMBIX, OIMHMCBHIBAIOIIMX
HUCIIOJIB30BAHUEC HWMHU 3HAHUSA npaBI/ma B petm. O[[HaKO 3aqaCTy10 FOBOpHU_[I/IM
TPYAHO OOBACHUTH CIOCOO PEJAKTUPOBAHMS COOCTBEHHBIX BBICKA3bIBAHHM.
Kputrka Takke Kacaercss HEYETKOTO OIPEICICHUS MOHHUTOpA, COJACpIKaHHe
KOTOpPOTO  HHOTZA COBMAgaeT C  COJAEPXKAHUEM TMOHATUS  «OOydeHHey,
HECITIOCOOHOCTH  3TOW  TEOpHH OOBSICHUTH PCICNTHBHBIC BHIbI  PEUCBOM
NESITEJIBHOCTH, €€ OrPaHHYECHHOCTH CHHTAKCHCOM H  MPOOJIEeMaTHYHOCTH
yCTaHOBHCHI/Iﬂ HUCIIOJIB30BAHUA MOHI/ITOpa B KOHKpCTHI)IX cnyqaﬂx. TaKI/IM
00pa3om, XOTs ynoTpeOJIeHHEe MOHHUTOPA TOBOPSIIMMHU HE TOAJICKUT COMHEHHUIO,
CTENEHb €ro MPUMEHEHUS 3aBHCHUT OT PA3JIHYHBIX (DAKTOPOB, BEPOSTHO, BHIXOIUT
3a paMKH Croco0a yCBOCHUS SI3bIKa M TPEOYET JOMOTHUTEILHBIX UCCIICIOBAHUIA.

KuaroueBrble ciioBa: IrpaMMaTHYCCKass KOMIIETCHTHOCTD, HHOCTpaHHI:IfI SA3BIK,
Ka4eCTBO YCBOCHUA sA3bIKa, MOHUTOP, SKCIICPUMCHTAJIbHBIC JaHHBIC.

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
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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 various approaches to the foreign languages acquisition
(FLA), with the subject being the characteristics of the FLA,
specifically the impact of the monitor 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
eleventh (see the previous issues of this journal starting with N 29) in a
series of articles focusing on the Pedagogical Grammar (PG) issue [8],
where the author, basing on the research data, is planning to discuss the
various aspects of the problem.

Analysis of current research. There seems to be a certain
contradiction (or, at least, ambiguity) regarding the use of the term
‘monitor’ even in the works by S. Krashen, the author of this theory. In
one of his first publications related to this issue, Krashen defines the
monitor as the ‘conscious language learning’ [18: 1]. In this sense, the
meaning of the ‘monitor’ coincides with that of ‘learning’ within the
‘acquisition — learning’ opposition suggested by the same author.
S. Krashen regards monitor as an ‘editor’ used to control the foreign
language output [18: 12]. Simultaneously, the author assumes that in
editing one’s own performance, the speaker may (in addition to the
conscious knowledge of the foreign language structure) also rely on the
‘feel for grammaticality’ [18: 2]. In a later book [18: 58], 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 [14: 58]. N. Chomsky [11] believes that the cognitive organizer
(language acquisition device or LAD, in his terminology) purpose is
limited to language acquisition only, while other authors [14: 60]
presume that the monitor may have a broader function of providing for
any learning in general. The cognitive organizer and the monitor are
supposed to operate independently, which gave grounds to Krashen to
make an assumption concerning the independence of the monitor-based
‘learning’, on the one hand, from the LAD-based ‘acquisition’, on the
other [18]. However, there is quite a lot of data (though allowing
variable interpretation) that might question this assumption. This data is
analysed further.

Generalizing the meanings attributed to the term ‘monitor’ within
the publications where it is used, the latter may be defined as a tracking
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conscious control of the speech recognition and generation process. It is
in this meaning that the term ‘monitor’ is used in this paper.

