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ABSTRACT ‘ A o T ) .
In the spirit of the new, sober eclecticism in

¢1ng The p01nts ‘are ralsed *hat‘ (1) *here are no universally
appllicable methods; (2) teachers should not accept educational dogma
without empirical evidence; (3) the classroom teacher is in a very
position o conduct research which is meaningful and, in all
likglihood, more valid for his situation than that carrled out in
broad comparisons or ar*ificial lab situations; and.{4) +*he '

- effac*iveness-efficiency dimension provides a useful conceptual _

- framework for such action résearch. The main arqument is then applied
to representative analyses of the effectiveness/efficiency of some
major instructional strategies. (Author)
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Evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of instructional
. , strategies in teaching German -

by Motmfrcol ?voko\‘; E

"The early sixties seem long agoq but I still remember how

" an

L4 i —

T used to confiscate from my- pre reading stage students’ the pho-
I I'e
V’ .
netic equivalents they surrepetitiously wrote in their frantic, ¢
/ B sf’/ll
well- intentloned efforts to remember their dialog lines. How

dutiful I was in patiently explaining that they would- learn to

+

.speak better.if they aid not see the written text. How confident

I felt that my actions were justlfled After all, this was the .i»

right way to teach, the most modern way to terch And, by golly,

no mere classroom reality was going “to contradict this certainty B

R

- Well, in the intervening'decade my six-month pre—reading

period has timately dWindled ‘to a day or two, and conversely,

my scep 1ciSm of educatipnal bandwagons has assumed monumental
These words by Renée Disick,,co-author of "Modern Language
Performance Objectives/and Individualization", were written to
warn over-eager educatﬁrs (or those disenchanted with What has
heen) not to jump on the most‘recent of educatipnal bandwagons -
individualization of instruction. Listew to the promises made -
yes; but beforev"individualizing our instructional situation" by
means of learning packets, cassettes, video-tape recorders, study
carrels, learning resource centers, movable room dividers. - in
short, hefore mobilizing a major effort at redesigning curricu- .

lum, let's first analyze what the new approach to teachimg and

learning a foreign language can offer, what its advantages are '

o
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over what we already have, how effective it is in helping students

.learn to communicate in the foreign language, and how efficiently

it uses the available learninq and teaching resources 'in the school

. -
p

Disick asks us, the foreign language practitioners" not to- blind—
ly follow educational dogma, unproven by any standard in the same
way as many teachers clambered onto the pattern practice band—
wagon ten years ago. | ‘

Grittner (1973) echoes these thoughts when he criticizes what
he call$ the "accountability bandwagon", on which behavioral spec—
ificatignists attempt to relate all learning conditions and out-

comes and all internalized reactions of individuals to externally~-

s

obseryable behaviors in a manner congruent with the practices of

. educational research. Writing performance objectives_is a method

suitable and even desirable for some aspects of languaée inmstruc-

tion, he says, but at more intangible levels the results could

be ludicrous. Question: How do youlquantify student appreciation

in behavioral terms? Tongue-in-cheek answer: .Observe children and

e s . . -

count smiles.

1

This new soberness in the critical evalﬁation of‘foreign

[y

language teaching "methods" and learning resources stems, of course,
from a disenchantment with the results of the "New Key" of the
Sixties, with the high—sounding, glib promises of students ac-

4

quiring native-speaker-like: pronunciation and fluency, a high

.structural accuracy, a good understanding of ‘the foreign culture

\ t :

along with its acceptance - and all this with a minimum of cogni-
. ‘. ‘u : -

tive or other effort and on a conceptually vague and-what's worse

- on a practically non-existent empirical basis. What research

with humans was_ there in the early sixties to lend empirical

o, ¢ )
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validity to the' theorectical claims of the times? .

As Heien (1973) put it: "There are tw0'long—standinq.acti4 ’ o
« . vities in the foreign language teaching profession that are in-
effective ... One is the continued use of the long-range study
-1 to test the_efficacy of teaching methods; the other is the searéh
for the one best\method (pi’185). ;nd,Chastain“(l970) writes - that
"the evidenee at‘present lends littie suppert to a continued L
seareh for the one way to teach. Teachers, students, and the many '
* components of the Ianguage itself are too varied to justify an
1nsistence upon one particular method. The better question would
be to ask which/approach should be used with which students by
> which teachers and for which aspects of the language (p 233).

