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ABSTRACT Studies OF the impact OF Formal instruction consistently show that more instruction 
results in, at best, modest increases in consciously-learned Competence, a conclusion that is 
consistent with the claims OF the Monitor hypothesis. 

Introduction 
In Krashen (1992, 1993) it was argued that 
studies that attempted to demonstrate the effi- 
cacy of direct instruction in grammar showed 
only that grammar teaching has a peripheral 
effect. In this paper, I review studies that have 
appeared since that time, and come to the 
same conclusion, in disagreement with the re- 
searchers themselves, who in nearly every 
case conclude that they have shown that 
grammar instruction and focusing on form 
“works.“ 

I define direct grammar instruction here as 
consisting of two components: (1) focus on 
form, and (2) presentation of the rule. It is pos- 
sible to do (1) without (2), that is, focus stu- 
dents on form without presenting a rule. This 
is done in several studies described below. It 
is not, however, possible to d o  (2) without 
(1): When we present a rule, we are also fo- 
cusing students on form. 

Condition (2) can take one of two forms. In 
one version, the students are given the rule: 
this has been termed “deductive” grammar 
learning. In another version, the students are 
asked to try to work out the rule on their own 
(“inductive” rule learning). The latter version 
is termed “rule search” in some of the studies 
discussed here. 

I first review a set of experiments in which 
the impact of direct instruction in grammar is 
measured directly. This is followed by a dis- 
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cussion of individual studies focusing on the 
issues of consciousness raising and whether 
formally learned competence becomes “autc- 
matic.” The final study reviewed here con- 
firms the limits of “metalinguistic” knowledge. 

Experimental Studies Claiming to Show 
an Effect for Grammar 

These studies have several characteristics 
in common: 

1. Subjects were experienced adult lan- 
guage students, which means they were used 
to direct teaching of grammar, expected it, 
and had survived it. 

2. Comparison groups had either no treat- 
ment at all, or received what can only be de- 
scribed as impoverished comprehensible 
input. Subjects, we’are told, were focused on 
meaning, but it was always in an extremely 
contrived situation, in which context and in- 
terest was minimal. In addition, it is clear in 
some of the studies that some of the students 
in this condition were focused on form. The 
studies, thus, investigated only the impact of 
more direct instruction (more focus on form 
and more explicit presentation of rules) ver- 
sus less, not “learning” versus “acquisition,” 
contrary to what some of the investigators 
claim. 

3. Tests were given soon after the treatment 
was finished; thus, only the short-term effect of 
conscious learning was investigated. 

4. On all measures used, the focus was on 
form, or correctness. In addition, in all mea- 
sures, subjects had time to apply the rules they 
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had studied. While it is claimed that the “time” 
condition was not satisfied in several of the 
studies, in only one case was time pressure 
quantified, and I argue that these results show 
that there was sufficient time for rules to be 
applied. 

The consistent result is that those who had 
more rule-based instruction and form-focus 
did better, but in nearly all cases the effect is 
quite modest and some cases it is completely 
absent. The studies thus only show that more 
instruction means a bit more consciously 
learned competence, a conclusion that is con- 
sistent with the claims of the Monitor hypoth- 
esis (Krashen 1982). 

Master (1994): Subjects were university FSL 
students at UCLA and California State Univer- 
sity, Fresno. All were considered to be at the 
intermediate level and most had studied the 
target rule, the English article, before. 

Experimental subjects received six hours of 
systematic direct instruction on the article 
over a nine-week period. The same measure 
was used as a pre- and posttest, a fill-in-the- 
blank test in which students supplied the cor- 
rect form of the article. Master provides these 
examples, some involving just one sentence: 

Carlos is __ student at our university. 

some involving pairs of sentences; 

Once there were many trees here. Now, 
- trees are gone. 

and others involving a paragraph; 

- favorite food of -jaguar is - 
wild pig. - wild pigs move in - 
bands of fifteen to twenty. They have 
- great courage and -strength in 
- groups. 

