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Establishing an Interlanguage Grammar under FFI: Explicit Jump Start

YAMAOKA Toshihiko*

Learning a language, whether it is a first or a second, involves constructing its grammar as a cognitive system for deter-

mining the relationship between meaning and form of the language. Attaining form-meaning connections (FMCs) of the target

language is essential in its learning. It is generally recognized that while the target language grammar may be constructed

naturally in the input-rich natural learning environment, it cannot be learned effectively in the input-poor foreign language

learning situation without some kind of pedagogical intervention including form-focused instruction (FFI). This article argues

that foreign language learning under FFI has a unique characteristic which causes both facilitative and restrictive effect on the

establishment of an interlanguage grammar: facilitative in promoting the systematization of the grammar and restrictive in es-

tablishing its FMCs. Actually the facilitative effect is the other side of the restrictive one: a form tends to be learned system-

atically with an emphasis put on its relations to other forms at the cost of forming the connection between the form and its

meaning. This article finally contends that guiding the learner to concentrate on activities conducive to establishing FMCs is

the best way to activating the positive side and suppressing the negative side of FFIL.
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1. Essential processes of first language learning
Among various research approaches to language learn-
ing, usage-based model (Tomasello, 2003, 2006) seems to
be most promising. This is mainly because the model is
concerned with the actual process of language learning
rather than the product of it. Moreover, the model argues
that abstract concepts of language such as parts of speech
and constructional patterns of sentences are attained gradu-
ally starting with concrete exemplars without necessitating
any linguistic innateness ideas. This argumentation together
with the model’s counter arguments against UG-based ap-
proach in terms of the linking problem and the continuity
problem sounds quite natural and persuasive.'
Usage-based model of language learning has been
proposed to explain first language learning. It is claimed
in the model that children learning their first language
start the task with two basic sets of skills which are both
supposed to be innate: skills for “intention-reading” as a
socio-interactional ability and skills for “pattern-finding” as
a cognitive ability (Tomasello, 2003, p. 3).
Pattern-finding is mostly relevant to the gradual ab-
straction of constructions and importantly it is realized
through the process of form-meaning (function) mapping
(Lieven and Tomasello, 2008, pp. 170-171). Namely, a

construction is abstracted as such when its form-meaning
connection (FMC) is abstracted. In other words, a con-
struction (e.g., transitive construction, dative construction,
etc.) realizes a particular meaning with its formal charac-
teristics and, thus, the pattern as a construction to be rec-
ognized there can only be captured in terms of its FMC.

Note that form-meaning connections (FMCs) assumes
identification of both meaning and form and that intention-
reading is responsible for meaning identification. Intention-
reading is, therefore, a prerequisite for language learning.

It can be stated, therefore, that establishing FMCs or
abstraction of constructions of the language constitutes the
reality of its learning. In fact, children learn “a grammar—
a cognitive system that determines the relationship be-
tween form and meaning in all possible sentences of their
language” (O’Grady, 1997, p. 1).

Establishment of FMCs of the target language in-
volves two main processes of abstraction. One is the proc-
ess of abstracting each construction by generalizing and
abstracting its FMC. The other is the process of forming
interrelations among constructions and abstracting them.
This latter process is concerned with the systematization of
constructions as a whole system of grammar of the target

language.
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The abstraction process of a construction starts with
initial learning of its exemplars in an item by item fashion
and as these exemplars are accumulated, the same pattern
in terms of its FMC is identified among them. The identi-
fication of the pattern is made initially locally and finally
globally. For example, children learning English may ex-
perience utterances such as “I’'m hungry,” “I’m thirsty,”
and “I'm sleepy” item by item. Then they may find the
constant connection between the form (i.e., 'm + a word
indicating some physical condition) and the shared mean-
ing (i.e., statement about the speaker’s physical condition).
It should be noted here that identification of both the form
and the meaning entails a certain degree of abstraction re-
spectively as is indicated by the words “a word indicating
some physical condition” and “the speaker’s physical con
dition.” This finding of the constant connection may lead
to a local abstraction of the FMC. With much more expe-
rience of the construction in utterances such as “I'm
happy,” “I'm sad,” and “I’'m angry,” children can extend
the local abstraction more broadly to the connection be-
tween the form “I’m + a word indicating physical or men-
tal condition (adjective)” and the meaning ‘“statement of
the speaker’s physical or mental condition.”

