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THE LANGUAGE LABORATORY ... How Effective Is It?

Joseph C. Hutchinson

THE NUMBER of language laboratories
in the secondary schools has grown dramati-
cally over the past 5 years—from a few dozen
to well over 6,000. These installations,
which are of many types and sizes, represent
an outlay of approximately $30 million.
How effective has this educational innova-
tion been? There is still some evidence,
despite the tremendous improvements schools
have recently made in the teaching of mod-
ern foreign languages with the aid of the
language laboratory, that in some quarters
the laboratory is being misused and its func-

Dr. Hutchinson is a specialist in foreign languages,
Division of State Grants, Office of Education.
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tion misunderstood. But this is not surpris-
ing: every new teaching aid goes through a
period when some users persist in grasping
it as the final solution to their teaching prob-
lems and in trying to use it for purposes for
which it was never intended and in ways
for which it is unsuited. Every new teach-
ing tool undergoes a probationary period in
which educators experiment with it to dis-
cover its potentialities, to define the objec-
tives it can help them to achieve, and to find
the most productive methods of using it.
For most schools the language laboratory is
still in this early period: we have barely
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scratched the surface of its potentiality, and
we cannot yet make a definitive evaluation of
its effectiveness. All that we can do at this
time is to make a tentative evaluation on the
basis of our experience so far.

What Makes for Effectiveness?

Like any tool or instrument, the language
laboratory is most useful in the hands of a
craftsman who knows how to use it skillfully.
As every good teacher of a modern foreign
language knows, the effective use of the lan-
guage laboratory is a composite of the ef-
fectiveness of at least five elements: (1) The
teacher, (2) the teaching materials, (3) the
testing and grading programs, (4) the stu-
dent practice sessions, and (5) the equip-
ment. Each of these elements must meet
certain criteria if the language laboratory is
to produce the results expected of it.

4

A

First, the teacher must be interested in
getting the most out of the equipment and
materials; and he must have some skill in the
effective use of these aids in helping students
develop the skills of listening and speaking
with comprehension.

A good teacher can make up for deficien-
cies in equipment and materials, just as an
uninterested and unskilled teacher can negate
whatever value students might obtain from
even the finest of equipment and materials.
But teachers today are caught between the
pressures of a transitional period; and how-

" ever skillful and dedicated they may be, in

practice they lag behind the recent devel-
opments in methodological theory and in-
structional technology. This is why good
inservice preparation of the teacher is an
indispensable part of any school’s plans for
a. language laboratory, and why most State
departments of education employ, with the
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aid of Federal funds under title III of the
National Defense Education Act, foreign
language supervisors to provide consultive
services to local schools, including help with
inservice programs (the Modern Language
Association, through its foreign language
program, also provides a free consultant
service to help fill the gaps that remain in
some States).

Thousands of foreign language teachers
have been trained in summer institutes sup-
ported under NDEA, but thousands more
have not yet received such training. Even
for those teachers who have come urnder its
influence, the gigantic effort of the insti-
tutes has not been great enough to enable
them to catch up with changes in methods,
materials, and equipment and at the same
time improve their functional command of
the language. Over 12,000 highly selected
secondary school teachers, while they were

attending the NDEA institutes, were given
the Modern Language Association’s Profi-
ciency Tests for Teachers and Advanced Stu-
dents; and the results show ‘hat a majority
of these teachers, at the time they took the
test, did not have enough oral proficiency in
the foreign language to serve as models for
their pupils. This evidence has been sup-
ported by reports from teams of foreign
language educators who have visited .the
institutes.

But the teacher’s qualifications cannot be
considered in isolation from the circum-
stances around him. Careful planning by
administrators and teachers together is an
essential part of the introduction of language
laboratory facilities into any school pro-
gram. In the planning, the specific language
program should surely have as much weight
as administrative and budgetary considera-
tions. In other words, the idea behind the
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language laboratory—the idea of sudstance—
is more important by far than the facilities
themselves, which are form only. In its
broadest sense, the language laboratory con-
cept means regular and frequent use of re-
corded materials specially prepared as an
integral part of a program in which audio-
lingual instruction forms the basis for the
progressive and continuous development of
all the language skills.

