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ABSTRACT

SevensectionsofNaraUniversityFreshmanandSophomorestudentsweregiven

extensivereadingclassesinplaceofhalftheusualintensivereadingcurriculum.

Narrativewritingsamplesweretakenatthebeginningandtheendoftheacademic

yearandscoredforfluencyandaccuracywithanopen-endedyethighlysensitive

objectiveratingtechnique(lshikawa,inpress).Fortheaggregategroup,themean

scoresofpairedt-testsonallcriteriaroseovertime.Fourofthesevensections

werealsosampledatthemid-yearpoint;comparisonsbetweenthesampledand

unsarnpledsectionssuggesttheexistenceofabeneficialpracticeeffect.Thedata

presentedherearecontaminatedbyoperationalerrorsintheconductofthe

experiment,buttheresultsareneverthelessconstruedassupportforKrashen's
"M

onitorModel"ingeneralandthe"lnputHypothesis"inparticular,andas

empiricallyvalidatingtheusefulnessofIshikawa'stechnique.

BACKGROUND

Inrecentyears,probablynoeducationaltheoreticianhasinspiredmoreactive

researchanddebateamonglanguageteachersaroundtheworldthanProf.Stephen

D.Krashen.Afterseveralproductiveyearsconductingandpublishingbasic

psycholinguisticresearch,heburstintoprominenceinthelanguageteachingfield

withhistheoryoflanguageacquisition,whichhecalledthe"MonitorModelof

AdultLanguagePerformance."Krashen'sintuitivelyattractivedescriptionofthe

languageacquisitionprocessthrusthimintothelanguageteachinglimelight,

stimulatingmuchcontroversyandconfirmatoryresearch.
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Krashen'smodelconsistsoffiveinterrelatedhypotheses.Becauseabasicunderstanding

ofKrashen'stheoryisessentialtoanunderstandingofmyproject,Ipresentthese

fivehypotheseshereverybriefly,attheconsiderableriskofvastlyoversimplifying

them.Theyare:1

(1)乃 θ ノ10σz1∫5云わn-LearningHypotheses,whichassertsbasic,crucialdifferences

betweenthesetwoprocesses.Accordingtothishypothesis,humanbeingssubconsciously

acquirelanguagesimplybyunderstandingmessages,whereaswelearnlanguageby

formalstudyofitselementsanddescribedrules.Consciouslylearnedlanguagedoes

notnecessarilybecomesubconsciouslyacquiredlanguage;

(2)TheNaturalOrderHypotheses,whichclaimsthatlanguageformsareacquired

inanaturaldevelopmentalsequence,regardlessofthesequenceformallystudied.

Acquisitionisbiologicallydeterminedbythebrain'sreadinessforthenextnatural

stage,ratherthanbyartificiallydeterminedlevelsorsequencesofformalinstruction;

{3)TheMonitorHypothesis,probablythemostcontroversialofthefivehypotheses,

whichassertsthatlanguageproductionisafunctionofacquiredlanguage,not

learnedlanguage.Learnedlanguageisnotinitselfsufficientforinitiatingproduction,

butonlyservesasa"mentaleditor"or"monitor"ofwhatisproducedwithacquired

ability.Secondlanguagelearners,however,haveanother"modeofproduction"open

tothem,bysubstitutingtheirnativelanguagetogenerateutterancesinconjunction

withaheavyuseoflearnedL22(inotherwords,bytranslation)."Monitor

underuser"isKrashen'stermforgliblanguageperformerswithpoorcontrolofthe

grammar,and"monitoroveruser"ishistermforlanguageperformanceinthe

"L1 -1-Monitor"mode .3

(4)TheInputHypotheses,whichstatesthat"comprehensibleinput"istheonly

essentialrequirementforacquiringlanguage.FollowingChomsky's(1965)postulation

ofaninnatehumancapabilitytoacquirelanguagewithoutanyformalinstructionat

all,thishypothesisholdsthatpeopleacquirenewlanguageformsmerelyby

understandingmessagesthatareencodedatjustslightlybeyondtheirpresentstage

onthenaturaldevelopmentalorder(Krashen'ssymbolicexpressionforthisnew

levelis∫ ≠1).Languageacquirersaccomplishthisfeatofunderstandingbeyond

theirpresentlevelbyrelyingonwhatevercontextualcluestheycanfindinthe

discourse,orby"negotiatingmeaning"4untiltheyeventuallyattainthecapabilityof

understandingthenewlanguageindecontextualizedsituations.

Indefiningwhatdoesordoesnotconstituteinput,Krashenadvanceswhathe

calls"theComplexityArgument"5:0falltheworld'slanguages,Englishisoneof

thebestdescribed,havingbeenstudiedformallyforcenturies.Butevenso,the
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formalrulesofEnglishgrammararesocomplexthatdescriptivelinguistsstillhave

notbeenabletocodifythemall.Itisthereforequiteunreasonabletoexpect

studentstolearnalanguagebystudyingitsformallycodifiedaspects.Ontheother

hand,millionsofpeoplehaveacquired.Englishinthepastsimplybyusingit,and

millionsmorewillnodoubtacquireitinthefuture,likewisewithoutlearning

manyoftheformalrulesatall.Thiscastsdoubtontheneedforconsciously

learnedlanguage,whileatthesametimemakingastrongcasefortheindispensa-

bilityofsubconsciousacquisition.

(5)Theノ 挽o乙1vθ1互1ご θr1改poご カθ5凋whicharguesthatthestudentmustbeemotionally

opentothelanguageinputforittobecomeacquired.Suchfactorsaspressure,

nervousness,orxenophobiaarepossibleinhibitorsthatfilteroutpotential"comprehensible

input,"reducingtheamountof"intake"andrenderingacquisitionimpossible.

Althoughsomewhatofamixedmetaphor,ithasbecomestandardintheprofessional

literaturetorefertotheaffectivefilterasbeing"up"or"down,""raised"or"lowered."

CriticismoftheMonitorModelhascenteredontheargumentthat,although

Krashenpresentsitforconsiderationasascientifictheory,hehasformulateditin

suchawayastomakeexperimentaldisconfirmationdifficult,ifnotimpossible

(Gregg,1986;McLaughlin,1987.6Forthelatestcollectionofsuchcriticalessays,

seeBarash&James,1994.).Krashen,however,iswellawareofthestringent

requirementsimposedonanyproposedscientifictheory(Krashen,1983)andis

concernedwiththepracticaluseofhistheoryinthelanguageclassroom(Krashen

1983,1990).Forthepastfifteenyearshehasdevotedhimselftoexplicatingthe

MonitorModelanditscomponenthypothesesandapplyingthemtopractical

teachingconcerns.BasedontheMonitorModel,Krashen&Terrell(1983)proposed

amore-or-lesscompleteteachingmethodology,whichtheytermedthe"Natural

Approach".Hehasalsoconsidereditsimplicationsspecificallyinregardstowriting

instruction(Krashen,1984),spellinginstruction(Polak&Krashen,・1988),and

readinginstruction(Krashen,1993).

Krashen'semphasishaschangedovertimefromtheMonitorModelasawholeto

anincreasinglysharpfocusontheInputHypothesisitself.'Heunequivocallystated

hiscommitmenttotheInputHypothesisinKrashen(1980):Inthatpaper,he

clearlyrelegatedtheotherfourhypothesestosubordinatestatus,servingas

preliminariesto,ormodifiersof,theInputHypothesis,withthepronouncement

"l
nmyopinion,theInputHypothesismaybethesinglemostimportantconceptin

secondlanguageacquisitiontoday."Hispublicationoutputsincethenhasnever
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waveredoffthethemeof"comprehensibleinput,"sometimesabbreviatedasCI.

Asiswellknownbynow,theInputHypothesisformspartofwhatIcall,

perhapsaudaciously,atheoryofsecond-languageacquisition,andithasbecome
clearertomeoverthelastfewyearsthattheInputHypothesisisthemost
unportantpartoetheory.