The FMC between “I’'m + a word indicating physical
or mental condition” and “statement of the speaker’s
physical or mental condition” must be further extended to
the connection between “I'm + a word expressing an
attribute” and “statement of the speaker’s attribute”
including the connection pattern between the form “I'm +
a/an + a word indicating a status (noun)” and its
corresponding meaning. It should also be noted that the
FMC needs to be extended most globally to reach the
connection between the form of “S(ubject) + be + C
(omplement)” and the meaning of “statement of the
attribute of the person indicated by the sentence subject”
(Yamaoka, 2005).

The process of systematization of grammar in terms
of abstracting interrelations among constructions is also
gradual. This reflects the process of abstraction at the
level of construction. For example, “I’'m hungry” experi-
enced as an item exemplifying the connection between the
form and its meaning may somehow be contrasted with
“I’'m not hungry” equally experienced as an item exhibit-
ing the connection between the form and its meaning.
With increasing experience of each of these construction
types and thus with increasing generalization of each of
these, the contrast between them is also generalized and

abstracted.
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First language learning, therefore, has several charac-
teristics. Firstly, it starts with itemized exemplar learning.
“I'm hungry” and “I'm thirsty,” for example, are experi-
enced independently as each constituting an exemplar ex-
hibiting a particular FMC.

Secondly, item learning forms the foundation for gen-
eralization of constructions by accumulating relevant exem-
plars and the process of generalization is gradual following
its intermediate local levels before finally reaching the
most global level.

Thirdly, systematization of grammar also proceeds
gradually along with abstraction of both constructions and
interrelations among them. So the degree of systmaticity
of the grammar is dependent upon the degree of both
types of abstraction.

Thus it can be concluded that in first language learn-
ing abstract constructions and their systematization are at-
tained gradually as the result of their respective gradual
learning. It is not the case that children can use their first
language because they have gained the system of grammar
of the language consisting of its abstract constructions and
their systematization; the system of grammar appears only
after the result of children’s learning and using the lan-
guage. Actually “performance is really the basis for
competence” rather than the way round (Garrett, 1991, p.
78).

2. Environmental limitations of foreign language learn-
ing in the classroom

First language is learned naturally while children are
engaging in communication in their daily life. This process
of natural learning is made possible with rich linguistic
input given to children: rich not only quantitatively but
also qualitatively. Children receive input all the time while
they are awake and this amounts to 18,000 hours in the
first five years of learning according to a conservative es-
timate (10 hours a day for 365 days for 5 years)
(Hammerly, 1982, p. 95).

Input to children learning their first language is also
rich in a situational and a social perspective. They experi-
ence their first language in genuine and concrete situations
in real time. Language, therefore, constitutes a real part of
their life and it occupies the essential part of it. In addi-
tion, the input addressed to them is most relevant to them
following the principle of ‘“here-and-nowness.” Moreover,
addressers of input are socially very close to the children:
most usually their family members. They are also usually

exclusively concerned with their children and always want
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to be best for them.

Unfortunately, any of these features of first language
learning do not apply to foreign language learning in the
classroom: input is poor both in quantity and quality in
the classroom. This is especially so in Japan: three hours
a week in junior high school only amounts to 105 hours
a year (3 hours a week for 35 weeks) and actually this is
less than 3% of the time available in natural language
learning (10 hours a day for 365 days).” Moreover, in the
classroom, language teachers are usually the main and
only source of input and they are responsible for dozens
of students in the classroom at the same time without fa-
voritism toward any of them.

It is also crucial to acknowledge the fact that “what
is taught in classrooms in certain crucial respects cannot
be in accordance with actual language use” (Widdowson,
2003, p. 112). This makes a sharp contrast with authentic-
ity of language in first language learning. The classroom
is basically an artificial space for education detached from
the realities of the society for the sake of efficiency of
education and the classroom contexts in which language
learning takes place are different from those context within
which the language is used on a daily basis. In fact, “the
recommendation that teachers of English, or of any other
language come to that, should, as a matter of principle,
present only ‘real’ language is misguided, and misleading”
(Widdowson, 2003, p. 103).
Widdowson (2003, p. 105), “it makes no sense to present

Again, according to
learners with ‘real’ examples of text unless they can make
them real for themselves.”