Close cooperation and understanding be-
tween administrative and teaching staffs are
essential not only in the planning for lan-
guage laboratories but also in the ase of them.
Administrative decisions can easily mean the
difference between an effective and an in-
effective program, especially when such deci-
sions preempt pedagogical decisions ani
ignore the specific needs of teachers and
students. Therefore, the readiness of the
scheol and the teachers is a prime factor in

6
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the successful use of any kind of language
laboratory facilities.

Second, the teaching materials must be de-
signed not only to develop the listening and
speaking skills efficiently but also to inte-
grate class and laboratory work.

Until recently, foreign language materials
specifically designed for use in both. class and
laboratory in the secondary schools were not
widely available. Materials for level I (usu-
ally the first year) began to appear on the
market in 1961 and for level IT in 1962. Ma-
terials for level IXT are just now appearing,
and those for level IV are still being devel-
oped. This major problem—the problem of
preparing good materials fast enough to meet
the changing demands—is aggravated by the
additional time it takes, sometimes years,
for many school systems to adopt the new
materials.




To use the new materials, experience has
already shown us, the teacher needs new skills
and new insight. Many teachers learn dur-
ing a summer institute how to teach the first
semester or the first year of an elementary
course, but for lack of complete understand-
ing and further experience they are unable
to extend these techniques into higher levels.
Some teachers have not yet learned what to
de beyond taking the students through the
first steps of imitation and memorization of
dialogue material; a larger number do not
yet know how to make the transition to effec-
tive structural drills; and a still larger num-
ber do not know how to make the transition
to the creative use of the spoken language,
that is, to have students recombine in new
situations the dialogue and drill material
they have already mastered. Very few
teachers, we realize, give their students
enough practice in listening before they
plunge them into imitation of models.

. ®

Some foreign language teachers who are
teaching their native lunguage believe that
the laboratory is useful only for teachers
who are net fluent; consequently some fine
teachers have resisted using a language labo-
ratory. They seem to forget that the labo-
ratory is primarily for the student, not for
the teacher. The student needs it to inten-
sify and individualize his practice of the
spoken language as 1t has been modeled for
him by a variety of native speakers——exper-
ience which no single teacher, no matter how
proficient, can give him. By letting other
voices take over the presentation of practice
material, the teacher actually gains time for
individualized teaching. Tlhe tape recorder
can be an aide as well as an aid. One ex-
perienced teacher recently wrote that she
could not get along without her language
laboratory any more than she could without
her blackboard.

7
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Third, the testing and grading program
must give due weight to achievement in
listening and speaking.

A grave problem, which until now has
hampered research on the effectiveness of the
language laboratory, has been the lack of
adequate instruments for mnieasuring the
listening and speaking skills. But this lack
is now being corrected by the development of
the Modern Language Association’s Coopera-
tive Classroom Achievement Tests. Early
in 1964, for the first time in history, a set of
standardized foreign-language achievement
tests, which include tests for measuring the
listening and speaking skills, will be avail-
able to the secondary schools; they will be
available froin the Educational Testing Serv-
ice. The use of these tests should help solve
many of the problems that result from use of
traditional tests, which place at a disadvan-
tage those students who have learned a lan-

8

guage primarily through listening and
speaking.

Fourth, the practice sessions must be fre-
quent enough and long enough to enable stu-
dents to develop the skills of listening and
speaking.

The successful language laboratory pro-
gram provides the student with the practice
sessions he needs for developing his skills.
Schools are gradually realizing the impor-
tance of regular and frequent practice and
are adjusting their programs accordingly;
and many schools, to minimize the problems
of scheduling practice periods, have installed
simplified language laboratory equipment in
each foreign-language classroom, so that
practice sessions can be held at any time dur-
ing any class pericd.