TheInputHypothesisclaimsthatweacquirelanguageinanamazinglysimple

way‐whenweunderstandmessages.Wehavetriedeverythingelse‐

learninggrammarrules,memorizingvocabulary,usingexpensivemachinery,

formsofgrouptherapy,etc.Whathasescapedusalltheseyears,however,is

theoneessentialingredient:comprehensibleinput.8

● ● ● ●

...Myconclusions[are]thattheInputHypothesis,inconjunctionwiththe

generaltheoryitlSpartof,iseasilyabletodefenditselfagainst...challenges

andmakesveryplausiblepredictionsaboutavarietyofinterestingandasyet

poorlyinvestigatedphenomenainsecond-languageacquisition.....Myviewis

thatwehavescarcelybeguntoapplyit‐totheextentitisapplied,tothat

extentwillourlanguageprogrammesbemoreproductiveandefficientforour

studentsandeasierandmorepleasantforteachers.9

Krashen(1991)updatedtheInputHypothesistoaccountforfiveother'supplementary

orcompetinghypotheses(eithertosupportthemortorefutethem).Thefiveare:

(1)TheReadingHypothesis,a"specialcase"

SimpleOutputHypothesis,abbreviatedasSO;

(SB);(4)TheOutputPlusCorrectionHypothesis

OutputHypothesis(CO).

oftheInputHypothesis;(2)The

(3)theSkill-BuildingHypothesis,

(OC);and(5)TheComprehensible

Methodsareoftencombinationsqfthehypotheses.NaturalApproachrestson
theInputHypothesis,butallowssomeSBandOC....Traditionalform-based
languageteachingisusuallyacombinationofSBandOC,withsomeCI
(sometimesincludedinadvertently). ._"Communicative"languageteachingseems
tobeacombinationofCOandCI."Wholelanguageseemstobeacombination
ofCI,SO,andOO.

....IarguethatonlytheInputHypothesisissuccessfulinaccountingforthe
datainlanguageacquisitionandinthedevelopmentofliteracy.Specifically:

(1)Onlycomprehensibleinputisconsistentlyeffectiveinincreasing
proficiency;moreskill-building,morecorrection,andmoreoutputdonot
consistentlyresultingreaterproficiency.

(2)Methodswithmorecomprehensibleinputconsistentlywininmethod
comparisonresearch.

(3)Outputanderrorcorrectiondonotexistingreatquantity.Thus,
strongversionsofhypothesesthatdependonoutputandcorrection
cannotbecorrect.

(4)Cleaxgainsandevenhighlevelsofproficiencycantakeplacewithout
output,skill-building,errorcorrection,andcomprehensibleoutput.....
Highlevelsofproficiencycannottakeplacewithoutcomprehensibleinput.10
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InapplyingtheInputHypothesistothequestionofwritinginstruction(1984,

1985,1993),KrashenhasbeenforcedtorelylargelyonstudiesofEnglish-speaking

childrenlearningtowriteintheirownnativelanguage,asfewstudieshave

concentratedonthewritingabilitiesofforeignlanguagestudents.Neverthelesshe

confidentlyassertsthatlearningtowritewellentailsonlytwofactors:"acquisition

ofthecode"ofwrittenEnglish,and"anefficientcomposingprocess"(Krashen,

1984).InKrashen'sview,onceastudenthasacquiredsomeofthiscode,formal

instructioncanhelptoshapeanddirectthewrittenoutput‐buttheacquisition

itselfcanonlybeachievedthroughcomprehensiblereadinginput.Applicationsof

theInputHypothesisspecificallyintermsofreadingarediscussedinKrashen(1989)

and(1993),wherehespecificallyarguesthatself-selectedextensivereading(inhis

terminology,VoluntaryFreeReading,orVFR)canbeamongthemostvaluablesources

ofcomprehensiblelanguageinput,forsecondlanguagelearnersaswellasforfirst

languagelearners.

Returningagaintothe"ComplexityArgument,"KrashencreditsVoluntaryFree

Readingwithanalmostmiraculouspowertoimprovestudents'spelling,grammar,

andvocabularymoreeffectivelythanovertformalinstructioncan:

....Asisthecasewithorallanguageacquisition,competenceinwritingdoes

notcomefromthestudyofformdirectly‐therulesthatdescribewritten

language...aresimplytoocomplexandnumeroustobeexplicitlytaughtand

consciouslylearned.Wegaincompetenceinwritingthesamewaywegain

competenceinorallanguage;byunderstandingmessagesencodedin __written

language,byreadingformeaning.Inthisway,wegainasubconscious"feel"for

writtenlanguage,weacquirethiscodeasaseconddialect.

Thishypothesisaccountsfortheresearchshowingarelationshipbetween

pleasurereadingandwritingability‐betterwritershaveacquiredthewrittend
ialectviareading.Italsoaccountsforthelackofarelationshipshown

betweengrammarstudyandwritingability....it

Takentogether,Krashenisinsistingthatwelearntoreadbyreading,notby

formallystudyinghowtoread.Moreover,byreadingwelearntowrite,too!Writing

instructionishelpfulafterthestudenthasacquiredthewrittencodebyextensive

reading.iz

Thetheoryimpliesthatacentraltaskforanylanguageartsprogrammeis

gettingstudentshookedonbooks.....Theexpenseofbooks,evenpaperbacks,...
placeCs)anincreasedburdenontheschool,onthelanguageartsteacher,and
ontheschoollibrary.Thetheoryandresearchclearlyimply,however,thatan
investmentinencouragingpleasurereading,certainlyamodestonewhen
comparedtoexpensiveeducationaltechnology,willpayoffinbetterwriting.13.14
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EXPERIMENTALDESIGN,SUBJECTS,METHOD,AIDMATERIALS

Testingtheeffectivenessofsuchanextensivereadingapproachonwritingability

waspreciselythepointofmystudy.Theexperimentwasconductedduringthe1992

academicyearatNaraUniversity,aprivatefour-yearcoeducationalinstitution

locatedinNara,Japan.FourteensectionsofFreshmanandSophomorestudents

servedasunwittingsubjects.StudentwritingsampleswerecollectedinApriland

Decemberof1992,preparedforscoringinthespringof1993,andscoredduring

thatsummer.Thescoreswereputintoadatabaseprograminthewinterof1993-94

andstatisticallyanalyzedduringthespringandsummerof1994.

Myintentionwastomakethisresearchprojectaspureaspossible,but,duetoa

flawedexperimentaldesignandoperationalerrorsofmy _ownmaking,theproject

wasunexpectedlyproblematicandunderwentconsiderablemodificationafterthe

orginalproposalhadbeenmade.Theseoperationalerrorsandforcedchangesof

designnodoubtcontaminatedtheresultingdata,renderingthematbestambiguous

andinconclusive.

IncontrasttoAmericancollegesanduniversities,wherestudentsingood

standingmayfreelychoosetheirmajorsandmaychangemajorsatanytime,Nara

University,likevirtuallyeveryotherJapanesetertiaryinstitution,admitsstudents

toaparticulardepartment,nottotheuniversityasawhole.Withineachdepartment,

furthermore,differentcategoriesofstudentsareadmittedunderdifferentcriteria.

ForeachofNaraUniversity'stwoupper‐divisiondepartmentsthereareseparatesets

ofinternally-generatedentranceexaminationsfortwocategoriesofstudents,"regular"

and"recommended".AnEnglishtestisonecomponentofeachofthesethesefour

setsofexaminations.Notonlyaretheseexaminationsnotstandardized(forreasons

oftestsecurity),butstillothercandidatesareadmittedintoNaraUniversity

withoutanyEnglishexaminationatall,Ina"speciallyrecommended"status.Thus,

itisverydifficulttogetareliableassessmentoftheEnglishlevelofNaraUniversity

studentsingeneral,orofeachdepartment'sstudents,orofeachmajor'sstudents.

NoEnglishlinguisticsorEnglishliteraturemajorisofferedatNaraUniversity

andfewstudentsexpressastrongdesiretodeveloptheirEnglishproficiency,

havingbeenattractedtothisparticularschoolforthepursuitofothergoals.As

partoftheirgeneraleducationrequirements,however,allFreshmenandSophomores

areenrolledintwoEnglishclassesperweek,eachconductedbyadifferent

instructor.Studentsarenotstreamedbyproficiency,nordotheyhaveany

individualchoiceintheirsectionassignments.Instead,theyareassignedtosections
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accordingtomayorandstudentidentificationnumber(correspondingtoalphabetical

orderbysurname).Forfiveofthemajors,eachsectionaccountsforabout%of

thepopulation;forthesixthmajor,eachclassishalfofthetotalpopulation.We

mightassumethateachsectionaccuratelyrepresentsthewholepopulationofthat

major,butawidevarianceinproficiencywouldmakesuchanassumptionuntenable,

unlesseachsectionweresufficientlylarge.Classsizesin1992rangedfromabout35

toalmost60,dependingonthespecificmajor.Thestatisticalcomparisonofsub-groups

isatenuousundertaking,then,andconclusionsmustbeviewedskeptically.

UntilIarrivedonthepermanentfacultyin1992,FreshmanandSophomore

generaleducationEnglishclasseswerealltaughtbyJapanesestaffmembers.Itwas

notmyintentiontorevolutionizethecurriculumnorupsetthestatusquoinanyway.