The measure clearly focuses students on 
form, especially when one considers that the 
experimental students had just had six hours 
of intensive work on the article system before 
taking the posttest. Master suggests, however, 
that the test measured acquisition, because 

“subjects were given the test without prior an- 
nouncement and they were only given 
enough time to answer without deliberating 
upon their responses. It was hoped that the 
test would thus reflect spontaneous knowl- 
edge” (232). The nature of the time constraint 
was not discussed in any more detail. 

Table 1 (see page 255) provides the results 
of the original study (UCLA) and the replica- 
tion (Fresno). Master reports that experimen- 
tal group gains were statistically significant, 
but comparison group gains fell just short of 
significance, reaching the onetail .10 level. 

Most important, the gains were very mod- 
est. After six hours of intensive study, the two 
experimental groups gained only 6.5 percent 
and 9 percent. Master also calculated the ef- 
fect size for the difference in gain scores b e  
tween the experimental and control groups in 
the UCLA study, based on the means and stan- 
dard deviations, and reported an effect size 
(d) of 564. 

Rather than demonstrating that instruction 
works, Master has confirmed the limits of con- 
scious learning: Using subjects who are sup- 
portive of and experienced with grammar 
learning (international students at the univer- 
sity level), and who underwent intensive 
study of the target rules, and using a discrete 
point grammar test focused exclusively on the 
target rule administered very soon after the 
treatment, gains were very modest. The aver- 
age UCLA student went from about a “C” 
grade to a low “B,” while Fresno students went 
from about a “C-” or “D+” to a “C.” 

Master also reported no significant correla- 
tion between amount of formal study and per- 
formance on the pretest, confirming the 
inefficacy of instruction. He also reported no 
significant correlation between length of resi- 
dence in the United States and article pretest 
performance. It would be interesting to see if 
amount of pleasure reading and article use 
are related, as other studies have reported a 
clear relationship between acquisition of 
complex syntactic forms and reading (Lee, 
Krashen, and Gibbons 1996; Stokes, Krashen 
and Kartchner 1998). 

Leeman, Aregagoitia, Fridman and 
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Doughty (1995) examined the impact of fo- 
cusing on form without explicit rule teaching. 
They asked sixthsemester university level 
Spanish students in a “focus on form” condi- 
tion to read passages with target verb forms 
(preterit and imperfect) underlined and high- 
lighted, with different colors for different 
forms, while paying special attention to verb 
forms and their meanings. Students then an- 
swered questions based on the passage while 
paying attention to form, then discussed the 
readings and questions in class, paying atten- 
tion to the formal aspects of their output and 
to the teacher’s corrections, then participated 
in a debate while focusing on correctness of 
verb forms, and finally viewed the debate on 
video and evaluated their classmates’ perfor- 
mance. All students had studied these verb 
forms previously. 

Their performance on the target forms was 
then compared with students who had under- 
gone similar activities without a focus on 
form. Results are presented in Table 2 (see 
page 255): There was no difference at all in 
gains between p re  and posttests for an essay 
(pre- given one week before the treatment; 
post- given five weeks afterwards) and on a 
doze  test that focused on the target items: Nei- 
ther group showed significant gains. The 
focus-on-form group showed a significant gain 
for accuracy in using the target verb form in 
the debate (predebate performed two weeks 
before; postdebate performed one week after- 
wards). 

Even this gain, however, does not demon- 
strate acquisition. First, only five subjects did 
both the pre- and postdebate. Three of the 
subjects hardly produced any verb forms with 
the imperfect in either debate, and three pro- 
duced fewer than ten instances of the preterit 
on the postdebate. Thus, Leeman et al.’s re- 
sults are really based on the performance of at 
most three subjects. 

One can argue that the time constraints of 
the debate prevented the subjects from apply- 
ing their conscious knowledge. But by the 
time subjects did the final (third) debate, they 
had done two debates before, and had dis- 
cussed and read about the material. They 

were thus prepared to at least some extent. In 
addition, we do not know how great the time 
pressure was during the actual performance 
of the debate. 