Nature, therefore, does not take care of foreign lan-
guage learning in the classroom and, thus, some kind of
pedagogical intervention is essential in the learning envi-
ronment for helping learners contrive to make examples of
the target language real for themselves in the environment
of their learning. When learners are linguistic adults and
in a cognitive developmental stage called the formal op-
erational stage, one of the most promising types of inter-
vention might be providing form-focused instruction (FFI).

Although FFI can take at least two forms: focus-on-
forms (FonFS) and focus-on-form (FonF) (Long, 1991),
FonFS seems to be appropriate at the initial stages of
learning in an extremely input-poor foreign language learn-
ing situation such as English learning at school in Japan.
This is simply because FonF assumes communicative and
task activities in advance, which seems not only difficult
to realize in the learning situation but also incompatible
with the To

learning situation. learn to be able to
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communicate verbally only through engaging in communi-
cative interactions is to put a cart before the horse in the
foreign language learning situation with extremely limited
input.

Adoption of communicative and task activities from
the very beginning of learning is based on an approach
called task-based language teaching (TBLT). Note that
TBLT is a naturalistic approach of language teaching and
which to be the

limitedness of the foreign language learning situation as

learning, seems incompatible with
described above. It may be worthy mentioning here that in
fact there are to date relatively few situations in which
TBLT has been put into practice and that “there is insuf-
ficient evidence on how TBLT works in real classroom
situations, particularly in the teaching of foreign languages
in state schools, to warrant the current advocacy for task-
based programme development”
2008, p. 212).

Task-supported language teaching (TSLT) rather than

(Samuda and Bygate,

TBLT seems to be appropriate here in foreign language
learning in the classroom. TSLT “views tasks as a way of
providing communicative practice for language items that
have been introduced in a more traditional way” (Ellis,
2003, p. 28), and the way of introducing language items

adopted most often is FonFS in Japan.’

3. Implicit and explicit knowledge of language

FonFS most usually results, at least initially, in
learners’ possession of explicit knowledge of the target
language grammar. Explicit knowledge of language, which
is defined as “knowledge about language and about the
uses to which language can be put” (Ellis, 2004, p. 229),
is contrasted with implicit knowledge of language defined
as “knowledge of language that a speaker manifest in
performance but has no awareness of” (Ellis, 2003, p.
105). This means that the kind of explicit knowledge
learners have about language and its use as the initial and
direct result of receiving FonFS is substantially different
from the kind of implicit knowledge which is to be
employed in spontaneous language performance.

It is important to acknowledge that these two types of
language knowledge are also contrasted in a number of
characteristics as is shown in Table 1. It is also important
to notice that these characterization of each of these types
of knowledge reflects the way each knowledge is typically
attained in its learning. Implicit knowledge is typically the
result of natural language learning. Since what is attained

in natural language learning, as is discussed earlier in this
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Key characteristics of implicit and explicit knowledge

Characteristics

Implicit knowledge

Explicit knowledge

Awareness

Type of knowledge

Systematicity

Accessibility

Use of L2 knowledge

Self-report

Learnability

Intuitive awareness of
linguistic norms

Procedural knowledge of
rules and fragments
Variable but systematic
knowledge

Access to knowledge by
means of automatic

processing

Access to knowledge during
fluent performance

Nonverbalizable

Potentially only within
critical period

Conscious awareness of
linguistic norms

Declarative knowledge of
grammatical rules and
fragments

Anomalous and inconsistent
knowledge

Access to knowledge by
means of controlled
processing

Access to knowledge during
planning difficulty

Verbalizable

Any age

(Ellis, 2005, p. 151)

Explicit knowledge learning
Start
Abstract form recognition
Systematic understanding

Result
Systematic knowledge as explicit
Featured as in Table 1

Implicit knowledge learning
Start
Exemplar learning
Item by item learning

Result
Systematic knowledge as implicit
Featured as in Table 1

Figure 1 Differences between explicit and implicit knowledge at initial stages of learning

article, is FMCs of the language, the very nature of the
connections characterizes implicit knowledge as being pro-
cedural in nature and automatically accessible.

Similarly, characteristics of explicit knowledge listed
in Table 1 all reflect the typical way of attaining the
knowledge through receiving FonFS. Conscious awareness
of the knowledge, its declarative nature, controlled proc-
essing for its access, and verbalizability of the knowledge
are all resultant concomitants of having the knowledge
through FonFS.