LiketheotherpermanentEnglishteachers,Iwasassignedsevensectionsof

FreshmanandSophomoreEnglish,soIchosetextbookssimilartotheonesmy

JapanesecolleagueswereusingandplannedtoconductmyclassesassimilarlyasI

could.Verysoonintotheacademicyear,however,IrealizedthatIwasnotcapable

ofteachingEnglishinthewaythatNarastudentsexpected,asatranslation-oriented

intensivereadingcourse.AtthattimeIabandonedallhopeofteachingwitha

methodologythatmyselfcouldnotdeliver,decidinginsteadtoconductclassinmy

ownway.IessentiallyabandonedthetextbooksIhadselectedandhurriedlythrew

togetheran"extensivereading"program,basedonmyownpersonalsourcesof

readingmaterials,accumulatedoverseveralyears,whichIcarriedbythebagful

intoeachclasssessionandencouragedthestudentstotry.

Krashen(1992,1993)specificallyandpointedlyrecommendscomicbooksas

extremelyvaluablesourcesoflanguageinput.Ihadnocomicbooksatmydisposal,

butIdidhavemyownchildren'sseven-yearcollectionofAmericanmagazinesto

drawupon.15Beginningwithawidevarietyofone-ortwo-pagefictionand

non-fictionpieces,Iencouragedmystudentsalwaystochooseaninterestingtopic

writtenataleveltheycouldunderstandwithoutstrain.Graduallyiintroduced

whateverbooksIcouldscrapetogether,rangingfromgradedreaderstobooksfor

nativeEnglish-speakingjuvenilestobooksforthenativeEnglishadultaudience.

Itwasessentiallyaleapoffaith:AlthoughIhadoftenusedsomereading

materialsasacomponentofconversationandcompositionclassesatmyprevious

appointment,Ihadnevertaughtareadingclasspersebeforeandhadcertainlynever

basedanentirecourseonthematerialsIhadcollected.However,mydesperate

situationseemedtohaveprovidedmewithanopportunitytodoanextremelypure

statisticalresearchstudywithlargenumbersofsubjects,soIusedmycircumstance

一31一



総 合 研 究 所 所 報

asthebasis.forthisproject.

Originally,fproposedastudycomparingtheeffectsofdifferentstylesofEnglish

coursesontheEnglishwritingabilityoftwogroupsofabout300studentseach.

Themembersofonecolleague'ssevenordinarysectionsofNaraUniversity

FreshmanandSophomoreEnglishweretocomprisethecontrolgroup.The

membersofmyownsevenFreshmanandSophomoresectionsweretobecomethe

experimentalgroup.Oneoftheexperimentalgroup'stwoEnglishclassesperweek

wastocontinueasusual,theotherweeklyclass(myclass)wastobedevoted

entirelytoextensivereading.Forbothgroups,the"other"teachereachweekwas

athirdparty,notinvolvedintheconductofthisstudy,andthereforeanuncontrolled

factor.Robb&Susser(1989)reportasimilarconsiderationpossiblycontaminating

theirotherwisewell-controlledreadingproject.

FollowingthesameproceduresIhaddevelopedoverseveralyearsatmyprevious

appointment,myNaracolleagueandIelicited30-minutewritingsamplesfromboth

groups(all14sections).Eachsubjectwasgivenblankpaperandaphotocopyofan

untitled,four-framesetofwordlesspicture-cues(whichIwillrefertoas"The

Purse‐Snatcher")fromByrne(1981),andinstructedtowriteascompleteastory

aspossiblein30minutes.Dictionaryusewasnotrestricted,onthegroundsthat

theaccuracyadvantageofdictionaryconsultationwouldbecounterbalancedbya

declineinthefluencyrating,duetothetimeconsumed.Besides,withoutdictionaries,

studentsatthislevelofproficiencycouldnotbeexpectedtoproducemuchatall,

eveninthe"L1-f-monitor"mode.

Myintentionwastoprovidethebaselinedataforagainsstudyofasimple

pre-test/post-testdesign,comparingthewritingabilityofthecontrolgroup,taught

Englishentirelyinthecustomaryway,againstthewritingabilityoftheexperimental

group,whowouldhaveextensivereadingsubstitutedforhalfoftheirinstruction

overoneacademicyear.ThesametaskgivenagaininDecemberwastobethe

post-test,andthecomparisonbetweenthetwosampleswouldconstitutetheoverall

gain."Teachingtothetest"wasnotafeatureofeithergroup'sinstruction,as

neithergrouphadacompositionclassofanykindand"ThePurseSnatcher"had

noobviousconnectiontotheclassmaterialforeithergroup.

Statingtheexperimentalhypothesisintestableterms:Onthebasisofthree

objectivecriteria,NaraUniversityFreshmanandSophomorestudentsenrolledinan

extensivereadingclasswillmakegainsinEnglishwritingproficiencyequalto

greaterthancomparablestudentsenrolledintraditionalEnglishskillsclasses.

Tokeepthecomparisonstrulypure,Iwantedtomaketheextensivereading
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classesexactlythat:readingonly,withnoinstructioningrammarorvocabulary,

andwithaslittlerequiredoutputasabsolutelynecessary.Irequestedthatthe

studentstrytoread1,000wordsperday(andtheyallgroaned).Thecomparison

betweentheexperimentalandcontrolgroupswasthustobeameasureofthe

successrateofclassesofovertformalstudyagainstclassesofloosely‐supervised,

non-interventionistextensivereading,insofaraspossibleconductedinthespiritof

Krashen's(1992)observation

Inmyinterpretationoftheresearchliterature,onekindofreadingappearsto

bethemosteffective:Freevoluntaryreading‐readingbecauseyouwantto,

withnobookreportandnoobligationtofinishthebookyoustarted.16

So,afterafewweeksofpreliminaryinstructiononreadingskillstechniques,I

taughtthestudentsvirtuallynothingfortheremainingsessionsofthefirstsemester.

Instead,Iusedtheclasstimeforfreereadingandone-on-onepersonalconferences

aboutthequalityandquantityoftheirfreereading.1?

Otherthanexhortingthestudentstobehonesttothemselves,Imadenoattempt

toexertanycontrolovertheirchoices.Mainly,mypurposeinconductingthe

in-classpersonalconferenceswastoencouragethestudentsnottodissipatetheir

timeandenergyintryingtoreadbooksoftoohighalevel,butinsteadtochoose

withoutembarrassmentmaterialatthebestlevelforthemselves‐evensimple

books‐thattheycouldhonestlyunderstandandwouldenjoyreading.Iaskedthem

totrytoreadatleast1,000wordsperday,everyday,includingweekendsand

holidays.Ifthematerialtheyhadchosenturnedouttobedullortoodifficult,I

encouragedthemtoexchangeitforsomething"better"ratherthanstruggleonwith

materialthatwas"nogood"forthem.

FromtheperspectivesoffourofthefiveMonitorModelhypotheses,thisadvice

wasessential,butIhavenodoubtthattheveryconceptofderivingenjoymentfromthe

readingofanEnglishbookwasunthinkabletomostofthestudents.Yet,onan

attitudequestionnaireadministeredattheendoftheacademicyear,manystudents

respondedthat1,000wordsperdaywasnottoomuchtoask,andseveralstudents

reportedenjoyment.Forsomeofthesestudentsthisfree-readingopportunitymay

havebeenthefirsttimetohaveeverfeltsuccessfulatanythingconnectedwith

English.Acolleaguealsoreportedoneofmystudentsboastingtohimabouthow

manyEnglishbookshehadreadsofarthatyear.Neartheendoftheyearone

student,abicyclingenthusiast,toldmethathewasgladtohavelearnedhowto

readequipmentreviewsinEnglish-languagecyclingmagazines.

Sinceeachstudentwasreadingselectionsofhisorherownchoosing,itwas
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impossibleforeachstudent'scomprehensiontobechecked,inCasanave'ssense‐

theteacherensuringthatthestudentsunderstoodwhattheyhadread(Casanave,

1988).Thestudentswererequired,however,tokeeprecordsoftheirreadings

usinganestimationmethod,honor-boundtoreporttheirdailyreadingcorrectly.

Theywereaskedtoincludecumulativetotalsoftheirdailyamounts,alongwith

theirownsubjectiveassessmentofeachday'smaterialintermsofinterest(YESor

NO)andlevelofdifficulty(EASY,OK,orHARD),andtographthedaily

fluctuationsintheirreadingspeed(inWPM).Onayear-endanonymous"honesty"

questionnaire,someofthestudentsadmittedviolatingthistrustblatantly,butmost

ofthestudentsclaimedtohavereportedtheirreadinginsidetolerancesconsistent

withtheestimationmethodthatIhadencouraged.