At best, this study shows only that one can 
increase accuracy in semiprepared oral pre- 
sentations for a few college students who 
were survivors in Spanish (sixth semester) 
after a strong dose of focus on form on a rule 
they have already studied. The finding that 
there was absolutely no gain for the other two 
measures is strong evidence that the treat- 
ment was not effective. 

Robinson’s (1995) subjects were university 
students enrolled in intermediate ESL classes, 
which strongly suggests that they were 
accustomed to formal grammar learning and 
expected it. Robinson employed four condi- 
tions, but the results of only three are dis- 
cussed here (in one condition, “implicit 
learning,” subjects viewed sentences and 
were then tested on the position of words a p  
pearing in the sentences). 

In all conditions, subjects viewed twenty 
sentences exemplifying a “hard” rule of Eng 
lish (pseudo-cleft) and ten exemplifying an 
“easy” rule (subject-verb inversion is allowed 
with adverbials of location, but not adverbials 
of time). 

The three conditions of interest were these: 

1. The incidental condition was considered 
to be “acquisition.” After each sentence, sub- 
jects were asked to answer a yesho question, 
intended to focus the subject on meaning. It 
must be pointed out, however, that this is an 
extremely impoverished acquisition environ- 
ment, with practically no context and no mes- 
sage of interest. In addition, the experimental 
situation itself promoted a focus on form, as 
we will see below, and we have no idea 
whether the subjects were developmentally 
ready to acquire the target rules, that is, 
whether the rules were at “i+l.” 

2. In the rule-search condition, subjects 
were asked to try to figure out the rules. After 
each stimulus sentence, subjects were asked if 
they had made progress in doing so. 

3. In the instructed condition, subjects read 
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explanations of the hard and easy rules. Ques- 
tions after each sentence dealt with form, e.g., 
“Did the subject of the sentence come before 
the verb?” 

Thus, each condition promoted succes- 
sively greater focus on form, and provided 
greater knowledge of the target rule. If instruc- 
tion is successful, its effects should increase 
with each condition, moving from (1) to (3). 

The measure was a grammaticality judg- 
ment test given immediately after the treat- 
ment, with twenty sentences for each rule. 
Robinson does not present the raw data-my 
Table 3 (see page 255) was read from his Fig- 
ure 1 (320). It was not possible to calculate ef- 
fect sizes, because standard deviations were 
not provided, nor were precise p-levels re- 
ported for post-hoc comparisons. 

While instructed learners were significantly 
better than the other groups for easy rules, 
they were only significantly better than rule- 
searchers for hard rules. Rule searchers were 
not better than incidental students. 

As usual, the effect was modest: the in- 
structed group got 17 right out of 20 on the 
easy rule, while the incidental group got 14.6 
right out of 20. Also, the effect was only 
demonstrated to be short term, and was only 
significant for the “easy” rule, the one that was 
more consciously learnable. 

Robinson reported that most subjects in all 
conditions were, in fact, focused on form: 15 
of the 26 “incidental” subjects said that they 
looked for rules (compared to 20 in the “in- 
struction” and “rule search” conditions; this 
difference was not statistically significant, chi 
square = .428 for df = 1; chi square = .556, df = 
2; Robinson reported statistical significance 
for this comparison but included the implicit 
group as well). For all conditions, those who 
said they could verbalize the rule did a little 
better, but differences were not statistically 
significant. In other words, those who felt they 
knew the rule well did not d o  much better 
than those with a vaguer understanding. 

Robinson thus does not show that learning 
is superior to acquisition. Rather, this study 
has little to do  with acquisition and confirms 
only that experimental situations that focus 

students on form heavily and that provide ex- 
plicit knowledge of the rule produce small ad- 
vantages for accuracy on form-based tests in 
the short run. This study only confirms that we 
can make small improvements in processes 
that the brain does poorly in the first place. 

