A RESEARCH PROJECT PROPOSAL ON THE IMPACT OF ADDED INPUT ON FLUENCY: quantity and quality to make a difference

The reason behind my decision to research this isghat | have come to believe that insufficiemut might be a major factor, among many othezvaht
components, in the generalized failure to produeatgr numbers of fluent speakers of English inBrazil, even though all schools provide studenth wears and years
of English classes. In my experience in privateliEhdanguage institutes and later in undergradoateses, | nurtured an optimistic hope that mastwe results could
be achieved if some of the challenges that Braziegular schools face were met (teachers who tspeak English; a large number of students pssckudents who
do not have access to a textbook; teachers whotdoeave access to the internet, or to sound oovedgiipment; uninteresting classes, unmotivatedesits...). My own
teaching environment was such a stark contrastetodality of most of the schools out there (smateups of students, comfortable air-conditionkeggrooms, all the
necessary equipment at my disposal, a textbookanyéhand) and myself (fluent, motivated, licenaed trained in language teaching, conference-goerader of
linguistics books), that | presumed, in my naivecpption, that both my students and | would so@rs#iceable progress in their fluency. When myeesgtions failed, |
thought | could do better as a teacher if I hadenpyeparation, and so | read more, | attended taoteres, | became more competent linguisticallgrdatae years — all to
no avail. And for all this time | have been teachisuccess has never been more than very limited.

Some external facts, having to do with the statugliEh enjoys in Brazil and the expected difficedtiof foreign language teaching, have a direaténfte in the
results obtained in all English courses. That isap, although English is a valued foreign languadgrazil, direct access to English speakers oummon and input
beyond the classroom is, therefore, restrictedduies, songs and social media. Students and tesaahlee suffer the impact of those circumstancektha small number
of fluent English speakers in the country — whetbachers or learners — reflect the degree oftedfuat the time commitment one has to make to besegto English
input. Besides that, of course, those numberseadpose the inefficacy of the English teaching syste place.

There is much to be addressed if the goal is taongthe statistics of competent English speakensirng out of the Brazilian English classrooms, bartll focus
on input as the general topic of my research pt@sgart of my plan to start an inservice trairfmgEnglish teachers in public schools upon mymeto Brazil. The
justification for this particular plan is that bgetching teachers we will simultaneously preparamaber of teachers to deal with the issue of languagut and turn them
into multipliers of the knowledge they acquire leir training.

While reading Lightbown and Spada (2001) receiitthyas comforting to finally see recognized in ak@s a sine qua non condition in language learaifagt |
was extremely aware of based on my personal expeEriguantity matters. The authors, being awarteatfiew hours a week are insufficient to lead laggilearners to
fluency, advocate for a more realistic assessniethiecamount of time needed to learn a second Egwyin schools — a truly inspirational call to i€ planning in
language teaching, where the usual referencestoténd to be the number of hours needed to teaeehtain syllabus or vague information as to homyngears it takes
to learn a language. It seems to me that thaprgaary fact to take into consideration when themtion is to produce fluent speakers of a secanguage: how many
daily and weekly hours will be allocated to prowigliearners with quality input. VanPatten et alA@) provide sobering evidence of how time-consgnamguage
learning is and of the discrepancy between the ataittime we are prepared to allow for first-laage learning and the unrealistic expectations we Fa long it takes
to learn a second language. In a comparison betaebild acquiring his/her first language at 1.&rgeof age and a second language learner; thethaaiy a given day
the former might hear hundreds of sentences, vithveuld take the latter a week to hear, see, ad tbe same number of lines (p. 108).



As | have mentioned above, the position | occupgraknglish teacher is a privileged one: | havduRkary of being able to concentrate my effortsresearching
‘input’ because many of the difficulties my collesg face in regular schools are absent in my mae®rk. Input, then, can be isolated in my praets an object of
study, to the exclusion of several variables thigihtnbe suspected to interfere in the failure arcess of the project. In other words, the changpiantity and quality of
input will be solely responsible for any hypothationprovement in the students performance.