AlthoughmoststudentsseemedtohaveconscientiouslyreadEnglishashomework,

fewstudentsutilizedtheirunsupervisedclasstimeforEnglishreadingandthefirst

semester'sclasshourswereessentiallywasted,exceptforthosefewstudentseach

timewithwhomIwasabletoconferbriefly.Mygrandly-conceivedexperimenthad

thusquicklyevolvedintoacomparisonoftraditionally-conductedGlassworkagainst

instruction-freeclassesofextensivereadinghometivork.

InwhatInowconsideramajorproceduralerror,Ihadtheideaaftersummer

vacationthattakingamid-yearwritingsamplewouldallowmetoexaminethe

possiblityofa"practiceeffect"‐thatis,theextenttowhichthemereexperience

ofwritingthestorycouldaffectsubsequenttrials.Ihadalreadysampledfourofthe

sevenexperimentalgroupsectionsinSeptemberbeforemycolleaguereportedthe

shockingnewsthatmostofthecontrolgroupsubjectshadrebelledatprovidinga

mid-termwritingsample.Knowingthatmyresultswouldbecompromisedifthere

reallywereapronouncedpracticeeffect,Iimmediatelycancelledsamplingmyown

remainingthreesections,sothatinDecemberatleastsomemembersofthe

experimentalgroupcouldbecomparabletothecontrolgroup.Whathadbegunwith

about300subjectsineachgroupwasthusnowreducedinoneblowtoonlyabout

halfthatnumberintheexperimentalgroup.

Ialteredtheconductofmyclassforthesecondsemester,mainlybecauseIfeared

formyprofessionalreputation.RegardlessofhowpersuasiveKrashen'shypotheses

maybetome,theyarestillonlyhypotheses,andIbegantofeelthatifIwere

criticizedforhaving"taught"thestudentsvirtuallynothinginoneyear,Icould

nothavejustifiedmyactions.Forthat(admittedlyselfish)reason,Idecidedto
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assignsomeskill-buildingGlassworkinthesecondsemester,tooccupythestudents

whileIwasconductingpersonalconferences.ForthispurposeIusedhandoutsof

manuscriptpagesfromanunpublishedreadingskillstextbook(Dayeta1,inpress).

Abriefamountoftimewasspentinpresentingtheskillslessonsatthebeginning

ofeachclasssessionandinreviewingtheanswerstogetherattheend.Ineither

checkedthestudents'worknorgradedthem,buttotheextentthatthestudents

exertedthemselvesonthelessonsinclass,theyreceivedskill-buildinginstruction,

notjustsimpleextensivereading,andthesecondsemesterthereforeconstituteda

somewhatlesspuretestoftheInputHypothesisthanthefirstsemesterhadbeen.

IcollectedtheDecemberwritingsamplefromtheexperimentalgroupsections

withoutanyseriousincident.Myworstfearwasrealized,however,when,despite

mycolleague'seffortstoencouragehercontrolgroupstudentstoparticipateinthe

post-testsampling,mostofthemrefusedtoco-operate,leavingmenomeansof

comparisonwiththeexperimentalgroup.Iwasstuck,then,withsevenControl

Groupsectionsthathadbeensampledonlyonce,threeExperimentalGroupsections

thathadbeensampledonlytwice,andfourotherExperimentalGroupsectionsthat

hadbeensampledthreetimes.Worse,atmid-yearIhadsampledbothofmytwo

Sophomoresections,makingcomparisonsbetweenthetwoSophomoresections

impossible.

MyplantouseaNaracontrolgroupwasspoiled,butbeforecompletelyabandoning

thecomparativegainsdesign,ItriedcomparingtheNaraexperimentalgroup's

resultsagainstdataIhadcollectedoverseveralyearsatmypreviousappointment,

BaikaWomen'sCollege,arespectablefour-yearcollegeinOsaka,whereIhad

taughtonlyEnglishliteraturemajors.Myhopeinthisdesperatelast‐resorttactic

wasthatextensivereadingalonewouldenabletheNaraexperimentalsubjectsto

showcomparablegainsinwritingproficiency,despitetheBaikastudentshavinghad

everyotherpossibleadvantage(Englishmajors,relativelyhigherinterestinEnglish

languageandliterature,twiceasmanycontacthoursperweekinsmallerclasses,

specificallyincludingcompositionclasses,extracurricularEnglishSpeakingSociety,

andschool-sponsoredopportunitiesfortraveltoEnglish-speakingcountries).

AtBaikaIhadcollectedsimilarstudentnarrativewritingsamplesforseveralyears

andhadwritten(Swan,1987)aboutthedifficultiesinapplyingwhathadseemedto

beapromisingholisticratingscale(Jacobsetal,1981),butwhichhadultimately

proveddisappointing.ThistimeIusedamoreobjectiveratingtechnique.First,as

acoarsemeasureoffluency,Isimplycountedthenumberofwordsineachwriting

sample.Theothertwoobjectivecriteriausedforthisstudyarethoseidentifiedby
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Ishikawa(inpress)asthetwobestpredictorsoflanguageproficiency:(1)the

numberofwordsappearinginperfectly-formedclauses;and(2)thenumberof

perfectly-formedclausesinthewritingsample.Aperfectly-formedclauseis

operationallydefinedbyasetofprotocolsIshikawacreatedtohelpensurerater

reliability‐thatis,ensuringcomparablescoresfromdifferentratersorconsistent

scoresfromthesameraterovertime.AsobjectiveasIshikawa'smethodis,

however,thereisstillsomelatitudefortheraterstohaveindividualgrammatical

interpretations.

SixcollegeEFLteachers,allofthemAmericanswithyearsofexperiencein

Japan,weretrainedbyIshikawaandservedasratersforthisproject.Fiveofthe

raterseachscoredthepre-andpost-writingsamplesofcomparablenumbersof

NaraandBaikaFreshmansubjects.ThesixthraterhadnoBaikadatatoevaluate,

butscoredthesamplesfrombothoftheNaraSophomoresections.Asasafeguard

againstraterunreliability,Ihadhopedtohaveeachrater'sscoresdouble‐checked

byanotherrater,butinpracticaltermsadouble-checkingprocedurewasnot

feasible,asitwouldhavedoubledeachrater'sloadandwouldhavebeensimplytoo

muchworktoaskofvolunteers.

Theratingsforeachofthethreecriteriawereanalyzedbythepairedt-test

procedure.ComparisonsbetweentheBaikaFreshmenandtheNarastudentswere

fruitless,however.StartingfromincomparablyhighlevelsofEnglishability,the

BaikastudentswentontooutdistancetheNarastudentsembarrassingly.The

differenceinmeanscoreswassimplytoogreattopermitthevaliduseofBaika

studentsasacontrolgroup.

Inlightofallthesedesignmodifications,proceduralerrorsandfailures,theonly

avenueleftformewastorevisetheexperimentalhypothesisandexaminetheNara

Universityexperimentalgroupwithoutreferencetoanycontrolgroup,makingthe

experimentnolongeracomparativegainsstudyatall.Thenewhypothesisreads

Onthebasisofthreeobjectivecriteria,NaraUniversityFreshmanandSophomore

studentsenrolledinextensivereadingclasseswillmakesignificantgainsinEnglish

writingproficiency.

NeithertheNaracontrolgroupnortheprospectiveBaikacontrolsubjectsare

discussedanyfurtherinthispaper.
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RESULTS

Tablelpresentstheresultsofpairedt-testsperformedonthegainsmadebythe

aggregateNaraexperimentalgroup(n=295).

FLUENCY ACCURACY

Numberofwords
writtenin30minutes

Numberofwords
● ●

appearingin

perfectclauses

Numberof

perfectclauses

PRE-TEST

t‐value

StandardDeviation

70.51ss

30,817

***

98.0814

40,375

20.3424

6,409

***

24.7153

19,960

4.3288

3,480

y

5.5898

4,318

significance

POST-TEST

t‐value

StandardDeviation

TABLE1:ComparisonofPre-andPost-WritingSamples,

AggregateExperimentalGroup,RatedforFluencyandAccuracy

n.s.=notsignificant *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01

Thet-testsshowhighlysignificantgainsoneachofthethreecriteria.The

confidencelevelsofthesegainsaresohighthattheycannotbecomputedwithin

threedecimalplaces,meaningthatthelikelihoodofthisaveragegainoccurringby

chanceisvanishinglysmall,lessthanonechancein1,000.Itwouldseemthatthe

nullhypothesisissoundlyrejected,andthatextensivereadingdidindeedimprove

thestudents'writingability.ThereisnowaytoknowhowmuchtheNaracontrol

groupmayhaveimproved,however,sinceinsufficientpost-testdatawascollected

fromthecontrolgroupstudents.