Robinson (1997) used a similar design and 
has similar problems. Once again, subjects 
were intermediate level students of English as 
a second language at the university level, i.e., 
experienced formal learners. This time the tar- 
get rule was dative alternation, i.e., with one 
syllable verbs one can say both: 

(1) John gave the cake to Mary; and 
(2) John gave Mary the cake. 

But with verbs with more than one syllable, 
both versions are not possible: 

(3) John donated money to the church. 
(4) John donated the church money. 

(Robinson notes that this is a simplified ver- 
sion of the actual rule.) 

All subjects viewed 55 sentences, corre- 
sponding to sentences (l), (2) and (3) above, 
and nonsense words were used for verbs to 
control for prior knowledge. The incidental 
and instructed conditions were similar to 
those used in Robinson (1995). The third con- 
dition of interest to us here was an “en- 
hanced” condition in which crucial aspects of 
the stimulus sentences were put in boxes to 
make them more salient: This condition thus 
encouraged focus on form without rule pre- 
sentation. Table 5 (see page 256) presents ac- 
curacy results for novel grammatical and 
ungrammatical sentences on a grammatical- 
ity judgment task. 

Similar results were found for accuracy and 
reaction time: The incidental and enhanced 
groups took about twice as long to make judg- 
ments. While the slight superiority for the in- 
structed group in judging grammatical 
sentences is typical of what one finds in these 
studies, for ungrammatical sentences the ad- 
vantage is much larger than usual. 
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Again, it is reasonable to assume that little 
acquisition took place in any of the condi- 
tions in this study. First, dative alternation is, 
most likely, a late acquired rule. Second, sub- 
jects in the incidental and enhanced condi- 
tions were given emaciated comprehensible 
input. Third, subjects in the incidental condi- 
tion were also concerned with form: Robin- 
son reported that about one-half of the 
subjects in the incidental and enhanced con- 
ditions said they tried to figure out the rule 
(24 1). 

Clearly, the subjects in the instructed con- 
dition were the only ones who had extensive 
conscious knowledge of the target rule: No 
subject in the other conditions could verbal- 
ize the “critical factor” governing dative alter- 
nation (244). Compare this to Robinson 
(1995), in which many subjects succeeded in 
figuring out the rule (7/20 in the incidental 
and rulesearch conditions). The small 
amount of acquisition and learning devel- 
oped by the incidental and enhanced groups 
(as well as their previous knowledge) was a p  
parently enough to confirm that sentences 
were grammatical, but this knowledge was 
not enough to make accurate judgments on 
ungrammatical sentences. 

Once again, this study does not compare 
acquisition and learning. Rather, it compares 
the impact of different amounts of form-focus 
and consciously learned competence on per- 
formance on a grammaticality judgment test, 
given immediately after the treatment took 
place. The instructed group had had the most 
focus on form and knew the rule far better 
than the others. It is not at all surprising that 
they outperformed the other groups to such a 
degree. 

In de  Graaff‘s (1997) studies, subjects were 
also experienced formal learners: All were 
university students. They were described as 
monolingual speakers of Dutch, but all had 
studied English, French and German for four 
to six years in school. 

Also, de  Graaff describes the two condi- 
tions used in his study as similar to the rule  
search and instructed conditions used in 
Robinson (1995). Two groups of subjects stud- 

ied four target structures in an artificial lan- 
guage based on Esperanto for a total of fifteen 
hours. The “implicit” group was similar to 
Robinson’s rule-search group. They were fo- 
cused on form but were not provided with an 
explanation of the rules, while the explicit 
group was. Both groups received “immediate 
feedback on the correctness of their re- 
sponses during exercises. As in other studies 
of this kind, all measures focused the subjects 
on form. The grammaticality judgment test 
was, however, given under two conditions, 
one with time pressure: “participants were in- 
structed to carry out the task as quickly as pos- 
sible”(259). 

I present de Graaff‘s results in Table 6 (see 
page 256). Once again, the data were read 
from graphs. 