Another important characteristic of explicit knowledge
not shown in Table 1 is the emphatic dependency on the
systematic nature of grammar in the process of learning
grammatical forms and its resultant systematic understand-
ing of them at the level of conscious knowledge, again a
result of receiving FonFS.

This systematic dependency, of course, comes from
the typical way of introducing target grammatical forms in

FonFS: every form is introduced in connection with or in

64

contrast with other forms of the target grammar which are
already existing in the learner’s mind. Take negation as an
example. It is usually introduced after the affirmative sen-
tences with the affirmative form and in contrast with the
affirmative form. So negation is better understood by the
leaner in its relation to the existing unmarked affirmative
form. Systematic understanding of a form can lead to its
firmer learning than when it is learned as an isolated item.
The passive voice with its form is also the case: it is in-
troduced in comparison with its unmarked counterpart or
the active form. The passive form is, therefore, understood
better than when the form is learned by itself.

Initial systematic dependency in the learning of ex-
plicit knowledge of the target grammar under FonFS also
entails another very important fact that the target form is
introduced at a general and abstract level. Actually form
itself is an abstraction in that it is presented and learned
as a general framework such as “S + be + past participle”

for the passive form and “S + be + present participle” for
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the progressive form.

Of course, there are at least two ways of introducing
forms in FonFS: an inductive way and a deductive one.
Although the deductive way of introduction begins with
conscious recognition of forms as abstractions on the part
of learners, the inductive way also results in learners’ con-
scious recognition of forms as abstractions. In the latter,
learners are usually invited to work out formal patterns
among the examples sentences given to them. And these
resultant forms are summarized as such and learners are to
learn them as general and abstract forms.

Either deductively or inductively, foreign language
learners attain explicit knowledge of the target language
grammar which is characterized with features shown in
Table 1.

Note that this systematic dependency in the learning
of explicit grammatical knowledge with FonFS makes a
sharp contrast with the process of learning implicit knowl-
edge of grammar in natural language learning. As has al-
ready been discussed earlier in this article, in natural
language learning, the system of grammar only appears as
the result of learning constructions of the target language
through their respective gradual abstraction and, at the
same time, through the gradual abstraction of their interre-
lations.

To reiterate, the nature of systematic knowledge of
language as explicit is quite different from that of system-
atic language knowledge as implicit. While the former ex-
plicit knowledge is usually learned with abstraction and
systematic interconnectedness from the very beginning of
learning, the latter implicit knowledge is learned as a sys-
tem only as the result of learning. In other words, con-
scious learning of constructions start with their
presentation in abstract and general forms together with
their interrelationship. In contrast, in learning implicit
knowledge, as in natural learning, constructions gradually
appear as abstract FMCs only as the learning proceeds
with more and more accumulation of relevant exemplars
and through the stages of abstraction at local levels to the
final global level, and systematicity of the grammar also
appears gradually along with the learning and abstraction
of the interrelationships among abstracted constructions.

The discussion presented so far concerning the differ-
ences between explicit and implicit knowledge of grammar
not included in Table 1, especially those in terms of their
respective developmental perspectives, can be summarized
in Figure 1.
stressed that while the

It must be systematic
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understanding of forms of grammar under FonFS can lead
to their deeper learning than the case of their isolated
learning as is done in the initial stages of natural learning,
it still remains as that of explicit knowledge. And a strong
and inevitable side effect of this reliance on systematicity
of grammar in the learning of forms under FonFS is the
general tendency to invite learners to pay their focal atten-
tion to the understanding of the systematic formal interre-
lations among forms and, thus, deviate their mind from
the main business of learning, that is, forming FMCs as
constructions of the language. It should be noted that
forming FMCs of the language is to build implicit knowl-
edge of the language, and, therefore, this tendency to em-
phasize systematicity in the learning of explicit knowledge
can be an obstacle to language learning if no measures is
to be taken to activate the basic processes responsible for
the learning of implicit knowledge and encourage learners
to pay their attention to FMCs and actually experience
FMCs themselves.