A new eclecticism in modern languadge teaching, as Boswell
(1972)vcalls,it, appears to be developing where the use orlin—
structional -crategies 'ts governed not by blind reliance on edu-
cational dogma of whatever sort (the direct method, the audio-

s

lingualists, the transformationalists, the humanists, etc.), but

ig governed rather by.the teacher's conscious selection, among
several alternatives, of that strategy‘vhieh works best with a
given behavioral objective, a given educational environment, a
given group of students,\and a given teacher.

Now, how does the teacher knou which teaching strategy he
or she should employ? The answer is, of course, that he should
look to the educational researcher to provide/the answers. Un-

fortunately, research in foreign language teaching and learning

has been confounded by the same problem that has plaqued research

with humans in other disciplines, viz. how to control for the

huge number of'variables which could, ¢*in ‘addition to the” variable

o
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"studied, intervene in the transition from learning condition x

to léarning-conditioﬁ,y. Two apprdaches.have traditionally pre-

vailed, viz. the large-scale, real-life experiment and the small-
scale, simulated-life, lab-type experiment. The former‘tries to
increase validity and generaliiability of results by including
large numbers of ostensibly randomly selected students and teach-
ers in the study; the other type hopes to keep non-relevant vari-

©

ables to a minimum by strict experimental control. e .

The failure of both research approacheséﬁo produce meaning—
N

ful results has been amply described elsewhere: the broad com-

parisons.of "methods" are always too vaguely defined in- the metho-

_dology used as well as are lackinq in rigorous experimental de—

sign, and more often than not iead to the conclusion "no signi-
ficant differences". Over long periods.of time one simply cannot
control the method which the student is using outside the class,
and therefore one\cannot be sure that learnind is the result of
the classroom method. Furthermore, it is difficult to create
distinct'materials and maintain truly différent presentations abér
an extended period because methods have many' elements in common.

The results generated by lab—type experiments (for example,v
on learning paired associates) lack sufficient similarity to’ .~
real-1life teaching and learning conditions to allow ready trans-
ferability to be useful to the teacher.

Among the broad eemparisons (e.g. Mueller 1962; Valdman,
1964; the Philadelphia Project, 1968; Chastain & Woerdehoff,
1968), the Schérer—wertheimer Project (1964) on teachiné German

by means of "traditional" versus "audio-lingual"” methods is typ-

LY

—

ical in that it pdints out the common-place observation that"by

Y]




~and large, students learn (lf anything) precizely what they are
taught, no mysterious transfer effects across different language
» skills occur" (Carroll, 1970): those trained in Speaking and
.Listening did better on these skills than the traditional group,;
while the latter excelled in Reading and Writing. The .authors
concluded°that the two methods - while yielding_occasionally strong‘
and persistent differences in various:aspects of proficiency in
Germah, resulted in comparable overall efficiency (Carroll, 1970,
p. 30). Or: What should one think of an experiment which concluded
that the’COgnitive Code\Learning course was significantly superior
to the Au&io—Lingual Course in'Listening, Reading and Writing when
Speaking wasn't even tested for and When strategies of instruc-
tion identified as,characteristic of.one;of the two approaches \ .
+ -were used by either2 (Mueller, 1971)
‘ However, it would be a grave.mistake to coneclude that - because i
”ftraditional experimental methods in psychology have failed - that ) ,:

therefore the teacher has no other recourse but to revert to im-

o pressionistic, opinion—based action, as Jakob0V1ts (1970) puts it.

, The future of effective foreign language teaching, in his opinion,
does not rest with developments in linguistics and psycholOgy,_. !

but rather with the teacher's increased #now-how'to expose the

- student to the set of conditions of learning thatiare just right

3

for him. . - oL v . , .