Besides being crucial in foreign language teachimgyt deserves attention in any program sinc€aasoll (2001) points out, all researchers in sedanguage
acquisition — who agree on almost nothing in th&empts to explain the process of acquisition ##@nd language — share the opinion that SLA regjeixposure to the
second language, however divergent their pointsea¥ may be on the type and quantity of input isessary (p. 2). A similarly outstanding place igegito input by
Hawkins (2019), according to whom learning a sedanduage is accessible to many people, but a rfegtor in whether or not someone will be succdsafthat
enterprise is if they are motivated, if they int#na that language and for how long they do s@}plnput, then, is the very first condition to foéfilled when one
proposes to learn a language. It is from the lisiguinput we get that we can make inferences ath@utarget language. In that sense, input is équalidence for
properties of the target language’ (Hawkins, 2@l 222), which can come, for instance, in the fofraveryday interactions, direct instructions egdhers, and
corrections made by more proficient speakers. lateter form it gets to the learner, however, hisarfocus will be in understanding the messagePésien et al.,
2020).

There is no shortage of theories about the tygefrédguency, the extent, the level of difficultyasrcuracy of input which would be more conduciveetoning. At
this point, it is convenient to refer to the imp@ort distinction Bleyhl makes between ‘input’ as ¢femeral stimuli that the sensory system of thenlrareceives and
‘intake’ as the specific part of that stimuli whitiie learner’s interests, sensory and cognitivacigpwill select. Learning results from the wag flearner processes the
intake and determines what will be retained forsggjuent use (2009, p. 137).



Within the area of input studies, several distimsi between different kinds of input are givenstrireference has to be made to Krashen’s ubicaitou
comprehensible input hypothesis, explained by lighin and Spada (2021) with the formula i + 1 whigbresents an ideal sample of language to beressto the
learner; the ‘i’ stands for the level of language tearner possesses, and the '+ 1’ means lanthetge a little above that level. Krashen’s hypdsils is that when the
learner is exposed to such samples of languagaisioon occurs. Closely related to comprehensifybeit is the concept of modified input, a referetwalterations
purposely made to a speech by a more proficiergkgvaen order to make the language comprehensbiteeir less proficient interlocutor. Comprehensgrof course, the
basic premise for both comprehensible and modifipdt. VanPatten et al., (2020, p. 106) impressesieed for comprehension upon which both con@eptbased
saying that ‘if language is not comprehensible [t.i$ mere noise’

In order to ascertain a clear understanding of theended meaning, VanPatten et al. (2020, p. Mddropose the term ‘communicatively embedded iinphug
meaning acquisition literature attributes to ‘ifdptd differentiate it from the popular use of therd to signify ‘information received’, with no spécation. They proceed
to reflect that thinking of input as ‘language emhided in a communicative event’ leads to the commituthat ‘acquisition is a by-product of learnecsively trying to
comprehend language’, and not a product of ‘legrtextbook rules and practicing them’. For thenplex instruction language such as textbook raed lists of verbs
and their conjugations are not to be counted as ifgqp acquisition. Their distinct terminology, eonunicatively embedded input’, excludes such icsion language. It
is my point of view that this assertion makes tategorical a claim. | do not question that inpudgt preferably be ‘communicatively embedded’ atttinat is usually
the case, | only object to this severe rejectiomstructional material as input, since my own @sscof acquisition seems to be evidence to theargniy initial study
material consisted mainly of non- communicativetyoedded input, that is to say, a lot of ‘learniegtibook rules and practicing them’, with very cléseero
interacttion.