As a matter of fact, systematicity of grammar itself,
either as explicit or implicit, does not cause language use;
it is intended meanings to be communicated that motivate
and cause language use by directly activating the connec-
tions to their respective corresponding forms. Referring to
the knowledge system of grammar as generalizations about
how the abstract system works, Garrett (1986, p. 138)
states that “In producing utterances speakers do not start
from knowledge of how the system works; they start with
a thought to be communicated.” Actually in producing an
utterance in the passive voice (e.g., The hunter was killed
by the bear.), we start from the meaning itself, we never
start with the passive form being contrasted with the ac-
tive form. Nor is absolutely the case that we first make an

active sentence and then transform it into a passive.

4. Explicit jump start in foreign language learning

Based on the discussion so far, it is now important to
discuss the possible contribution of explicit knowledge of
the target language grammar in developing implicit knowl-
edge of the grammar.

Before addressing the issue, it is necessary to refer to
three theoretical positions posited so far concerning the de-
velopmental relationship between explicit and implicit
knowledge of grammar: the noninterface position, the
strong interface position and the weak interface position.

The noninterface position rejects the interface between
the two types of knowledge. It rejects both the possibility

of explicit knowledge transforming directly into implicit
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knowledge and the possibility of implicit knowledge be-
coming explicit knowledge (Ellis, 2009, p. 21). Krashen
(1982, 1985), who proclaims this position, contends that
these two kinds of knowledge are mutually separate and
independent developmentally.

The strong interface position insists that not only can
explicit knowledge be derived from implicit knowledge,
but also explicit knowledge can be converted into implicit
knowledge through practice (Ellis, 2009 p. 21). For exam-
ple, McLaughlin (1978), as a proponent of this position,
claims that explicit knowledge is directly converted into
implicit knowledge via practice. Probably this may be the
position that most practicing language teachers expect.

The weak interface position acknowledges the possi-
bility of explicit knowledge becoming implicit, but posits
some limitation on when and how this can take place.
Ellis (2009, pp. 21-22) admits three version of the weak
interface position. One version draws on the notion of
‘learnability’ in accordance with attested developmental se-
quences in second language learning (Pienemann, 1984)
and claims that explicit knowledge can covert into implicit
knowledge through practice, but only if the learner is de-
velopmentally ready to learn the target form.'

The second version insists that explicit knowledge
may contribute indirectly to the learning of implicit knowl-
edge by activating the processes responsible for its learn-
ing.

And the third version is roundabout in that it admits
the contribution of ‘auto-input’ or learners’ own output de-
rived from explicit knowledge serving as input to them-
selves in learning implicit knowledge.

Recognizing that implicit knowledge of grammar con-
sists of FMCs and that FMCs are typically formed natu-
rally in natural language learning gradually with
identifying patterns in the connections between form and
meaning on the basis of accumulated exemplars, it might
be reasonable to adopt the second version of the weak in-
terface position. This is because explicit knowledge is dif-
ferent from implicit knowledge and the former can be
expected to play a positive role in learning implicit knowl-
edge. Although explicit knowledge is learned with an em-
phasis put on its systematic nature, this is at the cost of
forming connections between form and meaning. Actually,
systematic understanding in explicit knowledge is not the
aim of learning, may it be helpful for it; the aim is to es-
tablish FMCs of the language as implicit knowledge.
Therefore, it must be recognized that learning of explicit

knowledge is an aid to or a means for learning implicit
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knowledge rather than the end itself.

The role of consciousness-raising (C-R) to grammati-
cal properties of the target language should be reconsid-
ered in connection with the second version of the weak
interface position. It is claimed that C-R is a shortcut to
learning and that it is a means to the end rather than the
end itself of learning (Rutherford, 1987). To state that it
is a shortcut is to claim that with C-R activities learners
can spend less time and energy in identifying the formal
features of the target grammatical forms than if they are
left on their own.

To say that C-R is an aid means that raising learners’
consciousness to grammatical properties of the target lan-
guage is not intended to be the aim of learning, namely,
to teach learners explicit knowledge of the grammar as the
descriptive product of its system; it is intended, in instead,
to assist and facilitate the learning of implicit knowledge
of the language grammar as consisting of FMCs of the
language which is directly responsible for normal language
use. Rutherford (1987, p. 104) put it clearly as follows re-
ferring to the distinction between process and product of
learning: “:-- whatever it is that is raised to consciousness
is not to be looked upon as an artifact or object of study
to be committed to memory by the learner and thence re-
called by him whenever sentences have to be produced.
Rather, what is raised to consciousness is not the gram-
matical product but aspects of the grammatical process,
and C-R activity must strive for consistency with this
principle.”