Sincetherewasnocontrolgrouptocomparethesegainsagainst,Ithoughtit

mightbeinterestingtoseehowwelltheFreshmenperformedincomparisontothe

Sophomores.Asjudgedfromentranceexaminationresults,however,studentsfrom

thesixdifferentmajorshavehistoricallyhaddifferentaveragelevelsinEnglish

ability.ItseemedonlyfairtoeliminatetheFreshmanhistorymajorsfromconsideration,
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then,sincenoSophomorehistorymajorshadbeensampled.Thisleftonlyfive

sectionsofexperimentalgroupsubjects:twosectionsofFreshmangeographymajors

(onesampledatmid-year,onenotsampled);onesectionofFreshmanCultural

Studiesmajors(notsampledatmid-year);onesectionofSophomoregeography

majors(sampledatmid-year);and,finally,onesectionofSophomoreCultural

Studiesmayors(sampledatmid-year).Thefactthateachsectionwasscoredbya

differentraterisapossiblesourceofmeasurementerror,asofcourseisthefact

thatnoteveryclasswassampledatmid‐year.

Evenafterremovingthehistorymajors,t-testsoftheremainingaggregatedata

stillshowsimilarlyhighstatisticalconfidencelevels,incomputablewithinthree

decimalplaces,forthegainsoveroneyear.Theresultsofthepairedt-testson

thissubset(n=194)arepresentedinTable2.Table3presentstheresultsofpaired

ttestsonthesubsetsortedbyyear(Freshmann=120;Sophomoren=74).

FLUENCY ACCURACY

Numberofwords

writtenin30minutes

Numberofwords
o●

appeanngin

perfectclauses

Numberof

perfectclauses

PRE-TEST

t‐value

StandardDeviation

70.5309

32,084

***

95.9897

39,418

17.6959

15,709

***

20.8505

16,825

3.9536
3,39?

T

4.9021
3,827

significance

POST-TEST

t‐value

StandardDeviation

TABLE2:ComparisonofPre‐andPost‐WritingSamples,

ExperimentalGroupSubset(101Freshmanhistorymajorsremoved),

RatedforFluencyandAccuracy

n.s.=notsignificant*P<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01
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FLUENCY ACCURACY

Numberofwords

writtenin30minutes

PRE-POST一

Numberofwords
● ●

appearingin

perfectclauses

PRE-POST一

Numberof

perfectclauses

PRE-POST一

FRESHMEN

t‐value

StandardDeviation

?5.6250

34,127

***

s2.2703
Zs.sss

92.0167

37,360

n.s.

102.4324
42,007

19.1667

17,010

n.s.

15.3108
13,043

18.8000
14,969

n.s.

24.1757
19,105

4.1750
3,361

n.s.

3.5946
2,965

4.2500
3,168

n.s.

5.9595
4,531

significance

SOPHOMORES

t‐value

StandardDeviation

TABLE3:ComparisonofPre-andPost-WritingSamples,

ExperimentalGroupSubset(101Freshmanhistorymajorsremoved)

SortedbyYear,RatedforFluencyandAccuracy

n.s.=notsignificant *p<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01

TheSophomoresandtheremainingFreshmenbothshowgainsoneachcriterion,

exceptthe"numberofwordsappearinginperfectclauses"criterion,forwhichthe

Freshmenshowaveryslightaveragedecline.

Examiningthescoresderivedfromthepre-testwritingsamples,weseethatthe

Sophomores'AprilmeanscoreswerelowerthanthoseoftheFreshmenforall

measures,thoughonlythefluencymeasureisstatisticallysignificant,atthe

confidencelevelof.005.Onthatmeasure,theFreshmenoutscoredtheSophomores

inAprilbyanaverageofmorethan13words,75.6250against62.2703.Forthe

twoaccuracymeasures,theFreshmentendedtooutperformtheSophomoresin

April,butatstatisticallyinsignificantlevelsofconfidence.

OntheDecemberpost-test,however,thesituationwasreversed.Althoughthe

post-testdifferencesbetweenthetwoyearsarestatisticallyinsignificant,the

Sophomoresnotonlyclosedthegap,theywentontosurpasstheFreshmenonall

threecriteria.Bothgroupsshowedgainsinthefluencymeasure,butthegainwas

greaterfortheSophomoresthanfortheFreshmen:Besideshavingstartedoutata
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lowerlevel,aspreviouslynoted,theSophomoresendedupatahigherlevel ,

102.4324(40.2),comparedto92.0167(016.4)fortheFreshmen.Onthe

post-test"numberofwordsappearinginperfectclauses"criterion,theSophomores

outperformedtheFreshmenagain,24.17(08.86)vs.theFreshmen'saverageof

18.80,adropfromtheirAprilscore(△ 一.3.667).Onthepost-test"numberof

perfectclauses"criterion,theSophomoresoutperformedtheFreshmen,5.95(△2.4)

vs.4.25(△.08).

WhyshouldtheSophomoreshaveimprovedsodramaticallyincomparisontothe

Freshmen?

Toexaminewhethertherewassomesortofpracticeeffectinducedbythe

samplingitself,IseparatedthoseFreshmansectionswhichhadbeensampledin

September(n=91)fromthosewhichhadnotbeen(n=86).Fortunately ,Ihad

sampledonlyoneeachofmytwohistorysectionsandtwogeographysections,

leavingonecomparablesectionofeachmajorunsampled.Sortingthembyfrequency

ofsampling,Ithenanalyzedtheyearlongchangesforeachcriterion.Theresults

arepresentedinTable4.

1

FLUENCY ACCURACY

Numberofwords

writtenin30minutes

PRE-POSTdifference

Numberofwords
● ■

appearingin

perfectclauses

PRE-POSTdifference

Numberof

perfectclauses

PRE-POSTdifference

NOTSAMPLED

AT1>皿}-YEAR

t‐value

StandardDeviation

15.8372

32,873

***

31.9670
4,554

一
.7558

5,611

***

8.1099

17,933

.1860
2,892

y

1.9780
4,112

significance

SAMPLEDAT

MID-YEAR

t‐value

StandardDeviation

↑ABLE4:ComparisonofPre-andPost-WritingSamples,

ComparableFreshmenSubsetSortedbyFrequencyofSampling

n.s.=notsignificant*P<0.10 **p<0.05 ***p<0.01
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Foreachcriterion,thesectionswhichhadbeensampledinSeptember(n=91)

outperformedthesectionswhichhadnotbeensampled(n=86),atveryhighlevels

ofstatisticalconfidence.Myoverallresults,showinggeneralimprovementinthe

aggregatedata,arethereforesuspect,duetothepossibleexistenceofapractice

effect.Since100%oftheSophomoresweresampledinSeptemberbutonly41%of

theFreshmenwere,theexistenceofapracticeeffectmightbeonepossible

explanationforthesurprisingturnaboutinmeanscoresbetweentheFreshmenand

theSophomores.

DISCUSSION

Whetherwecandrawanyvalidconclusionsbasedonthedatafromthisstudyis

opentoquestion.Forthesakeofdiscussion,however,letusfollowwherethedata

leadus.Theseambiguousresultsmaynodoubtbeinterpretedinmanyways;here

　 　

ismine

KnowingthecircumstancesthatlanguageinstructionmustoperateunderinJapan

isthefirststepneededbeforewecanmakeanystatementsatall.

ConsiderourexperienceswiththeEnglishlanguagecompetenceofthetypical

Japaneseuniversity-agestudent:HeorshehasstudiedEnglishforsixyearsin

juniorandseniorhighschool,generallywithoutmuchinterestbutinsteadfrom

motivationssuchascompulsoryeducationrequirements,concernforfuturelivelihood,

oravoidanceofteacher/parentdisapproval.AsistypicalofanEFL(Englishasa

ForeignLanguage)situation,theopportunitiesforthetypicalJapanesestudentto

meetandinteractinanaturalEnglishsettingareextremelylimited.Insucha

curriculumenvironment,translation-basedteachingmethodseliminatetheneedfor

teacherandstudentto"negotiatemeaning".Instructionisgivenaccordingto・a

curriculumandpacedeterminedbythecentralgrovernment,withartificially

imposedrequirementstopresentaspecifiedvolumeofmaterialintheprescribed

lengthoftime,regardlessofeachindividualstudent'sabilitytointernalizeitatthat

pace.Studentswhoareunabletokeepupinschoolclassesareforcedeitherto

enrollinexpensiveafter-schoolprivateclassesorfallhopelesslybehindthestandard,

losingforeverthechancetoenteranyuniversitywhichsetsahighstandardof

Englishproficiencyasoneofitsobstaclestoadmission.Universityentranceexams,

uponwhichthestudents'veryfuturesareatstake,arecreatedschoolbyschool,

departmentbydepartment,notnecessarilyforreliabilityorvaliditybutwithagreat

concernforadministrativeconvenience.Inmanycases,theydonotaskthestudent
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tocommunicateinEnglish,buttosolvelinguisticpuzzles,suchaschoosingthe

bestanswerfromamenuofsometimespointlesslysubtlenuances,modifiedcloze

tests,usuallyofprepositionsorarticles(thetwomostinscrutablecategoriesandthe

lasttobemastered),papertestsofaccent,intonation,orpronunciation(probably

themostartificiallanguageenvironmentimaginable),ortranslationpassages‐

eitherofarcaneliteraryworksorofhighlytechnicalessaysinthesocialorphysical

sciences.