The ability to monitor one’s own speech is available even in
childhood but it is enhanced after the onset of puberty accompanied by
the completion of the abstract thinking capacity development process.
The latter capacity and the related monitoring expansion might manifest
the general tendency of a dependence between the monitor use and the
analytical mind prevalence (see the review of the research into this
issue in [18: 33-34]). In general, analytical skills are seen as one of the
reasons that might explain why analytically minded individuals
typically perform better in language courses based on ‘learning’ [18:
23]). However, it is true only for the optimal monitor use cases. In
Krashen’s view, such individuals might overuse the monitor trying to
control the speech generating process from the very beginning to the
very end. It might considerably aggravate the speech quality. According
to Krashen, the reason for the said overuse might be the excessive
concern over one’s speech accuracy or the insufficient foreign-language
base accumulated through ‘acquisition’ that does not allow generating
speech on its basis alone.

The monitor use degree is believed to depend on a number of other
factors, both personal and related to the language environment
characteristics. The former are related to psychological variables.
Specifically, S. Krashen mentions the experiments with immigrants,
many of whom do not seem to use any monitoring at all. They do not
react to the correction of their errors and the correction itself does not
seem to affect the quality of their speech [18]. Other person-related
characteristics probably include the knowledge of the appropriate
grammar rules, as the conscious editing is impossible without it. The
environmental factors affecting the monitor use intensity usually
include the way in which the foreign language was acquired, i.e. the
proportion of ‘learning’ in this process. Here, the ‘formal classroom
learning’ is opposed to ‘acquisition’ in natural language environment
without any purposeful impact on the part of the teacher [18]. Other
potential sources of influence include the types of tests used in the
experiments [14], especially achievement tests. The tests, which allow
the individuals’ form-awareness and give them enough time to apply
monitoring, encourage the latter. Those include the traditional
standardized tests (e.g. discrete or multiple-choice ones), while tests
focusing on the content and reducing the performance time hamper the
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monitor use. That is why it is believed that the latter tests measure the
results of ‘acquisition’ while the former — show the combined effect of
‘acquisition’ and ‘learning’.

In our previous publication [10], we analyzed the impact of the
monitor upon the sequence of the FL grammar structures acquisition, as
well as on the rate of the FLA in general. In this paper, we focus on
some other aspects of the environmental factors impact. Specifically,
we are going to analyze the impact of the monitor upon the quality of
the FLA.

Presentation of the main material. The monitor-oriented
instruction may have various forms, ranging from the deductive (with
explicit application of grammar — linguistic or pedagogical — rules from
the initial stages), to the inductive ones (when the rule is formulated by
the students themselves after the specific grammar structure has been
acquired following a proper amount of exercising). It is logical to
assume that that the intensity of the monitor use in these various types
is different. Thus, a natural question arises whether this intensity has
any impact on the quality of acquisition. Looking for the answer to this
guestion, let us resort to some experimental data on the issue in the
half-a-century retrospective.

In the 1960-1970s, the discussions concerning the correlation
between the ‘language rule’ and the ‘speech action’ (or learning and
acquisition, in Krashen’s terminology) used to be quite popular, at least
in the framework of the-then Soviet psychology. A lot of research
conducted within that period aimed to prove the advantage of the
conscious-control approach (or the monitor, in Krashen’s theory) in
FLA. This overall trend was bases on the general provision concerning
the leading role of consciousness prevailing in the Soviet mainstream
Psychology, Pedagogy and Philosophy. Many experiments dealt with
teaching foreign languages to younger and adult learners.

Concerning the younger learners, in the early stages of the research,
the studies usually proved the deductive approach advantage over the
inductive one, for example, in teaching the use of plural morphemes in
English [2]. The subjects in this three-hour long experiment learned
English in the formal class and had no opportunity to contact with the
natural English-language environment. They included two groups: 8-9
and 12-13 year-olds (60 subjects in each group). The elicitation method
included written and oral translation from Russian into English. The
said advantage was true only in relation to ‘average’ and ‘low-level’
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subjects, while the ‘high-level’ ones were found to be able of achieving
good results even without any rule. This phenomenon was explained by
the relative simplicity of the corresponding grammar operations for this
particular category of subjects.