Noticing hypothesis which is described as “R learned
and used what he was taught if he subsequently heard it
and if he noticed it” (Schmidt and Frota, 1986, p. 278)
and “--- a second language learner will begin to acquire
the targetlike form if and only if it is present in compre-
hended input and “noticed” in the normal sense of the
word, that is, consciously” (Schmidt and Frota, 1986, p.
311) is best understood in terms of FMCs. Conscious
awareness of the targetlike form accompanied with com-
prehension of the meaning it encodes means without doubt
that the learner is concerned with the connection between
the form and the meaning. Noticing does not mean mere
learners’ conscious awareness of the form but it entails
their finding and experiencing the connection between the
form and the meaning it represents through comprehen-
sion. What is noticed in noticing is FMCs of the target
language.

Importantly, finding a FMC and experiencing the con-

nection assumes prior identification of a certain meaning
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and the form realizing the meaning. Natural language
learners have abundant time and chance for all of these to
take place. In contrast, as has been already confirmed, in
the foreign language situation where no such luxury is ex-
pected, it is imporatant to lead learners efficiently to the
establishment of FMCs of the target language. For this to
occur successfully and efficiently, identification of both
form and meaning must be made by the learner in some
way. And pedagogical intervention in the form of FFI may
be most promising in this regard provided that learners are
linguistic adults who are able to engage themselves in ab-
stract and formal operations in their mind.

Explicit knowledge of the target language grammar
foreign language learners attain as the initial and direct re-
sult of receiving FFI, thus, help them grasp both form and
meaning. It should be recognized, however, that this con-
scious understanding of the grammar only functions as a
springboard for the essential process of language learning,
namely, establishment of implicit knowledge of the lan-
guage consisting of its FMCs.

As the second version of the weak interface position
predicts, implicit knowledge must be learned and estab-
lished afresh with recourse to explicit knowledge as a
springboard in the input-poor foreign language classroom.

It should be emphasized that learning of implicit
knowledge in the classroom under FFI proceeds gradually
in the same way as in first language learning. Boarding on
a springboard of explicit knowledge, noticing of FMCs oc-
curs at different levels of generalization and abstraction.
Initially it occurs in an item by item fashion with learning
of individual exemplars mutually independently. Then with
accumulation of the exemplars having the same FMCs,
their noticing is generalized more and more, initially lo-
cally and finally globally.

Type frequency in accumulating experience is essen-
tial in the generalization process of FMCs.” The issue to
be tackled is, then, how to guide learners to experience
FMCs rich in type frequency. Processing instruction (PI)
may be promising in this respect. This is because it pro-
vides input structured specifically for inviting learners to
experience activation of the strategy for connecting the tar-
get form with its meaning through comprehension activi-
ties. As Lee and Benati (2007, p. 19) put it, “Learners
who receive PI are pushed to process the form or structure
for its meaning through structured input activities.”

PI has the
(VanPatten, 1996, p. 60):

(1) explanation of the relationship between a given form

following three key components
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and the meaning it can convey;

(2) information about processing strategies, showing
learners how natural processing strategies may not
work to their benefit;

(3) “structured input” activities in which learners are
given the opportunity to process form in the input in

a “controlled” situation so that better form-meaning

connections might happen compared with what might

happen in less controlled situations.

It might be important to notice here that PI is defined
as “a type of explicit grammar instruction” (VanPatten,
1996, p. 55). Thus, explicit grammar instruction or FFI is
interpreted here to involve activities designed for establish-
ing FMCs of the target language.

Actually FFI can be viewed variably. As Ellis (2006,
p 84) put it, “Grammar teaching involves any instructional
techniques that draws learners’ attention to some specific
grammatical form in such a way that it helps them either
to understand it metalinguistically and/or process it in
comprehension and/or production so that they can internal-
ize it.” If the aim of learning a foreign language is to be
able to use the language, then, grammar teaching or FFI
must be interpreted to involve all the three components as
shown by VanPtten (1996).