Heien's (1973) suggéstion on how to develop this'practical
’ . ‘ o " )
knowledge differs from the traditional. approaches: he recommends

teacher-conducted, small-scale, controlled classroom %xperiments,

so-called "action research". Theﬂconcern;of such research should be

o o . ‘_ r . 6 :




to determine the best ways of teaching specific elements of the ~

foreign lanquage; it would test the effectiveness of specific'

- features of a method rather than its global, effectiveness But

[

-~ -

" teachers may dlso be concerned ,about efficiency it is likely, says:

@,“».‘\ ",

. Heien, that certain grammar items, for example, miqht be_taught
effectively by habit formation, but it would be inefficient‘to do
so. Thus, experiments could be devised to test the hypothesiS'that
in a specific instanc? an audio—linguai approach is as’effective’
aS'a~cognitive method, but not as efficient. Must seome things be -’

P A
taught at a.cognitive level? As habit? Are there areas of language
~ * N v

systems that might be taught either way? If so, which way is more

efficient? In these experiments it would 5é imperative to set

2o

specific performance objectives, on the basis of which expected
@
achievement could be accurately related to observed achievement

(Heien, 1973, pp. 88-89)- ° _ Ny .

With this new eclecticism in mind, let me pick up Heien's

1

cue aboutlevaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of specific

instructicnal strategies. I would like to discuss some of these

-

terms first.

-

-

LI prefer the name stgategx to method" as .the latter includes

" a large variety of instructbonal activities, most of which tend

¢

to remain undefined and unobserved, a "method" is too broad a !

i 4

concept and as reported earlier, no . useful insights have been ob—
tained from broad methodological comparisons. The name "method"

also carries the’ connotation of recent'edUcationaleideologica€

warfare,.Which is exactly opposite\to the purposes of functional

-
.

- analysis. ' _ o \

~
v

An instructional strategy will be defined as a cluster of

% ~ -

. -
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activities (such as questioning, angwering, repeating, explaining,

eXpanding, contracting, reinforcing, etc.)finlthree sense modali-
tiesh(viz. the acoustic: aural-oral; ghe visual: pictorial=graph-:
emicr and the kinesthetic). A strategy‘considers teacher variables
[euch‘as proressional background, attitudes), and motivation) stu- "~
M 'dent.variables (cognitive, emotional, and psycho-motor characteris-
,*tics) and learning environment variables (such as resource materials
*and educabiomal machinery) \gtrategies are oriented towards reach-
‘ing a sat pefformance objective, “and are evaluated as being effec-
tive in these terms. Strategies which resemble one another in
-0 enghasis can'be groupéa together as methods (e.g. Direct Method,
‘ the Natural Method;:thé'Grammar—Translation Method, the Unit
Method the Mimicry—Memorization Method, the: Audio-Lingual Method) .

Examples of strategies are: the pattern drill (consisting of

the activities: presenting/listening - repeating - correcting/con-

firming ~ repeating ~ correcting/confirming) ; situational practice o/
drill; eliciting responses by pictorial cues; teaching and learn—, )//
ing vocabulary in semantic or situational context; cognitive ex;‘
planation'or a structural principle hefore, with and/or after

<@

. : [+
an exercise, or not at all; presenting the written symbol before,

Q.

Awith and/or after‘teaching.its sound equivalent; role playinghin
‘situations involving attitudes towards the foreign culture;'com~,
'parative'analysis of style by translation; teaching spelling - J
? through“the use of cognates and an understanding of the processes |
_ word formation in the foreign language'. ) ‘ -

The effectiveness of an inétructional strategy, in general

terms, is a measure of the amount of learning achieved by it; it-

' is (l) a-function of the extent to which it utilizes the teacher s

)




‘end of the ﬁeriedf/the first group had score

ability to organize the learning environment; (2) a function of

the extent to which it meets the needs of students and exploits

>

their special talents and previous knowledge, and (3) a.function

b4

of the extent to which it makes use of mdterials available in the

learning environment. More specifically, effectiveness can be

-

measured as the ratio of learning actually observed over the amount

of learning optimallf expected over a given unit of time, given
certain characteristiés of students, the teacher and thellearning
environment. Bffectiveness may be studied as a composite for all
students in a class, or analyses may be run for differential
achievement rates of groups of students.;Take a hypothetical ex-

ample: .