Comparable findings were reported in three experiments on teaching
the English sentence structure: the 16-hour long experiment with 60 12-
year-olds whose speech samples were elicited through answering
questions in writing [4], as well as short-term experiments with 36 12-
year-olds who talked on a specified topic and constructed various types
of English sentences [1] and with 13-year-olds who passed a written
and oral tests at the end of their study [8].

Similar elicitation method (composing dialogues in writing) was
used in a 20-hour long experiment with 45 12-13-year olds on teaching
several German structures of the word and sentence levels [3]. In
addition, the subjects were asked to describe (in writing) a rule (e.g., of
the use of Perfekt) and to participate in a dialogue. The results showed
an overwhelming advantage of the deductive approach.

In the period under consideration, the advantage of the deductive
approach used to be overwhelmingly reported in the experiments with
adult learners as well. In one study [6], the author postulates its priority
in teaching German grammar (the subject and the extended modifier).
In the 10-hour long experiment with 40 adult (university students)
subjects whose speech samples were elicited through answering
theoretical questions and translation, the efficiency of the deductive
approach was found to be close to 100%.

In another 16-hour experiment with university students [7], it was
found that the efficiency of acquisition of non-finite forms of the verb
in deductive instruction is close to 100%. The subjects’ answers were
elicited through written tests where they identified the said forms and
their functions. It means that, in fact, those tests checked the knowledge
of linguistic rules and not their use in speech.

Still other 17-hour experiment with 20 university students [5], found
the deductive method to be more effective in teaching German passive
constructions. The subjects’ fluency got closer to the native speakers’ in
the tasks where they transformed passive phrases and sentences.

Closer to the end of the century, the conclusions got more flexible.
Concerning the younger learners (12-14-year-olds), it was
experimentally proved [9] that the efficiency of the monitor use is not a
permanent feature but depends on the effect of unfavourable factors in
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each particular case. The said factors list includes inter- and
intralanguage interference, the level of the students’ language
command, their general intellectual level, the degree of the particular
students’ anxiety in the classroom, operational and conceptual
complexity of the grammar actions to be acquired, the students’
individual psychological characteristics, their prevailing type of
orientation, the learning conditions and some others. The monitor helps to
neutralize their negative effect; otherwise, the inductive approach may be
effective as well.

In the last decades, the research of the issue under consideration got
more complicated. According to the available analysis [23], the
exploration domain has grown. It concerns the number of studies,
previously unexamined L1 groups, instruction studies, measures of
learning, pretesting and delayed posttesting. Nevertheless, the results
remain contradictory. One group of studies proved the efficiency of the
monitor use with both younger learners and adults.

The research of 11- and 12-year-olds [13] showed the advantage of
the monitor (error correction) over implicit approach (model texts).
Learners in the error correction condition reported more noticing of
grammar at the comparison stage, which was later corroborated in their
revisions.

The study of English passive constructions enhancement
(preliminary work with texts saturated with enhanced passive forms)
[24] showed that enhancement did not significantly increase form
correction gain scores or weaken comprehension. Enhancement
promoted noticing passive constructions, but without further explicit
instruction, it appeared to have done little else.

The monitor-oriented approach remains deeply rooted in the
teachers’ minds. The survey of 74 Dutch university teachers of English
as a foreign language [17] showed that they considered explicit,
systematic, and isolated grammar instruction a necessary condition not
only for linguistic correctness but also for advanced communicative
competence.

However, the second group of studies questions the advantage of the
monitor-oriented approaches. The experiment [12] with 43 Latin older
(age 60+) learners using a computer program with or without explicit
instruction (El) showed no overall effects of El. Older adults’ overall
success at learning language contradicts negative stereotypes of aging
and demonstrates that bilingual linguistic advantages are lifelong. This
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assumption is supported by another research [22] where it was found
that temporal and lexico-grammatical domains of language might be
enhanced with increased L2 experience, regardless of age.