Theresultofthissetofcircumstancesisthat,aftersixyearsofformalstudyata

veryadvancedlevel,manyJapanesestudentsdo,infact,havesomedegreeof

Englishreadingability;givendictionaryaccessandenoughtime,agreatmanyof

themareabletopuzzleoutwhateverEnglishsentencesthatmaybeplacedinfront

ofthem.Theabilitytoreadwithcomprehensionin"real"time,however,is

lackinginmosthighschoolgraduates.

Englishlanguageproductionisanothermatter,too,whetherinspeechorin

writing.Moststudentsdependonlaboriouslymemorizedgrammarrulesand

vocabularylists(orheavydictionaryconsultation)togenerateeventhesimplestof

Englishutterances‐inanyandallsituations.Virtuallyeveryresponserequiresan

inordinateamountoftimeandeffort(andlistenerpatience),duetoalackof

spontaneousproductiveability,andaconsequent,agonizinglyslow,mentalsearch

throughthemazeofmemorizedrules.

Nevertheless(inconfirmationofthe"ComplexityArgument"),evenwithallthis

laboriousprocessofdata-retrieval,itisararestudentindeedwho,aftersixyears

ofsecondary-levellanguagestudy,canproduceanerror-freeEnglishsentence

beyondthesimplestofformulaicgreetings.

ThoughKrashen'stheorymaybecriticizedonformalgrounds,itsdescriptive

powerisstillattractive.RephrasedinKrashen'sterms,thetypicalJapanese

student'ssixyearsoflaboriousstudyislanguagelearning,atalevelofdifficulty

farbeyondhisorherleveloflanguageacqulsltlonalongthenaturalorder.This

learninghasusuallytakenplaceinlargeclassesof300rmorestudents,where,in

almostcompletedisregardofaffectiveconsiderationsandincontraventionofthe

"C
omplextyArgument,"grammaticalcorrectnessontranslationexaminationsis

valuedabovespontaneityofexpressionin"real"time.Thesefactorsvirtually

requirethatclassesbeconductedwithoutmuchcontextualizationtohelpmakethe

newlanguagedirectlycomprehensible‐inotherwords,conductedbytranslation

methods.Tosurvivetheprescribedpaceofinstruction,studentslearntoovermonitor

themselvesatalltimes.Inshort,littleofthestudents'sixyearsofEnglish
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exposurequalifiesasEnglishInputinKrashen'ssense.Althoughmuchis"taught"and

even"learned"insixyears,forthevastmajorityofstudentslittleornothingis

acquired.Somestudentsthriveinsuchanenvironment,butmostdonot.Sadly,

thesestudentsgenerallybelievethatthefaultliesnotwiththesystemunderwhich

theymustoperate,butwiththemselves,fornothavingbeenbrightenoughornot

havingstudieddiligentlyenough.

InmytwodecadesofexperienceinJapan,Ihavenotedaconsensusopinionthat

thatthetypicaluniversitystudent'sEnglishproficiencybeginstodeclinesoonafter

universityentranceexaminationarefinishedandthepressureisoff.Sincethey

havecometodependonhighlevelsoflearnedlanguageratherthannaturallevels

ofacquiredlanguage,bythetimethestudentsbeginclassesinApril,manyof

themarealreadyseveralmonthsintotheprocessofforgettingeverythingtheyever

knewaboutEnglish,and(exceptforthosewhobecomeEnglishlanguagemajorsor

thosewhohavesomeothervestedinterest)thisdeclinehasgenerallybeenobserved

tocontinuethroughouttheiruniversitycareers.

TheforegoingdescriptionoftheexistingJapanesesituationisnottobetakenasa

criticismofJapanesestudents,orevenofJapaneseteachers,forthatmatter.Similar

conditionsandresultssurelypertaininotherpartsoftheworldwherethelanguage

tobelearnedisnotthelanguageofthecountry.ItisthedifferencebetweenanFI,

(ForeignLanguage)situationandanSL(SecondLanguage)situation,wherethe

languagetobelearnedisthelanguageofthesurroundingsociety,notonlyexisting

withintheclassroom.

Itisnaturalandreasonablethatforeignlanguageproductionabilitylagsreceptive

ability,butamongmostJapanesestudentsthegapissimplytoowide.Rectifying

thisdisparityisthecentralproblemthatlanguageeducatorsinJapanmustaddress.

Inresponsetothisproblem,Krashenwouldsaythatwhatisneededisnotmore

laboriousstudy,leadingtoineffectuallanguagelearning,butmorecomprehensible

input,leadingtonaturallanguageacqulsltlon.

Whatstatementscanwemakefromtheresultsofthisstudy,then?

Tobeginwith,meaningfullanguageeducationresearchishamperedbythefailure

ofprivateJapaneseinstitutionsasawhole,andNaraUniversityinparticular,to

gatherstandardizedlanguageproficiencydataforadmissionspurposes.Thisisa

givencircumstanceunderthepresentsystemofuniversityadmissionsinJapan,and,

unlesstheentirecountry'seducationsystemwerechanged,thisresearchhandicap

willcontinue.Therearemanyfactors,nottheleastincludingeconomicones,18

discouragingsuchchangewithintheforeseeablefuture.
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Ifsomekindofstandardizedproficiencyscorewereavailable,however,wewould

predictlargevariancesineachsectionatNaraUniversityatthebeginningofeach

academicyear,duetothestudentsofeachmajorhavingbeenadmittedtothe

universityundervaryingcriteriathensimplylumpedtogetheratthesamelevelof

Englishinstruction.Forthepurposesofthisstudy,thepre-testwritingelicitation

mustserveasthenearestthingtoastandardizedbaselinetest,andaglanceatthe

numbersavailableheresupportstheabovepredictionofwidevariance(forexample,

theFreshmanfluencymeanof75.6250withastandarddeviationof34.127,0ran

accuracymeanof19.1667withastandarddeviationalmostaswideasthemean

itself,17.010;meanwhileamongtheSophomoresafluencymeanof62.2703witha

standarddeviationof26.668andanaccuracymeanof15.3108withastandard

deviationof13.093).

Correspondingtothewidevarianceinproficiencylevelsgenerally,wewouldalso

expectthesection-by-sectionvarianceswithinthesamemajorstobewide,since

eachsectioncomprises%ofthetotalwithineachmajorandsincetheproficiency

distributionisdeterminedrandomlybystudent-Dnumber.

TheadministrativepolicydecisionnottostreamEnglishstudentsbyproficiency

levels,whilefosteringcooperativesocialattitudesthattheJapaneseconsider

important,rendersmeaningfullanguageteachingnearlyimpossiblebytraditional

classroommethods.ThereasonisneatlyexplainedbyKrashen'sconceptoflf1=

RegardlessofwhatlevelofformalclassroominstructionanyEnglishinstructoraims

at,itisvirtuallyguaranteedtobeInappropriateforthemajorityoftheclass,atbest

stbeingjustrightforonlyasmallbandofstudentssomewherewithinthevast

distributionofproficies.

Thisisoneofthereasonsthatanon-interventionist,self-selectedextensive

readingapproachholdssuchappeal:itallowseachstudentthefreedomtoseek

languageinputathisorherownbestlevel.ConductingclassasIdidcouldbe

consideredprofessionallyirresponsible,perhapsevenoutrightunethical,ifKrahen's

dataandargumentsinsupportofextensivereadingprogramswerenotsopersuasive,

ifadmissionandadministrativepolicieswerenotalreadysostackedagainstthe

students'success,andiftheresultsoftraditionalinterventionistteachingmethodologies

werenotalreadysodisappointing.