In a highschool classroom with the characteristics a,b,c,d

‘the use of transposed word order in Ggrman was practised in a

pattern drill consisting of a three-sentence demonstration-listen
phase, a six-sentence repetition phase and an eight-sentence

N

. . Q . ) -
-transformation phase; this learning condition'resulted in a 75%

overall mark on an achié&enent test in'zqsequence of 'directed
statements, which were recerded immediately after learning. At tbe
end of the period (35 minutes later), a re- test yielded a com-
posite of 64%. At this point, the %Faéher had to sk himself whether
the use of strategy A as outlined fulfilled his pZ

-

pecta g? for the group as a-whole, if not,\what could be done

rformance ex—

( .
to credse students' -learning? In an ‘ analysis -of scores, he

~ 7

foynd threZ discrete groups at the first test; [their average marks
‘ ' ?

were 95% (N=4), 75% (N=¥5), and 60% (N=5), rebpectively. At the
98%, the second 67%,

and the third had dropped to 29%.‘In~convex ations with the stu-

.. ‘ \\(

- -
-

Q-'
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“dents the teacher found that scores'had declined with' the degree N

of dnderétéhding of both the”grammaticalhprihciple as well as of

the instructions on what students were supposed to do.in the éx-

ercise. In the next.éeriod, the teacher added. two components to

" the basic strategy A: he explained‘carefullx what the students °

were supposed to do in the exercise andAexplained'the principlé
of transposed wbrd order. Test results for the three groups, éE'
the first testing point, were 97%, 82% and 743, at the second
point 95%, 75%,'and 64%; the composite scores were 83% versus

76%fat the re-test. An application of the same strategy B with

‘,material which had not previously been taught yilelded a comparable

pattern.

<Itbis-cleqF'that the overall_ésfﬁéll athhe pérticuiarized
éfféétiveness of instructional strategy A was increased substanti
ally in that classrqom.'ﬁéw, Qhat was the efficiency of Strategy

versus.that of Strategy B? What was the relationship between

-

effectiveness and efficiency?

In general terms again, the efficiency of an instructional

p . o
in order to reach a set effectiveness level. Increasing the effec-

strategy is the inverse function- of the "cost" of implementinhg it
|
\

tivenesé’of a strategy by modifying it 1is likelylto decrease its ‘g
efficiency; converéély, increasing the efficiency is likely to
decrease its effectiveness - although this is not necessarily so,

as will be shown later. In any case, the relationship between-

~instructional effectiveness and its associated efficiency is of

utmost concern to the teacher as he operates within the condtraints

"of a real-school situation where a minimum level of efficiency

2 -

of the classroom Operation - regardless of its effectiveness -

106
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must be maintained.
Specifically,” the "cost" of implementing an instructional-
strategy &s‘thé“sum‘total_of the money eguivalents of time and-

effort béing put in by students, teachers, and other associqted‘

f -

personnel as well as the real costs of learning resources. and

technological aids. Efficiency is a function of the cost of teacher

o

qualifications, of the time required for preparation, teaching and - -

correction of learning material; it subsumes the cost of student

[} 2 o

time while they are preparing to learn, while learniné, while eva-
. /. . .

Jluating learning; it also includes the cos€ of the educational en-

: . ' \ - [ -_’. . " ‘
vironment, the purchase, maintenance, amortization costs of equip-

ment, and the costs of running the qquipment.'Clearly,,determining

4
]

the efficiency of an instructional strategy is a qampiexfbﬁsiness,

and it would be extremely aiff;cult - if not méaningfu}ly'impossi—

ble - to devise the mathematical machinery to compare efficiehdy.

ratios in different schools with different ﬁeaéhers,'students; and

4

equipmtent. Here then resides one of the advantages of teacher= -
conducted classroom research: Eny two strategies will have a cqmmon

baseline in terms of En-school‘expendﬁﬁures;@the teacher only’needs

to look at actual costs\ipvo}yed in implementing the stiatégy in

the cfasssdom when comparedfto using anojher strategy. In the above
example, the two instructional sffategie"involving the learning
of transposed word order differed in efficiepgy”aé follows: pro-

: \ ' . s
bably half a minut&'s worth of explanation of instructions and

-~

“ possibly two minutes worth of: explanati‘on of“the'grammaticai prin-
ciple - a not unreasonable decréaée in efficiency,_however?calcu4

lated in real money terms, for-a dramatic rise in instructidnal

effectiveness \Incidental}y, a similar actual experiment is d
“~ : .

1
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scribed by Peter Rosenbaum in "The Computer as a Learning Environ-

A - . . *
ment for Fdreign Language Instruction" in FLA, 2 (4), 19692, op.
° e by = .