Hedge (2008) lists some reasons to explain thausigbm with which the comprehensible input idealdeg received: a) it confirms the notion that miagful
input is necessary for learners manage languagéstjust beyond their linguistic competence. Raldyrealistic, interesting materials are sougat tan fulfill that
expectation; b) the need for more input encourdigesise of resources beyond the those utilizeldarciassroom; c) it also seems to be in conformitly the need
teachers have always felt to simplify their uséheftarget language to the level their studentsare



Lightbown and Spada (2001) — despite acknowledtiatg as research shows, the absence of direatiégtish is no impediment to learning if the learrger
exposed to comprehensible input — maintain thalissuthave also indicated the positive impact thstruction can have in second language learningn @acompanimen!
to other material supplied as comprehensible inpatthis point, then, there is a divergence betweghtbown and Spada and VanPatten et al. Therlexjglain that
researchers have been looking to find out whetkgliagt instruction in conjunction with what theyat communicatively embedded input an influenceaoquisition, and
that, although the reader might take such influexsca given, the answer is not as simple as tbathE purpose of this project, we will assume thglwwvn and Spada’s
position that explicit pedagogical intervention goeatter and include direct instruction in the\atés that will go with the stories narrated.

Similarly, the research will take into consideratibe comprehensible output hypothesis, Merrill Bigaesponse to Krashen’s comprehensible inpubthgsis.
Swain’s argument, as explained by Lightbown andd&d2021, p. 178), is that it is during languagedprction that students become aware of their ltoma and of their
need to express themselves better. That developphéme comprehensible input hypothesis led todihasion to not only provide interesting materal the students to
read, listen to, or watch, but also encourageactezn among them by requiring that they discus#ieir ideas in their pairs or groups.

The concept of noticing is also worth mentioninghia discussion of input. The hypothesis is thathing is learned unless it has been ‘noticed’ lithgpwn and
Spada, 2021, p. 119). From that one cannot conthatenoticing itself leads to acquisition, butttihwthout first being noticed, a particular langedgature will not be
learned. Another way of putting it is that noticiisga necessary, but not suficient condition irglaage learning.



A project with a focus on input in a country whé&mglish is a foreign language and whose teachedreber shares the students’ mother tongue shatddatly
beware of the danger of excessive use of theldingfuage in class. A non-native English teacherceatainly put to use the advantages of being mbépeak the student’
mother tongue in a single first language class-#i&truction and for clarification, for instancgook suggests that using the target language tinecommunication in
class, such as explaining grammar, and givinguottns, ‘sets a tone for the class’ (2016, p. 18®&jch may end up affecting the students’ involeatnand performance
positively. Furthermore, it would be a wasted opaity to put the second language to use for reairaunicative purposes. She also reports researitn wdcommend
that teachers find a balance between the use difsh@nd second language in class — the firstpftomunicate important concepts, to do classroomagement, to
recover the students’ attention, to praise andetdlgem to behave; the second, to revise matbaalhas been taught in the mother tongue. Resddingdeswitching for
certain activities is perfectly acceptable, althoageadjustment of the proportion between thedaggs would be necessary as the group advancesitomare fluency.

The aims of theinvestigation

I am well aware of how elementary this project il but | have high hopes that with more time amate reading | will be able to develop a matuiable, and
useful research proposal. | gain confidence in Baiden’s guidance when he says that all that isegat the first stage is a starting point, thathis identification of a
topic of study which should be ‘more narrow thamr@ad research area and less narrow than spessigarch questions’.; that it is to be expectedth®atopic, the
research questions, will be refined or change attway as the project evolves into something manégable and sustainable (2019).

Having said that, the proposed object of the refeat this point in time is to determine if an adlééement of input in in-class and out-of-classvéas will result
in measurable progress in the students’ output.

Therationalefor the investigation

The fact that students attend English classespiproximately ten years in regular schools in Branill yet no one comes out fluent as a result ofpittecess has
been the object of debate for decades in the cpantt a source of frustration and guilt for me peadly. This project will be driven by the decisitmtackle that issue.

Solving a national problem is not my ambition, bating ways to elevate the degree of success ogesits attain in their efforts to speak Englismseé& be an
achievable goal.