A 1961-62 study of 133 secondary schools
in New Jersey showed that over 50 percent
of the schools scheduled practice sessions in
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the larguage laboratory only once a week.
The 1961-62 data that Raymond F. Keating
of Teachers College gathered from 21 school
systems of the Mewropolitan School Study
Council indicate that the average student
used the language laboratory for practice
only one period per week. But data received
by the Office of Education for 1962-63 from
9 States representing 866 secondsry schools
in all sections of the country show the fol-
lowing numbers of practice perioos sched-
uled in the language laboratory for each
student: 3 to 5 a week in 37 percent of the
schools, 2 a week in 86 percent, and 1 a week
in only 27 percent. A 1962-63 study in 10
New York City high schools documents the
dramatic gains made by students who had
daily langnage laboratory practice in con-
trast to the lack of gains made by students
who had only one practice session weekly.

.

Fifih, the equipment must be good enough
and flexible enough to permit efficient opera-
tion on a reqular basis.

Persons interested in learning about the
importance of quality in language laboratory
equipment and its relation to teaching and
learning will find a detailed treatment of the
subject in Alfred S. Hayes’ A Technical
Guide for the Selection, Purchase, Use, and
Maintenance of Language Laboratory Facili-
ties. (This publication is HEW DBulletin
1963 No. 87, OE-21024, and can be purchased
for 50 cents from the Government Printing
Ofiice.)

Research: A General Statement

The problems of conducting research on
teaching foreign languages in schools are

9




many. The schools lack qualified staff and
find it diffcult to meet the administrative re-
quirements for controlled teaching experi-
ments ; and most of the research and develop-
ment in the use of language laboratories has
been done in colleges and universities. Ac-
cording to John B. Carroll of Harvard Uni-
versity, most research studies on foreign-
language teaching are not well designed and
do not have adequate controls.

(Anyone seriously interested in research
on foreign language teaching and on lan-
guage laboratories should consult Dr. €Car-
roll’s chapter in The Handbook of Research
on Teaching (a project of the American
Educationsl Research Association), N. L.
Gage, ed., Chicago, Rand McNally, 1963, and
also Research on Language Teaching: An
Annotated International Bibliography for
1946-61, by Nostrand and others, Seattle,
University of Washington Press, 1962.) '

10

Most of these studies point up the need for
further research; much of the research es-
tablishes the worth of a particular program
in a particular setting and is not necessarily
applicable to another program in another
setting. Responsible researchers usually
caution readers against applying their con-
clusions indiscriminately and against mis-
interpreting the meaning of the findings.
Dr. Carroll, for example, reported on a small
experiment in which the obvious implica-
tions were not what he considered the true
ones. The experiment compared two high
school classes, one with a language labora-
tory and one without. Both groups did
about as well in auditory comprehension, but
the laboratory group did less well in standard
tests on reading, vocabulary, and grammar.
In these results Dr. Carroll found no reason
to doubt the utility of the language labora-
tory—only evidence of the need to improve
instruction in the laboratory.
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There are those who hold that the useful-
ness of the language laboratory has already
been established beyond doubt. Fred M.
Hechinger, writing in the New York Times,
May 19, 1963, said, “If the ability to speak a
language is to be a first priority in foreign
language study-—and all but the most unre-
constructed translation-minded educators
today agree with this goal—then the useful-
ness of the language laboratory is self-evi-
dent.” Many researchers question the need
for further documentation of the usefulness
of the language laboratory, as compared to
the no-language-laboratory. Certain well-

established principles underlying the learn-

ing of motor skills support the basic idea of
the language laboratory. Some researchers
also think that the contributions of machines
to students’ learning, whether these machines
are teaching machines or language labora-
tories, do not constitute a single isolable

variable, especially since the program itself
is so much more important than the vehicle
by which it is presented.

But as Carroll and Nostrand beth point
out, there are many aspects of foreign lan-
guage learning related to the use of language
laboratories that do need further research.