C-R, noticing, and PI all presuppose an initial cogni-
tive registration of the target form before it is connected
to its meaning and thus forming the FMC. It is in this
recognition of the importance of explicit knowledge that
DeKeyser and Juffs (2005, p. 442) refer to its role as “an
explicit jump start.” Surely it is a jump start for its aim
of attaining implicit knowledge consisting of FMCs of the
target language.

Systematicity of implicit knowledge of the target lan-
guage under FFI develops, as in natural language learning,
only gradually along with abstraction of each FMC and of
interrelationship among them. Foreign language learning in
the classroom under FFI is essentially the same as natural
language learning in this regard as well.

The systematic learning of implicit knowledge and its
resultant system of the knowledge, of course, is different
from the systematic understandig at the level of explicit
knowledge. The former has to be built anew in the same
way as in natural first language learning but it can be
helped with the latter: another role of explicit knowledge
as a jump start.

The developmental implication in the classroom that
systematization of implicit knowledge of the target lan-

guage grammar assumes prior generalization of its FMCs
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corresponds to the same developmental implication ob-

served in natural language learning.

5. Conclusion

As has been discussed in this article, adult foreign
language learners in the classroom can make a conscious
jump start in the learning of the target language grammar.
The conscious jump start is made possible firstly with
learners receiving FFI, especially FonFS in the initial
stages of learning. FFI as a shortcut to learning most usu-
ally results in learners’ possession of explicit knowledge
of the grammar with its general tendency to emphasize the
systematic understanding of the grammar at a descriptive
and conscious level.

Secondly, the conscious jump start is actualized when
explicit knowledge is made use of as an aid or a means
for establishing implicit knowledge of the grammar con-
sisting of FMCs of the language.

It is important to recognize thirdly that in the forma-
tion of FMCs of the language, finding and establishing the
connection of each pair of form and meaning as a con-
struction proceeds initially independent of its relations to
other construcions and it is only later that systematic inter-
relations among constructions are to be formed as a sys-
tem. Note that the system formed in this way is also
implicit in nature.

Thus foreign language learning in the classroom fol-
lows essentially the same principles of language learning
as in natural learning: forming constructions consisting of
FMCs of the language and establishing the systematic in-
terrelations among the constructions, both of which are
implicit. In adult foreign language learning in the class-
room, these fundamental processes of learning are sup-
ported by explicit knowledge of the language which
learners attain through receiving FFI.

It is crucial, therefore, that FFI is followed and com-
plemented with PI aiming at learners’ experiencing and
forming FMCs of the target language. PI must never be
confused with the traditional idea of practicing application
of conscious knowledge in production as is often proposed
in the PPP (presentation-practice-production) approach. In
PI, learners do not apply anything but find and experience
FMCs of the target language afresh with the help of their
explicit knowledge gained through FFI. It is only through
these kinds of processing activities that learners can really
make a conscious jump start in their learning of the target

language.

68

Notes

1

The linking problem is concerned with the problem of
cross-linguistic diversity and asks “How can the child
link her abstract universal grammar to the peculiarities
of the particular language she is learning?” (Tomasello,
2003, p. 7) The answer is negative in that cross-
linguistic diversity is not compatible with UG-based ac-
quisition. The continuity problem addresses the issue of
developmental change in language learning and posits
the question “How can we understand the changing na-
ture of children’s language across development if uni-
versal grammar is always the same?” (op. cit.) The
answer is again negative based on the fact that
children’s early language is represented differently from

the way adults’ language is represented.

English learning starts at junior high school when stu-
dents are at the age of 11 or 12 in Japan, and it is
taught 3 hours a week for 35 weeks a year. Note that
1 hour in this case is actually 45 minutes. It has been
formally decided, however, that English is to be taught
at the 5" and 6" grades in elementary school in and
after the year of 2011 in Japan. Thus all Japanese ele-
mentary 5" and 6" grade students start learning English
1 hour a week for 35 weeks a year in the year. At the
same time Japanese junior high school students are to
learn English 4 hours a week in and after the same

year.

It should be noted that textbooks authorized by the
Ministry of Education in Japan with which Japanese stu-
dents learn English are all compiled and organized with
situational and functional considerations, but it should
be stressed that they are essentially based on a gram-

matical syllabus.