As indicated in Table 6, the explicit group 
was better on all measures, confirming that for 
form-based language learning, subjects who 
are given more information about form do 
better than subjects given less information 
about form. Considering that the treatment 
lasted fifteen hours and four structures were 
taught, differences were modest. There was lit- 
tle deterioration of performance five weeks 
later, which is also consistent with the results 
of other studies: It usually takes somewhat 
longer for loss to occur (Krashen 1994; see dis- 
cussion below). ’ 

In de  Graaff‘s study it was also reported that 
subjects did slightly better on the grammati- 
cality judgment task when they had no time 
pressure, but the difference was statistically 
significant for only one of four target struc- 
tures. Fortunately, de  Craaff measured reac- 
tion times in both conditions. With time 
pressure, subjects took an average of 7 sec- 
onds on the immediate posttest and 6.3 sec- 
onds on the delayed posttest. Without time 
pressure, they took 12.7 and 8.9 seconds. 
Thus, both time pressured and nontime p r e  
sured conditions may have allowed enough 
time to access the conscious Monitor, as de  
Graaff notes (271). The time pressure condi- 
tion may not have provided as much pressure 
as real conversation, in which the speaker 
must contend with the temporal demands of 
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having a conversational partner. 
The results of de Graaff‘s study are thus fully 

consistent with the supposition that only 
learning was involved in this study. 

The most recent attempt to show that direct 
instruction works is Manley and Calk (1997). 
Thirteen university students enrolled in third- 
year French participated in four different 
lessons, each focused on a different target 
rule. Rules used were those found to give stu- 
dents problems on an essay done before the 
treatment. Manley and Calk attempted to base 
each lesson on a different philosophy of in- 
struction, but the similarities far outweighed 
the differences: In all cases, there was an ex- 
plicit presentation of the rule and practice 
using the rule in output activities, with a clear 
focus on form. 

Table 7 (see page 256) presents the num- 
ber of errors students made on a composition 
written just before each lesson and on a com- 
position written at the end of the semester. 

On the basis of four separate chi square 
analyses, Manley and Calk conclude that 
grammar study helped in three out of four 
cases. Raters did not, however, consider the 
final composition to be of better overall qual- 
ity than the first composition students wrote. 

Once again, subjects were experienced rule 
learners. Nine of the thirteen felt that the gram- 
mar presented in class was useful, with four in- 
dicating it was only “somewhat” useful and 
none saying it was useless. In addition, sub- 
jects had been focused on form during the 
treatments, and knew they were evaluated on 
accuracy. 

A very serious flaw in this study, however, is 
that we do  not know the length of the compo- 
sitions and how many times the target struc- 
tures were attempted. Also, the presentation 
method used in Manley and Calk’s table gives 
the impression that the impact of instruction 
was much larger than it was, because only the 
total number of errors was given. In Table 7, I 
also include the average number of errors per 
subject, which is the usual way this kind of 
data are reported. The impact of instruction 
appears very tiny when presented this way: 
For noudadjective agreement, average errors 

per subject fell from about 3 to about 1, for 
possessive adjectives, from about 1 to 1/3, and 
for the definite article, from about 1 to about 
1/2. We thus see very few errors overall, and a 
very small effect of instruction. 

summary of studies 
As noted at the beginning of this paper, all 

subjects in all of the studies discussed here 
were experienced “learners”: intermediate 
ESL students at the university level (Master 
1994; Robinson 1995, 1997), intermediate or 
advanced foreign language students at the 
university level (Leeman et al. 1995; Manley 
and Calk 1997), and university students with a 
substantial amount of experience studying 
foreign languages (de Graaff 1995). 

In some cases, comparison groups experi- 
enced what is labeled “implicit learning,” but 
it is not correct to describe these conditions as 
acquisition-rich (Robinson 1995, 1997; de  
Graaff 1995): Only isolated sentences were 
presented, and subjects were quizzed on their 
content. There is also evidence that because 
of the contrived, artificial situations, many 
subjects in the implicit condition were fo- 
cused on form, and in one study a substantial 
number of “implicit” subjects said they could 
state the rule (Robinson 1995). 