Undertheassumption(notnecessarilyavalidone)thateachsubsetisrepresentative

ofthelargerpopulation,thedifferencebetweenthepre-testscoresoftheFreshmen

andSophomoresmaybeinterpretedinthreeways:SinceeveryFreshmansection

wasscoredbyadifferentrater,onepossibilityisinterraterunreliability‐the
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conceptthat,forsomereason,theFreshmen'sfiveratersscoredtheirsubjects'

writingsamplesataquitedifferentstringencylevelthantheSophomore'ssolitary

raterdid.Wecannotbereallysuretowhatextentthismayhaveoccurred,butit

issoimprobableattheobservedlevelsofstatisticalsignificancethatitmaybe

safelyruledout.AsecondinterpretationofthegapbetweenFreshmanand

SophomorescorescouldbethatcandidatesofsignificantlydifferentEnglishproficiency

areadmittedindifferentyears,theconsequenceofadministeringnon‐standardized

examinationsandofmaintainingdifferingstandardsforvarioussegmentsofcandidates.

ThethirdpossibleinterpretationofthegapisthatoneyearofinstructionatNara

UniversityresultedintheSophomores'netlossofEnglishproficiency丘omthetime

oftheiradmission.AlthoughwehavenodataforthemasFreshmen,thisview

correspondswiththemanyyearsofpastobservationpreviouslynoted.Noneof

theseinterpretationscanbeverifieddirectly,butitisreasonabletoassumethat

thereissometruthtoallthree:(1)Thisdatamaybecontaminatedtosomedegree

byoperationalerrororraterunreliabilitybut,beyondthat,(2)becauseofthelack

ofstandardizationontheentranceexams,wecanneverbequitesureoftherelative

Englishproficiencyofeachyear'senteringFreshmen,though(3)wecanbefairly

surethattheiraverageperformancewilllikelydeclineoncetheyhavepassed

throughthepressureofentranceexamsandhavebegununiversity.

Overtheyeartherewasageneralriseinthewritingperformanceoftheaggregate

grouponeverymeasure,which,inthefaceofourpreviousexpectationofa

generaldeclineinproficiency,Itakeasimpressiveempiricalevidenceinsupportof

theInputHypothesis.Oneverymeasure,theaggregateSophomoresbegantheyear

withaloweraveragethantheFreshmen,butendedtheyearwithahigher

average.RegardlessofwhethertheSophomorepre‐testscoresareconsideredasan

indicationoflanguageattritionduringtheirFreshmanyearorasanindicationof

theirpriorinferioritytothecurrentFreshmen,thereversalimpliedbytheir

post-testratingsisstunningandcanhardlybeattributedtoraterunreliability.191t

isverydifficulttomaintaintheproperdegreeofacademicobjectivityandcautionin

lightofsuchone-sidedfigures.Atthesametime,itisacomplicationforwhichI

havenopersuasiveexplanation.

Inconveniently,theexistenceofawritingpracticeeffectalsoseemstobe

suggestedbythedata,oratleastcannotberuledout.Krashenmightattribute

resultssuchasthesetotheimprovementofthestudents'"composingprocess,"but

iftherewereindeedapracticeeffect,itsexistencecouldalsobeconstruedas

empiricalsupportforoneofthecontradictory"Output"hypotheses‐thatwelearn
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tospeakbypracticingspeakingandtowritebypracticingwriting,notnecessarily

byreceivingcomprehensibleinput.

AnothercomplicationisthatoneSophomoreclassvastlyoutperformedtheother

(datanotshown).Itmaysimplybethatonesectionmoreeagerlyseizedthe

opportunityforfreedomofferedbytheextensivereadingclass,butitisalsopossible

thatbelowacertainthresholdofproficiencythisapproachislesseffective,atleast

withinthedifficultylevelsofthereadingmaterialsatmydisposal.Withsofew

studentsbeingcompared,itisdifficulttomakeanyfirmstatementonsuchmatters.

Forallweknow,itmightevenhavebeencausedbythetimeofdaytheclasses

wereheldorthetemperatureintheclassroomduringthetakingofthewriting

sample‐adozenpossibilitiessuggestthemselves.

CONCLUSIONS

Evenwithouttheunforeseenrebellionbythecontrolgroupandthelogistical

impossibilityofprovidingraterreliabilitychecks,theobserveddatawouldhave

probablybeencompromisedfromthebeginningbythepoorresearchdesignand

clumsyexecutionofthisstudy.Allconclusionsmustthereforebeviewedas

tentative,untilconfirmedorrefutedbyamorecarefullycontrolledreplication.

Nevertheless,despitetheextensivereadingtreatmenthavingbeenthrowntogether

atthelastmoment,theresultsseemtohavebeenhighlysuccessful.Fromnearly

fifteenyearsofpastobservation,notonlyatNaraUniversitybutatseveralother

institutionsaswell,Iwouldpredictadeclineinthesubjects'Englishproficiency

afterthepressureofentranceexamsisoffandthestudentshaveenteredthe

university.Actually,however,theimprovementoftheaggregateexperimental

groupwasstatisticallyhighlysignificant.Wecannotknowhowwellthecontrol

groupwouldhavedone,butthedataasobservedrejectthenullhypothesisand

supporttherevisedexperimentalhypothesis:Althoughtheaggregategainscores

tendtobreakdownwhensubsetsareexaminedindividually,theEnglishwriting

proficiencyofNaraUniversitystudentsenrolledinaone-yearprogramofextensive

readingimprovedatstatisticallysignificantlevels,asmeasuredbythethree

objectivecriteriaoffluencyandaccuracy.Thereisevidence,however,ofapossible

practiceeffect,whichtendstoundercutthesupport.

Inreferencetonative-languagestudentsofEnglish,Krashencautionsthatthe

resultsofanextensivereadingprogrammaybeonlyslowlycumulative,thatthey

maytakealongtimetobedetectableinoutputperformance
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Itmaynot,however,payoffimmediately.....Onedoesn'tsimplyassignafewarticles

orevenbooksandseeimmediateresults‐justasisthecaseinsecondlanguage

largeamountsofcomprehensibleinputmaybenecessarybeforeacquisitionacquisition,

becomesevident.Thus,theteacherwhosucceedsingettingastudenthookedonbooks

maynotseetheresults;nextyear'steachermaygetthecredit.20

Howmuchmoreso,then,forforeignlanguagestudents,whohavemuchless

experiencewiththelanguage?

Untilnowtherehasnotbeenameasureofwritingperformancesufficiently

sensitivetoregisterthechangesthatmightoccurinonlyoneyear.Iwasfortunate

tohaveIshikawa'sratingtechniqueavailabletomeforthisstudy,however.Inmy

opinion,itisanextraordinarilyusefulmeasurementtool,becauseitnotonlyallows

forunlimitedstudentdevelopmentattheupperendbutalsorevealsminutebut

statisticallysignificantincrementsofimprovementatalllevelsofproficiency.My

vainhopethattheBaikadatacouldbeusedasacontrolfortheNaradata

wasbasedonmyearlierratingexperiencewiththeJacobsetalholisticscale.Using

UsingIshikawa'smeasures,however,thedifferencebetweenthetwogroupswas

madepainfullyobvious.Inthistrialtherewerenochecksforinterraterreliability,

buttheeconomiclimitationsonmyprojectinnowaydiminishthevalueof

Ishikawa'smeasurementtechnique,inmyopinion.Forappliedlinguistsitisthe

equivalentofamicroscope:Itoffersusthepotentialtoobservethelanguage

acquisitionprocesswithanunprecedenteddegreeofprecisionand,ifwidely

accepted,couldleadustoentirelynewinsights.

SUGGESTIONSFORFUTURERESEARCH

InlightoftheerrorsImadeindesigningandexecutingthisstudy,ifIwereto

tryitagain,Iwouldwanttodoseveralthingsdifferently.

AmajormistakeinmyoriginalproposalisthatIhadplannedtoconductallthe

classesintheexperimentalgroupmyselfandhaveacolleagueconductallthe

classesofthecontrolgroup.Infairnesstomycolleague,ImustnotethatImade

thisresearchdesignfrommyownimperfectunderstandingoftheprerequisitesfor

thestatisticalproceduresinvolved.Ionlylaterlearnedthatthisdesignwouldhave

invalidatedtheresultsevenwithouttherebellionofcontrolsubjects,sincethe

analyticalprocedurescouldnothavebeenvalidlyconductedonthetwointact

groupsthatmydesignhadcreated.Inafutureretrial,Iwouldaskmoreteachers

toparticipateasinstructorsofbothgroups.