Let us hop that administrators and
teachers will continue to be interested in re-
search on the teaching and learning of for-
eign languages and on the use of language
laboratory facilities, and that those with the
proper resources will themselves try a variety
of experiments. Now that better testing in-
struments for all four skills are available,
much more valid results can be obtained.
Let us hope, too, that teachers and adminis-
trators will make a practice of going to the
primary sources of information: studying
any piece of research thoroughly, especially
when important decisions are to be based on

11




it, is more important than accepting reports
on the research as the final word.

Research: Some Specific Studies

From several studies pertinent to our prin-
cipal question—how effective is the language
laboratory ?—1I have selected some of the find-
ings for presentation here, to indicate the
kind of useful clarification that research has
provided on various aspects of utilizing the
language laboratory.

% In his master’s thesis at the University
of Maryland, Billy Smith presents the re-
sults of a questionnaire sent to secondary
school foreign language teachers using lan-
guage laboratories. Judging by the re-
plies—from 245 teachers in 14 States—there
is still considerable lag between theory and
practice in the use of audiolingual proce-
dures and language laboratory facilities.

12
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Mr. Smith finds that teachers still are not
consistent in their use of new methods and
materials, that they lack training, experience,
and confidence in the language and in co-
ordinating work in the laboratory with work
in the classroom. Many teachers believe
that a prereading phase of instruction is too
demanding, and they feel more secure if they
rely on early use of written materials and on
older, more familiar methods. Yet 63 per-
cent of the respondents said that they were
using the “audiolingual method” (described
in the questionnaire as “memorization of
basic material, such as dialogues, followed
by oral drill designed to provide practice in
managing common grzmmatical construc-
tions”). Strangely enc::h, as many as 10
percent of these teachers were using tapes
which do not provide tor immediate correc-
tion of student responses. The findings in
this study are symptomatic of the transi-
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tional era through which we are passing—an
era which may continue for several more
years.

% Two recent studies shed some light on a
few of the variables resulting from the type
of equipment used in the laboratory and the
kind of practice schedules followed. Al-
though the methods, materials, and tests used
in these studies were apparently “transi-
tional,” the results do indicate that certain
combinations of laboratory practice, both in
kind and in frequency, can be more produc-
tive than others.

The first of these studies concerned the
relative effectiveness of four different kinds
of laboratory practice for 523 second-year
French students in 10 New York City high
schools. Half of the experimental groups
had practice sessions in the laboratory every
day ; the other half, only once a week. Half
of the groups in each half used audioactive

R Y

Laboratory equipment properly used is to the language
student. what the practice piano is to the piano student—
the instrument on which the student can practice and
practice until he acquires the skill he needs.

13




equipment exclusively; the rest used record-
ing-playback equipment. The eontrol groups
used no electronic equipment at all.

The results indicate that the students who
had only one laboratory practice period a
week made no more gains than those in the
control groups; in one school the control
group even made greater gains than the once-
a-week group. Students who had daily
practice, however, made dramatic gains (a
study in the same schools a year earlier
showed that positive results couid be achieved
with two laboratory periods a week). In
listening and speaking skills, the daily re-
cording-playback group showed more strik-
ing gains than the daily audioactive group;
and in overall gains the daily laboratory
groups were superior to the no-equipment
groups.

The second experiment was made with 4
groups of students in first-year French—30

14
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students in each group—in the Easton Area
High School, Easton, Pa. Each group spent
one-fourth of its daily class period in labora-
tory practice, but each group used a different
type or combination of equipment. The
group using audioactive-record equipment
exclusively excelled only in pronunciation;
but the group using audioactive equipment
for 80 percent of the practice time and audio-
active-record equipment for the rest gave the
best performance in listening and speaking.

% A study of the relative effectiveness of
four basic systems of laboratory equipment
has been conducted at Colgate University
with Federal support under title VI of the
National Defense Education Act. It was a
closely controlled psychological laboratory
experiment designed to explore a number of
variables in the teaching of a single linguistic
element—French pronunciation—with elec-
tronic devices, in the hope of getting infor-




mation that would be useful in further re-
search in a teaching situation.