Subjects were focused on form on all tests. 
Master (1994) used a fill-in-theblank grammar 
test; Robinson (1995, 1997) and d e  Graaff 
(1995) used grammaticality judgment tests. 
Leeman et al. used three measures and it can 
be argued that there was considerable form- 
focus on all three: the “cloze” was actually a 
fill-in-theblank test specifically focused on the 
target forms, and students in the form-focus 
condition had recently done debate and 
essay activities in the treatment with a focus 
on getting the target items correct. Since they 
were also used as tests, it is reasonable to hy- 
pothesize that students knew that accuracy in 
the use of the target forms was the name of the 
game. Manley and Calk (1997) also used an 
essay for pre- and posttesting, but it is very 
likely that students realized that form was the 
issue. 

In three instances, there was an attempt to 
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induce some time pressure, but in the one  
case in which this was quantified (de Graaff 
1995), it appears that there was enough time 
for the application of consciously learned 
rules. 

These studies, thus, do not compare direct 
instruction and comprehensible input. 
Rather, they compare the impact of more or 
less direct instruction on tests designed to 
measure conscious learning. Predictably, they 
show that more focus on form and more in- 
formation presented about rules results in 
more conscious learning. 

But not much. One can quantify the effect 
of conscious learning in several ways, which 1 
have attempted to do  in Table 8 (see page 
257). (It was not possible to do  a true meta- 
analysis involving effect sizes, because, as 
noted above, it was not possible to do  the cal- 
culations for several studies.) Percentage gain 
of posttest over pretest may be the easiest to 
interpret, as it translates readily into classroom 
practice. As seen in Table 8, subjects in the 
studies discussed here show only a modest 
improvement with more direct instruction, 
when pre- and posttests can be  compared. 
The only impressive gain is the debate in Lee- 
man et al., but as noted earlier, only three sub- 
jects contributed meaningful data for this 
comparison. When we examine the advan- 
tage calculated by comparing the posttest per- 
formance of experimental and comparison 
groups, the results are similar, with only one 
condition in Robinson (1997) showing im- 
pressive results; judgment of ungrammatical 
sentences. While some researchers are appar- 
ently impressed when their subjects show a 
6.5 percent gain after six hours of treatment on 
a set of rules, few teachers would be satisfied 
with such results. 

Thus, while investigators in all of these stud- 
ies claimed that conscious learning tri- 
umphed, no data are provided that hint that 
conscious learning has more than a periph- 
eral effect: nothing has changed in the theory 
of language acquisition. 

Consciously Learned Competence Fades 
As noted earlier, in the studies discussed in 

this section, testing was done immediately 
after the treatment ended. The exception is de 
Graaff (1995), who also included a delayed 
posttest five weeks later. A delay of this length 
may not be long enough to see fading of con- 
sciously learned competence. The time it 
takes for learned knowledge to disappear a g  
pears, however, to be a function of the inten- 
sity of training. (Manley and Calk’s posttest 
could also be considered delayed, but we are 
not informed how much time there was be- 
tween the treatment and the final essay. Inter- 
estingly, the structure in which accuracy 
decreased was the one taught first, with the 
longest delay between treatment and test.) 

Scott and Randall (1992) reported a d rop  
off in accuracy on delayed tests administered 
only four weeks after the end of the treatment. 
In their study, first-year French students stud- 
ied three rules and the treatment was short: 
“The grammar lessons included two pre-read- 
ing exercises, an introductory dialogue illus- 
trating the meaning of the targeted grammar 
structure and a one-sentence rule followed by 
examples in context with translations” 
(358).The immediate and delayed tests con- 
tained multiple-choice and completion exer- 
cises, as well as a task in which students had 
to write “personalized” sentences using the 
structure (359). 

As in previous studies, subjects showed 
clear drops in accuracy on the second test. In 
this study, however, the decline appeared 
more rapid than the decline seen in other 
studies; this may be  due to the fact that the 
treatment was very short, only about four 
minutes per rule (359). 