The relevance of input — as seen in the SLA modwias the inspiration for this project. Also, tlmnstant reminder of how much more challenging ibikarn a
language in a country like Brazil, where Englislalsent from people’s daily routine, than to laam a country where it is native. Around everypest of language
teaching/learning studied in class there seemée tconnection to the need for frequency and tyulinput. Krashen’s theories on input, as welklae concepts of
noticing, interaction and output are the foundabbthis project.

Brazilians are taught English for approximately years at school. However, a survey by the Bri@ishincil revealed that only five percent of BraziBasay they
have ‘some knowledge of English’. That is translade an going debate in the country and in frustratnd guilt for me.

This project will attempt to tackle that issue lopiag at an achievable goal: finding ways to elevilie degree of success students attain in tHentefo speak
English, an inspiration that was born in the statlthe relevance of input — as seen in the SLA nedAlso a contributing fator was the constant maher, living in



Wales, of how much more challenging it is to leadanguage in a country like Brazil, where Englshbsent from people’s daily routine, than taneain a country

where it is native. Around every aspect of languagehing/learning studied in the English LanguBgacher Education classes there seemed to be aatmmto the
need for frequency and quality of input.

Krashen’s and subsequent scholars’ theories ort,iapwell as the concepts of noticing, interactod output are the foundation of this project

Description of the expected evidence

Examples of students’ work in the form of transtiaps of recorded retelling of stories in pair wavkl be collected at every session, but only tingt fand last will
be assessed for comparison.

After the last session the students will be aska@tord their assessment of their own progresaigiimout the project.



Method to collect evidence
The students will be given two one-hour long extiesss activities weekly adding up to a total ofragpmately 16 hours of added input load.

The activities will consist of listening to, andsdussing stories in pair work with the help of ecfejuestions, and in the end retelling the nareatto be recorded.
Each class the students will listen to a story Whscwithin their range of understanding, but whadso contains enough novel features, so as ¢o sffime challenge and
be given ample opportunity to make sense of whayt biear to guarantee the input is comprehensil@dealse listening only, without the opportunityriteract with other
speakers has been shown to produce little bewdftarners, in the sequence the participants sl discuss answers to open-ended questions dimatdry in pairs,
choose from a variety of pictures and words thesahey will need and establish a sequence forlireiehe tale together. A recording of each retgjiwill be produced
and kept as evidence.

This particular activity was chosen to fulfil theed to extend the number of hours of contact whHnglish, as well as the opportunity to use it.
Interviews will also be carried out at the endhaf project as a means to gauge the students’ penceyh their own progress after their participatio the project.
The settings of theresearch

The subjects of the research are undergraduatergtudf Portuguese and English language and literat a public university in the Northeast of Brakhey
typically have elementary reading, writing, andrepeorer listening and speaking skills. The fewdstis who had the means to attend a private laeguaagtute are the
exceptions in this scenario, but even among thélseat speaker is a rarity.

Ethical issues

Before the study initiates each participant willdsied to read and sign a voluntary informed cdrfeem. Their right to withdraw at any time for argason will
be made clear to them.

Participants’ names will be withheld, each beingjgreed a number instead. In the paper they witldsgnated S1, S2, etc.
To avoid bias in the initial and final assessmédrthe participants a third party will be in chamgfehe task.
Method to analyse the evidence

Saldafia says qualitative research encompassegaahifapproaches and methods for the study ofrabsocial life” and that it collects and analysesstly
nongquantitative data varying from interview tramsts, fieldnotes, and documents, and/ or visuakenmgt such as artifacts, photographs, video reegsdand Internet
sites. As can be seen from the types of materi@ated for analysis, the focus of qualitative @sh is on human experiences about others andés ealf in social
action and reflexive states (p. 3-4). This is gpetof data that will be collected in the intervgewith the students who participate in the reseprofect.

The recordings will be transcribed and assessaatr@diog to three categories: extension of the riegglicomplexity of the lexicon used, complexitytoé
grammatical structures used.



The interviews will also be transcribed

The results of both assessments will then be cosdpar

Timetable for the development of the resear ch

May-July September October November December
22 22 22 22 22

Reading

Analysis

Writing
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