The four basic systems were (1) head-
phones only, (2) audioactive headphone-
microphone, (3) record-playback (long-de-
lay playback, not audioactive), and (4)
short-delay playback, which gave the sound
back to the student after each utterance. A
fifth system, which combines record-play-
back and audioactive headset, unfortunately
was not tested; this type has always been
standard in commer..al language laboratory
equipment.

The results of the study suggest that for
improvement of pronunciation the audioac-
tive headphone-microphone is probably
superior to unactivated headphones; anc. that
differences among the four systems are not
necessarily significant, at least not in the ex-
tent to which they help students learn to
imitate spoken language. Effective as each

[ ]
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type showed itself to be in helping the stu-
dent learn, none showed itself so important
as the classroom instructor who is a percep-
tive observer of his students. The contribu-
tion the instructor makes in reinforcing the
student’s self-correction and practice is in-
dispensable.

Results in the Coigate experiment also
suggest that even minor deficiencies in the
quality of the sound produced by the labora-
tory equipment can hamper the student’s
progress. Similar conclusions have been
reached at the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology: an experiment there showed
that as the frequency response of equipment
was reduced, beginning students in French
and Geerman were less able to distinguish and
repeat syllables. The French students were
percantibly less able to do so; the German
students, markedly less. These findings, as
well as those in New York City and Easton,

16




Pa., seem to support the idea that the type of
equipment is perhaps not nearly so important
as the quality of the equipment, materials,
and techniques used in the teaching.

* Joseph R. Reichard at Uberlin College
in 1960-61 conducted an experiment with a
first-year German program in which practice
in the laboratory was closely integrated with
work in the classroom. According to Pro-
fessor Reichard’s report, the project has pro-
duced evidence that one teacher can teach
twice as many students as he formerly did
and not impair the quality of the students’
accomplishment.

Each week the experimental class, which
contained 50 students, spent 8 hours in the
classroom with an instructor and 3 hours in
laboratory practice under the supervision of
an undergraduate assistant. Sessions in the
classroom alternated with sessions in the
laboratory. Eclecticism prevailed in the in-

16
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structor’s choice of materials and methods,
in contradistinction to the more traditional
materials and methods used with the control
classes.

The control classes contained 25 to 30 stu-
dents each, met 5 hours a week in regular
class sessions with regular instructors, and
spent no time with electro-mechanical aids.

Results in all classes were measured by
reading and listening tests from the College
Entrance Examination Board. To broaden
the basis of comparison, the CEEB tests were
given also to first-year German classes at
Harvard and Princeton. On both the read-
ing and the listening tests, the Oberlin ex-
perimental group performed significantly
better than either the control classes or the
Harvard and Princeton groups. Oberlin
now has adopted an alternating-class-and-
laboratory pattern for its first-year German
courses.




% Eric Bauer in his master’s thesis at De-
Pauw University presents the results of an

experiment comparing the achievement in

two German classes, one taught in a program
that integrated classroom and laberatory
work and the other taught without a labora-
tory. Students in the control group spent 30
percent more time than the experimental
group in studying, yet in 5-part tests the ex-
perimental group showed 40 percent more
improvement in pronunciation and 30 per-
cent more gain in lexical knowledge. In
tests 6 months later the experimental group
showed that they had retained more of every-
thing; their pronunciation was 50 percent
better. Both underachievers and medium
achievers made more progress in the experi-
mental group than those in the control did.

In 1960-61 Mr. Bauer, now at Notre Dame,
conducted a study to determine which of two
sets of laboratory conditions—those con-

A

trolled by the individual or those controlled
for the group—would be more helpful to col-
lege students in second-year German. Re-
sults of both oral and written tests indicate
the advantages of instructional supervision
in laboratory sessions, especially during the
first 6 weeks of the semester.