Working much harder, however, only de- 
lays the inevitable: While Day and Shapson’s 
subjects had six weeks of instruction on the 
French conditional and held their gains for 
eleven weeks (Day and Shapson 1991), 
Harley’s subjects spent eight weeks (about 
twelve class hours total) on the pass6 com- 
pos6 and imparfait, but they lost their advan- 
tage over a comparison group on tests 
administered three months later (Harley 
1989). Subjects studied in White (1991) had 
five weeks of instruction on adverb placement 

25 1 



FOREIGN LANGUAGE ANNAELSUMMER 1999 

and held their gains for five weeks, but had 
lost them when tested one year later. An ap- 
parent exception is Spada and Lightbown 
(1993), whose subjects had nine hours of in- 
struction on English question formation over 
two weeks, and actually showed some im- 
provement on a posttest administered six 
months after the instruction. The comparison 
group also improved at a comparable rate on 
the target structure during this time, however.’ 

Consciousness Raising? 
Fotos (1993) investigated the role of gram- 

mar study in “consciousness raising.” Her sub- 
jects, 160 EFL students in Japan, were divided 
into three groups: One group did grammar 
tasks in which there was a focus on grammat- 
ical form, a second group had traditional 
grammar lessons, and a third group partici- 
pated in communicative tasks in which there 
was no focus on form. After each treatment, 
one for each target rule in groups 1 and 2, all 
subjects were asked to do a “noticing task in 
which they read a story and were asked to un- 
derline any “special use” of English. One week 
later, they did a similar noticing task with dic- 
tation. The story and dictation contained ex- 
emplars of the target structures used in the 
grammar task and grammar lesson. After three 
weeks, subjects in group 1 and 2 took a gram- 
maticality judgment test and production tests 
that focused on the target structures (un- 
scramble sentences, sentence combining). 

Fotos reported that subjects in the first two 
groups were better able to notice examples of 
the target structures in the noticing task. She 
reported, however, no relationship between 
the ability to notice and combined scores on 
the proficiency measures (with the exception 
of the grammar lesson group, and only for one 
structure out of three, indirect object place- 
ment: The correlation was modest, r = .35.). In 
addition, there was clearly less noticing on the 
second administration of the noticing task, 
one week after instruction. Moreover, noticing 
frequency was not high, with subjects from 
the focus on form and grammar groups notic- 
ing about two to three items out of five. Fotos’ 
results, in my view, provide good evidence 

that consciousness raising does not play a role 
in language acquisition. (For the record, there 
was no difference between the grammar task 
and grammar lesson groups on the grammar 
test; the communicative task group did not 
take the grammar test.) 

Does Learning Become Acquisition? 
DeKeyser (1997) very clearly deals with 

conscious learning and not acquisition. Sub- 
jects studied an artificial language and were 
supplied with “a traditional presentation of 
grammar rules” (201). In addition, care was 
taken to insure that subjects understood the 
rules. This was followed by practice activities 
in which the focus was on correctness at all 
times, with constant feedback: “each error 
triggered an automatic explicit explanation of 
what grammatical categories in the answer 
were wrong and why ...” (203). 

DeKeyser found that learning curves for ac- 
curacy and reaction time showed a sudden 
improvement at the beginning, and then a 
number of slower improvements, consistent 
with the hypothesis that knowledge in early 
stages was “declarative” and then was gradu- 
ally automatized: Using different terminology, 
the claim is that “learned” competence be- 
comes “acquired” competence. In addition, 
the learning curve was nearly identical to that 
found for learning other cognitive skills, such 
as algebra. 

DeKeyser concludes from this finding that 
“the learning of second language grammar 
can proceed very much in the same way that 
learning in other cognitive domains, from 
geometry to computer programming, has 
been shown to take place” (214), and that sec- 
ond-language acquisition is not “necessarily 
acquired through the implicit mechanisms of 
a separate mental module (as is generally ac- 
cepted for first-language acquisition)” (21 3). 