In the experiment with 13- to 14-year-olds learning French verb
inflections in two secondary schools in England [19], the comparison of
Processing Instruction (Pl — activities that systematically force learners
to interpret the meaning of formal features in the input) and Enriched
Input (EI — brief awareness-raising strategies followed by a flood of the
target features) showed that Pl might be a viable and effective option
for grammar teaching.

Some investigations question the very practicability of explicit
(monitor) vs implicit instruction. The neuroimaging study [20] showed
that in implicit contexts, some learners are able to quickly rely on
neural circuits associated with L1 grammar and procedural memory,
while others use extralinguistic neural circuits related to control
mechanisms to process syntax. The authors assume that there may be
multiple ways in which L2 is represented neurally, and thus, different
ways to acquire grammar.

It encouraged efforts to look for some integral approach combining
the monitor-oriented and implicit techniques. For example, in the so-
called dramagrammar [16], the author suggests the synthesis
of grammar instruction and drama pedagogy, which integrates the
structural and communicative approaches through a dialectic
combination of acting and linguistic analysis. The author regards it as a
possible track towards a postmethod grammar pedagogy

Conclusions. In spite of the practically unanimous admission of the
monitor-oriented teaching and learning advantage in the first series of
experiments (1960-1970s), they do not allow making categorical
conclusions due to a number of reasons.

Practically in all those studies, the elicitation methods included
discrete tests, which are believed [18] to measure knowledge acquired
through ‘learning’. Such tests create favourable conditions for the
monitor use and may substantially improve the learners’ formal results.
Some experiments [3; 6; 7] additionally (or exclusively) used the tasks
intended to check the subjects’ knowledge of the respective grammar
rules (instead of their command of the appropriate grammar structures
in communication). At present, it is admitted that knowledge and
command may not be related and, thus, it is impossible to assess the
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level of the language command basing on the knowledge of its
structure.

In addition, almost all of the said studies are short-term experiments
where the monitor application effect is believed to be the strongest. The
use of ‘learning’ in shorter courses, as a rule, is more effective as
compared with ‘acquisition’. In general, the said group of experiments
provide little information about the monitor efficiency in teaching
foreign languages. The only conclusion that follows from them is that
the extensive monitor use results in acceptable results with respect to
‘learning’ provided the elicitation is carried out by means of discrete
tests. The impact of this type of teaching upon ‘acquisition’ is not clear
because when integrative tests were used (in addition to the discrete
ones), their results were represented as a single data array. To
differentiate the impact of the monitor on ‘learning’, on the one hand,
and ‘acquisition’, on the other, the experiments have to ba designed in
an appropriate way. Neither of the said experiments met this
requirement. However, the problems of the monitor hypothesis
interpretation are not limited to that.

This hypothesis’ validity is open to debate because of the
impossibility to establish not only the degree of the monitor’s
participation in an individual’s speech production, but also the very fact
of the said participation. The most common proofs of the monitor use
are the subjects’ own evidence, when they try describing the way they
use their knowledge of the specific rule in the speech production
process. However, some authors [21] are skeptical about that, stating
that in many cases, it is difficult, even for the speakers themselves, to
explain the way of editing their own utterances (‘intuition’ or
‘conscious rule application’) [15]. The lack of explanation concerning
the monitor mechanisms operation in the hypothesis made some authors
[15] compare it to the well-known ‘black box’ theory. The criticism
also concerns the fuzzy definition of the monitor itself resulting in its
coincidence with the meaning of ‘learning’ in some cases. Other
limitations of the monitor theory include its inability to explain the
receptive types of speech activity (it deals with the productive types
only), the fact that it is limited to syntax and some others
(see [15: 262-265]).

The main drawback of this theory seems to be in its problematic
ability to establish the use of monitor in specific cases. It questions the
very possibility of the adequate verification of this theory, even if the
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experimental design met the appropriate requirements. The probability
of the speakers’ monitor use in the production of their own speech is
beyond any doubt, but the degree of its application in each specific case
depends on many factors and probably extends far beyond the way a
language is acquired. The investigation of this problem constitutes the
problem of our further research
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