% Evidence that language laboratories
and the audiolingual approach have not yet
had an opportunity to prove themselves is
presented in a report by Joseph Axelrod and
Donald N. Bigelow, who with others in the
fall of 1960 visited 46 university language
and aren centers (these centers are highly
specialized programs for teaching the “ne-
glected” languages to persons who will be us-
ing these languages—college professors, for
example, and representatives of government
and industry).

Among other things, the authors reported
on the extent to which the centers were using

17




language laborstories and the audiolingual
approach ; they rated each center, on a 1-to-5
scale (1 for low, 5 for high), on its commit-
ment to the audiolingual approach and, on a
1-to-4 scale, on its use of » laboratory as an
integral part of its program. They found
23 centers ranking high, that is, 4 or 5, in
their commitment to the audiolingual ap-
proach ; the rest ranked from 1 to 3. Of the
high-ranking centers, 11 integrated the labo-
ratory into their programs, 7 used a labora-
tory but not as an integral part of their pro-
grams, and 5 had no laboratory at all. Of
the centers ranking low in their commitment
to the audiolingual approach, only 4 inte-
grated the laboratory into their program, 9
did so to some extent, and 10 had no labora-
tory. Many of the centers have changed
their programs and practices since these rat-
ings were made, but the status of the pro-
grams at that time is symptomatic of the

18
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transition period through which all foreign
language programs now are passing.

% Both the Foreign Service Institute of
the Department of State and the Army
Language School of the Defense Language
Institute, like many colleges and universities,
have for many years experimented with var-
ious techniques and procedures; and the use
they make of language laboratory facilities
is based on their own findings, not merely on
the experience of others. The fact that both
of these schools use these facilities as an in-
tegral part of their intensive language
courses, even though their classes rarely have
more than 10 students and are always taught
by native speakers, indicates that they con-
sider regular and frequent practice indispen-
sable to the student who is learning to speak
n foreign language.

One recent small experiment in the Army
Language School (the West Coast Branch of




the Defense Language Institute) compared
two classes. Both received the same stand-
ard intensive training in class. In addition,
the control group was given homework to do
with recordings; and the experimental
group, which was not given any written ma-
teriai or any homework, regularly used re-
corded course materials with audioactive lab-
oratory equipment, in the classroom. At the
end of the experiment, the experimental
group showed itself markedly superior to the
control group in perception of sound and in
pronunciation. In control of grammatical
structures, however, the two groups did not
differ significantly.

* George A. C. Scherer and Michael

Wertheimer recently completed, under title
VI of NDEA, u 2-vear experiment at the
University of Colorado, on the teaching of
German (their report is to be published in
1964 by McGraw-Hill: A Psycholinguistic

Ewxperiment in Foreign Language Teach-
éng). Their purpose was to determine which
groups of students after 2 years of instruc-
tion would have more skill in reading and
writing—groups taught by an audiolingual
approach or groups taught by a conventional
grammar-and-reading approach. The re-
searchers measured not only the four skills
of listening, speaking, reading, and writing
but also such related matters as aptitudes, at-
titudes, motivations, and assimilation of
meaning. In all, 72 measures were computed
and correlated in this ingenious experiment,
which involved 10 instructors and well over
200 students.

Outside their regular class periods, stu-
dents in the sections taught by the audio-
lingual approach practiced one-half hour a
day in the language laboratory; students in
the control sections studied without the aid
of equipment. So that the students in the

19




< .
© e s e v pER Y

laboratory ‘would have the same amount of
teacher contact time, no tutorial assistance
was provided in the laboratory. (This ver-
sion of audiolingual teaching, in which class-
room work is supplemented by nonmonitored
library-type work in the laboratory, is usual-
ly possible only in colleges and universities.
Few high schools can accommodate this kind
of practice session in the laboratory outside
the regular class period.)