But DeKeyser’s results can also be inter- 
preted as showing that conscious learning 
and subconscious acquisition of language are 
different. I have suggested (Krashen 1985) 
that conscious learning is done outside the 
“language acquisition device” and utilizes 
mechanisms used in other areas of cognition. 
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DeKeyser‘s results are consistent with this sug- 
gestion: What is obviously language learning, 
not acquisition, showed a pattern similar to 
that seen in other areas of cognition. 

DeKeyser also found that practice in com- 
prehension tasks did not transfer well to pro- 
duction, and vice versa. He concluded that 
this result “is contrary to the idea of linguistic 
competence acquired through comprehen- 
sion being equally available for production 
and comprehension” (213). In my view, these 
findings only confirm that in this study we are 
dealing with learning, not acquisition. 

More Evidence for the Limits of 
conscious Learning 

Alderson, Clapham and Steel (1997) ad- 
ministered a variety of tests to 509 first-year 
students of French at the university level and 
found two factors, “the first one loading on 
metalinguistic and the second on.. .language 
proficiency variables” (1 15). 

The “metalinguistic measures” included the 
following: 

1. Parts of speech: read a sentence and 
identify the parts of speech, given in both 
French and English. 

2. Given an ungrammatical sentence, cor- 
rect the sentence and state the rule being bro- 
ken. For the French sentences, one point was 
given if the error was identified and corrected 
(labeled “French errors”), one point if “meta- 
language” was used, and one point for a cor- 
rect statement of the rule (“French rules”). For 
English sentences, one point was given for 
correction of the error, one for an accurate 
rule (“English rules”), and one “for giving the 
reason” (“English reasons”). 

Subjects also took a number of proficiency 
tests of French, including an l&time rational 
cloze test (“cloze”), a grammar test, and a lis- 
tening comprehension test. 

“Metalinguistic knowledge” corresponds to 
conscious learning, and the clear two factor 
solution, presented in Table 10 (see page 
257), confirms that this kind of knowledge is 
not strongly related to actual performance, 
even on tests in which the focus is on form. 

Alderson et al. conclude that “there is no 
evidence from this study to justify the teaching 
of metalinguistic knowledge as a means of im- 
proving students’ linguistic proficiency” (1 18). 

Summary and Conclusion 
This review is not exhaustive of all studies 

in which the claim is made that grammar 
study is good for students. I have attempted 
only to discuss some current examples (see 
also Krashen 1993, 1994). Nor have I dis- 
cussed the evidence supporting the alterna- 
tive, comprehensible input, as this has been 
done in many other places (e.g., Krashen 
1985, 1994, 1997). My goal was only to illus- 
trate that recent studies claiming to support 
grammar teaching over subconscious acquisi- 
tion really show nothing of the sort. 

The Monitor hypothesis (Krashen 1982) 
claims that several conditions are necessary 
for the successful application of consciously 
learned rules of grammar: 

(1) Knowledge of the rule; 
(2) Concern with correctness, or focus on 

form; 
(3) Sufficient time. 

What is shown here is that even when we 
optimize the conditions for Monitor use, that 
is, give students ple.nty of instruction on few 
target rules, and test them on measures in 
which they are focused on form and have 
time to apply the rules, we see little effect: The 
Monitor is weak (but not completely useless; 
see Krashen 1982). 

The studies reviewed here are of value, but 
their focus, in Smith’s terms (1996), is on what 
the brain does not do well. 

NOTES 
’ The comparison group teacher promoted a 

focus on form, frequently correcting students’ use 
of question forms, but students in the experimental 
classes produced more questions and had more 
feedback. Spada and Lightbown point out that the 
comparison teacher might have emphasized form 
more in the months preceding the treatment, 
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which in their view explains why this group also 
did well on the delayed posttest. Comparison stu- 
dents, however, also heard far more questions 
(Table 3,214). Clearly, this one study does not help 
us decide among competing hypotheses. 
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