In his famous experimental study, Pienemann (1984)
taught a word order rule of German to children learning
the language as a second language. The instruction of
the rule was of a traditional type consisting of gram-
matical explanations and activities involving the rule.
The results showed that while both the groups of learn-
ers who were developmentally ready for the rule and
those who were not could answer the formal test suc-
cessfully, it was only the group of learners with the de-
velopmental readiness for the rule that used the rule

spontaneously in natural conversations.
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5 Type frequency is contrasted with token frequency.
Toke frequency means the frequency of meeting and ex-
periencing the same utterance repeatedly. In contrast,
type frequency indicates the frequency of experiencing
the same construction in different types. It is contended
that while token frequency leads to entrenchment of the
item, type frequency contributes to generalization and

abstraction of the construction.

References

DeKeyser, D. and Juffs. A. (2005). Cognitive considera-
tions in L2 learning. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of
research in second language teaching and learning (pp.
437-454). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teach-
ing. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ellis, R. (2004). The definition and measurement of L2
explicit knowledge. Language Learning, 54, 227-275.
Ellis, R. (2005). Measuring implicit and explicit knowl-
edge of a second language: a psychometric study.
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 27, 141-172.
Ellis, R. (2006). Current issues in the teaching of gram-
mar: an SLA perspective. TESOL Quarterly, 40, 83-107.
Ellis, R. (2009). Implicit and explicit learning, knowledge
and instruction. In R. Ellis, S. Loewen, C. Elder, R.
Erlam, J. Philp and H. Reinders, Implicit and explicit
knowledge in second language learning, testing and

teaching (pp. 3-25). Bristol: Multilingual Matters.
Garrett, N. (1986). The problem with grammar: what kind
the language
Journal, 70, 133-148.

Garrett. N. (1991). Theoretical and pedagogical problems

can learner use? Modern Language

of separating “grammar” from “communication”. In B.
F. Freed (Ed.), Foreign language acquisition research
and the classroom (pp. 74-87). Lexington, MA: Heath
and Company.

Hammerly, H. (1982). Synthesis in second language teach-
ing: an introduction to languistics. Blaine, WA: Second
Language Publications.

Krashen, S. D. (1982). Principles and practice in second
language acquisition. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Krashen, S. D. (1985). The input hypothesis: issues and
implications. Harlow, Essex: Longman Group Limited.
Lee, J. F. and Benati, A. G. (2007). Delivering processing
instruction in classrooms and in virtual contexts: re-

search and practice. London: Equinox.

Lieven, E. and Tomasello, M. (2008). Children’s first lan-

guage acquisition from a usage-based perspective. In P.

69

Robinson and N. C. Ellis (Eds.), Handbook of cognitive
linguistics and second language acquisition (pp. 168-
196). New York: Routledge.

Long, M. (1991). Focus on form: a design feature in lan-
guage teaching methodology. In K. de Bot, R. Ginsberg
and C. Kramsch (Eds.), Foreign language research in
cross-cultural perspective (pp. 39-52). Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

McLaughlin, B. (1987).
learning. London: Edward Arnold.

O’Grady, W. (1997). Syntactic development. Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

Theories of second-language

Pienemann, M. (1984). Psychological constraints on the
teachability of language. Studies in Second Language
Acquisition, 6, 186-214.

Rutherford, W. E. (1987). Second language grammar:
learning and teaching. London: Longman.

Samuda, V. and Bygate, M. (2008). Tasks in second lan-
guage learning. New York: Palgrave MacMillan.

Schmidt, R. W. and Frota, S. N. (1986). Developing basic
conversational ability in a second language: a case study
of an adult learner of Portuguese. In R. D. Day (Ed.),
Talking to learn: conversation in second language ac-
quisition (pp. 237-326). Rowley, MA: Newbury House.

Tomasello, M. (2003). Constructing a language: a usage-
based theory of language acquisition. Cambridge MA:
Harvard University Press.

Tomasello, M. (2006). Acquiring linguistic constructions.
In D. Kuhn and R. S. Siegler (Eds.), Handbook of child
psychology: cognition, perception, and language (pp.
255-298). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and Sons.

VanPatten, B. (1996). Input processing and grammar in-
struction: theory and research. Norwood, NJ: Ablex
Publishing Corporation.

Widdowson, H. G. (2003). Defining issues in English lan-
guage teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Yamaoka, T. (2005). From item-learning to category-
learning: a learning process of procedural knowledge of

Review

language.  Annual

Education in Japan, 16, 21-30.

of English Language




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