Iwouldalsotrytopaymuchmorecarefulattentiontocontrollingtheextraneous
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variables.InmydesiretohavethestudentsexploretheEnglishlanguagefreelyat

theirownbestlevels,Iallowedtheclasssessionstobetoolooselycontrolled.

Whilethereiscertainlyanargumenttobemadethattheveryconceptofvoluntary

freereadingalsoimpliesthestudent'srightnottoreadanythingatall,sucha

degreeoffreedomisnothelpfultothestudentwithlimitedopportunitiesfor

contactwiththetargetlanguage.Sincethisexperimentwasperformed,IthinkI

havelearnedhowtoexertbetterteachercontroloveranextensivereadingclass

withoutconfiningthestudentstootightly.Myexperiencecomestoolatetosalvage

thistrial,however.

Thirdly,Iwouldnotcomplicatemattersbysimultaneouslylookingforawriting

practiceeffect.Itisclearnowthatmyreachexceededmygrasp.Severalpossible

remediescometomind.Theeasiestandmosteconomicalwaytoavoidthis

complicationwouldofcoursebetorefrainfrommakingamid-termobservation.

Alternatively,Icouldhavehadthesubjectswriteadifferentstoryatpost-test

time,ratherthanadminister"ThePurseSnatcher"again.Ihadrejectedthat

approach,however,onthegroundsthatIcouldnotbesurethetwodifferent

storieswouldbeequallyeasyforthestudentstotell.Perhapsthebestapproach,

finally,wouldhavebeentohavebeentogivethesubjectstwoopportunitiesto

writethestoryatpre-testtime,a"warm-up"or"practiceswing,"sotospeak,

thencountonlythebetterofthetwoasthe"official"measureoftheirpre-treatment

writingability.Inthatway,whateverpracticeeffectmightoccurwouldhavebeen

accountedforattheveryoutset.Anyothergainswouldbeattributabletothe

treatment.ThemainproblemIcanforeseewiththatapproachisthatthestudent

rebellionwouldlikelyhaveoccurredinApril,ratherthaninSeptemberorDecember.

Finally,tomywayofthinking,itisvirtuallyimpossibletoconductanykindof

comparativegainsstudywithoutareliablestandardizedproficiencymeasure.Inthis

study,thepre-testwritingsampleitselfwastheyardstick,butinanyretrialI

wouldwantthewholepopulationtobescreenedwithanappropriatestandardized

measurefirst,thenhaveallthesubjectsdividedintolargeexperimentalandcontrol

groupsatcomparablelevelsofinitialproficiency.Anidealstudywouldenlargethe

scaletoincludenotonlyNaraUniversitystudentsbutalsostudentsfromother

institutionsandfromawiderangeofmajors.Thecostandlogisticaldifficultiesof

sucharetrialwouldprobablyrisetounmanageableproportions,however,andsuch

anexperimentcouldnotbeconductedwithoutamuchhigherleveloffundingand

theenthusiasticcooperationofseveralinstitutionsandmanyteachers.Alternatively,

asmallersamplingofsubjects,suchasthestudentsatoneinstitution,couldbe
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selectedforcomparabilitybeforebeingusedasrepresentativesofthewholepopulation.

Attheveryleast,thesubjectsselectedforthissortoflimitedstudymustbe

studentsfromthesamemajorsandinthesameyearofstudy,andinsufficiently

largenumberstoensurethatthestatisticalcomparisonsarevalid.
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NOTES

　

　

　

　

　

コ

コ

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

1.AdaptedherefromKrashen,1985.

2.AdaptedherefromKrashen,1981.

3."TheL1十Monitormodeofproducingutterancesallowssecondlanguageproductionwithout

acquiredcompetence.....Thishappensespeciallywhenperformersneedtoproduce

utterancesveryearlyintheirsecondlanguageexperience,beforetheyhavehadachanceto

acquiretheneededL2structures"naturally"viainput.Performerssimplyutilizethesurface

structureoftheirfirstlanguage,andthenemploytheconsciousgrammarasaMonitorto

makealterationstobringtheLIsurfacestructureintoconformitywiththeirideaofthe

surfacestructureofthesecondlanguage."(Krashen,1982,p.210.)

4.Krashen,1985,0nBilingualEducationprogramsisobliquelyrelevanthere:"lneffective

bilingualprogrammesusethefirstlanguageinsuchawayastoblockcomprehensibleinput.

Thisoccurswhentechniquessuchasconcurrenttranslationareused,inwhichamessageis

conveyedtostudentsinonelanguageandthentranslatedintotheother.Whenthisisdone,

thereisnoneedto`negotiatemeaning';thechilddoesnothavetolistentothemessagein

thesecondlanguage,sinceheknowsitwillberepeatedinhisfirstlanguage,andtheteacher

doesnothavetomakeanefforttomaketheEnglishinputcomprehensible.Researchhas

confirmedthistheoreticalprediction."(p.18.)

5.AdaptedherefromKrashen,1993,p.14.

6.ThereareundoubtedlymanymorethatIamnotacquaintedwith,asevidencedby

McLaughlin'sremark:"lndeed`Krashen‐bashin'hasbecomeafavouritepastimeatconferences

andinjournalsdealingwithsecondlanguageresearch."(McLaughlin,1987,p.19.)

7.ForafairlydetailedyetconciseoverviewofthedevelopmentofKrashen'sideasfromthe

1970stothepresent,seeShannon,1994.Foranaccountofpreviousworkthatunderlies

Krashen'sown,seeLarsen-Freeman,1985.

1985,vii.Krashen,

Ibid.

Krashen,

Krashen,

Krashen,

Krashen,

1991,

1984,

1984,

1984,

Inthetwoforegoingnotes,

pp.409-411.

PP,2?-28

P-27.

pp.29-30

KrashenreferstoLIstudies, buthisdiscussionisappliedtoall

situations.
15.Oftheseveraldifferentmagazinesinmyhome,themostusefulresourceformypurposes

wasHighlightsforChildren.Itaimsatarelativelywiderangeofagesandskills,incomparison

tootherchildren'smagazines,mostofwhicharemuchmorenarrowlytargetedtoaparticular

age.Whilesomeofthethefictionischildishandoverlydidactic,muchofthenon-fictionfor
olderchildrenisinformativeandinterestingeventoadultreadersandmaybeprofitablyread

bypeopleofallages.

16.Krashen,1992,p.413.
17.Iwasabletoconferwithonlyaboutsevenoreightstudentsperclasssession,so,sincemy

sectionsrangedinsizefrom35to58students,Ihadbarelyenoughtimetomeetwitheach
studentoncepersemester.Actually,inonelargeclassofFreshmanhistorymajors,Iwasnot

abletoconferpersonallywitheveryoneoncebeforesummervacationandhadtowindupthe

lastclasssessionconferringwiththelastcontingentinsmallgroups.
18.IncontrasttomanyprivateschoolsintheUnitedStates,whichreceiveendowmentsfrom

theirsuccessfulgraduatesandcharitablefoundations,privateuniversitiesinJapanderivea
significantportionoftheiroperatingincomefromthesubstantialfeeschargedapplicantsto

taketheentranceexamination.Inthecasesofthelargestandmostprestigiousoftheprivate

schools,theproceedsfromtheannualentranceexaminationsrunintothebillionsofyen.It
benefitstheadministration,theteachersandstaff(whocollectextra-dutypayforcreatingand

administeringtheexams),anditobviouslybenefitsthestudents,butitissimilartoa
regressivetaxontheunsuccessfulapplicants.Thusdoesthenextgenerationoflosersin

Japanesesocietysubsidizetheeducationsofthewinners.
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19.BothSophomoresectionswereratedbythesamerater.Thedatasetswerearrangedin

suchawaythattheraterwouldfirstrateonestudent'spre-sampleandthenthesame

student'spost-sample,finishingonesectionofstudentsbeforebeginningtheothersection.In

thisway,agradualchangeinstringencywouldhaveanegligibleimpactoneachparticular

student'spre-andpost-rating,butwouldberevealedasavariancebetweentheaveragesof

thetwoclasses.Thepossibilitythatthestringencyoftherater'sinterpretationsgradually

changedovertimeisatroublingthought.Itisimpossibletosaydefinitelywhetherone

Sophomoresection'sAprilaverageperformanceswereoverratedortheothersection'swere

underrated‐orboth‐butanymisratingisextremelyunlikelytohaveoccurredatthese

levelsofstatisticalsignificance.Ibelievethatthepossibilityofraterunreliabilitytaintingthe

Sophomoredatamaybesafelyruledout.Accordingly,thegeneralriseinaverageperformance

betweenAprilandDecemberisdifficulttodispute.

20.Krashen,1984,p.30.
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