The major results of the Colorado experi-
ment include these: In listening, the audio-
lingual students were far superior to the
traditional students at the end of the first
year, but. this difference disappeared by the
end of the second. In speaking, the audio-
lingual students were far superior at the end
of the first year and maintained their superi-
ority throughout the second. In reading, the
traditional students were better than the
audiolingual students at the end of the first

20
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year, but the difference disappeared during
the second year. In writing, the traditional
students were better at the end of the first
year and maintained their superiority dur-

ing the second year. In translating from
German to English, the traditional groups
were also superior in both years; but in
translating from English to German, the
superiority they showed in the first year dis-
appeared by the end of the second. A com-
bination proficiency score on all six skills at
the end of each of the four semesters showed
no significant differences between the two
groups. Other measures showed the experi-
mental groups to be superior in assimilating
the meaning of sentences and in associating
German symbols with their meanings; they
also had more desirable attitudes toward
Germans and the speaking of German.

* Long-range studies on the use of lan-
guage laboratories are being conducted at




such universities as Michigan, Indiana, and
Tulane. The final conclusions should be
forthcoming in the next year or two, but pre-
liminary reports already indicate that the
laboratory does indeed help the student to
let.rn a foreign language more efficiently. In
fact, Albert Valdman’s research at Indiana
on the teaching of French is already produc-
ing evidence that when students learn units
of special programed materials in the labo-
ratory and work regularly with an instructor
in small groups in “display” sessions, virtu-
ally all of the routine teaching of the lan-
guage can be turned over to the laboratory.
Preliminary results indicate that students in
laboratory classes have a higher retention
rate than students in conventional classes
and & much greater oral proficiency though
their reading ability is less.

The Tulane study has produced evidence
that a standard audiolingual and laboratory

approach can be effective in a liberal arts
foreign language curriculum, one that does
not neglect, reading, writing, and the study
of literature. One unusual result reported
from that study is that the students transfer
to reading the skills they learned in an initial
period of audiolingual and language labora-
tory training.

THROUGH RESEARCH like this in col-
leges and universities and through practice
and trial in the schools, the usefulness of the
language laboratory has been validated over
and over again, and is constantly being
validated now—in situations where both the
teachers and administrators recognize the
potentialities of the laboratory and plan to-
oether to find the best ways of integrating
the new methods into the total foreign lan-
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guage curriculum. If in some places the
Janguage laboratory is still considered a fad
or a status symbol, lack of careful and co-
operative planning by administrators and
teachers is probably to blame.

For at least 15 years the materials, meth-
ods, and procedures needed for effective use
of the language laboratory have been evolv-
ing. For levels I and II they are now well
developed, but there is still a great need for
well-trained teachers and for enough facili-
ties to give first- and second-year language
students the practice time they need. For
more advanced courses—levels III and IV
and beyond—much progress also has been
made in the development of materials and
procedures, but before the nationwide situ-
ation can be called anywhere near satisfac-
tory, we will have to expend much more time
and pioneering effort.

All during the time when most secondary

22

schools have struggled to adapt to changes
and to meet the demands placed upon them,
college and university professors have played
an uneven role: they have shown themselves
both enlightened and uninformed ; some have
been trail blazers while others have put up
obstacles to change. What the situation is
today in foreign language education at all
levels is placed in perspective in Curricular
Change in the Foreign Languages, published
last fall by the College Entrance Examina-
tion Board.

The famous American know-how that
produced the language laboratory is unfor-
tunately not present in all school systems to
receive the laboratory when it arrives.
Teachers need to be taught how to use the
new equipment and the new materials; but
many States, though they have approved
purchases of equipment and materials with
the aid of Federal funds provided under title
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ITI of the National Defense Education Act, strides toward the fully effective use of equip-

j ko have been less eager to use funds available ment and materials in foreign language
o under the same title to provide inservice pro- classrooms. We already know that the lan-

grams for the teachers. guage laboratory can be effective; what re-

Despite the problems and the handicaps, mains to be seen is how long it will take for

however, schools and colleges both in this schools not only to acquire adequate labora-

country and abroad have made tremendous tory facilities but to learn how to use them.
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