.4 ”

Let me return to effectiveness. for a minute. The effectiveness

A s

of a strategy can be measured along‘two dimensions, viz. achieve-
ment over a tife span following learning (that means, amount of -

material not forgotten) and divergence of application of learned |

: material (that-means, "transfer" to different situations) Strate--

gies may differ in terms of their effectiveness immediately follow-

ing the‘ledrning step, 1 hour subsequently to it, 1 day, .1 month,

etc. Effectiveness may also differ according to the extent to

'which learning can be‘applied in a tightly structured situation

(where only one correct response is possible) as compared to

~achievement in a controlléd response_situatiOn (where several cor-

regt choices are.possiblé) and finally to a free—expression

9

situation (in which the learner must call.up and use properly the
elemeét learned). I would assumé that we are interested in long-
term,?high—divergence learning, but what are thg_imélications of
this desire for instructional efficiency? Do we know?

The analysis of effectivenes—efficiency leve%@-of instruc-
tional strategies does not necEssarily'preseng the obvious answer,:
but it allows us as teachers to make a conscious, rational de--
cision: it provides the basis. for appropriate teacher action,:‘ﬂ |
Assume; for éxample, that strat gies %X and Y had effectiveness
levels of 80% versus Sé%, respectively, but Y were only 50% as
efficient,as’g. Does the relatively smalI&return on increased

1

effectiveness by 10% justify an increase in cost by 50%. The re-

-~

!sult of anleffectiveness efficiency analysis could wéﬁ‘.ﬁ@ the

~

IR 1. | -

v ’ T

457-465). | : , ] ‘
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~*~selection of the relatively nfost effective strategy, given cer—~

tain fi c1ally permiss1ble effic1ency levels.

n

As an lllustration, take the SUNY Pilot Project o%‘teaching

Spanish through team,teaching and superVised independent study

]
» a v

_{ - which was occaSioned by financial pressures. Boyd Bowman et’ al
(1973) reported thathon measures of Listening, Reading, and Writ-
‘iné the classes taught byqtraditional means (taught 5 times per
_'week by the recular instructorl did not differ‘significantly from
. those who were: team—taught (twice a week the-rest-of the time;' o
by nativevinformants) or. from those who were superVised in inde—
pendent study. Clearly,.Group 1: wa; the most expensive,’ conse—
.qguently less effic1ent ‘than Groups 2 or 3. ObViously,.a cost—
R COnsc1OUS administrator would prefer the approach to teaching in=
B volved in Groups 2 and 3 But take a looh at achievement levels

;<\\and ask ou self if- any of “them would be acceptable in your school~’

e

In each of the three grougﬁﬁ the students reached only about 50%
e

“of potential maximum achi ment in Listening and Reading, and

ey

about 65% in Writing, Much could be said about these levels of
obtained achieé@meg@%

//in any case, the relationships between
efficiency and’ approach_there are clear, and deCiSions can be taken
" on thlat basis if the obtained levels of achievement are acceptable.
ALet ;; give you an illustration of an analysis of effective-
ness and efficiency which(was c¢arried out in the German Department
at the'Uniuersitx'of Alberta. The problem involved six variants
of aqdinstructional strategy concerning the role and place of a

cognitive explanation -of grammatical principles by the teacher

and/or the students before and/or after practice. The learning
material.was adjective endings, in the Aaccusative singular of the ;

Q . o ' - ! 2
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three genders following der-words andhein—WOrds;;The,performance

'objectives‘for this non-randomized'class,of 26 stﬁdents was.(l)

~100 3 oh an oral test immediately following the learning situation,
which required the "proper use of the correct adjective endind in-
ten sentences supplied'by the instructor, invoiVing various com-
bfnations of’genders and pre-iimiters} (2) 100% on an oral test
one half hourteftzr'the learning situation in which the student
was asked'to complete'a“sentence correctly while.using an adjec-
tive and a noun of his choice. All" students went through the six
conflguratlons, the taped e*erC1ses themselves were the s ame for
all students; the.students reqprded their:responses on tape.
Cognitive explanetibns of the grammatical pr;neiple'were distri-
buted as follows: ' f‘_. o -

(1) No explanation before the exeréise; no explanation subsequent

to it; the students were given half a minute before they

started the next learning segment-,the intention there was -to

. [ .
.allow the students to think abo@t,'fix in their minds, or K
: q

+ whatever, structural generalisationslﬁerived from the senten-
ces practiced (0-0) .

¢ . .

(2) The instructor explained the structural point before the exer- '~

»

cise; but no verbalized explanation followed it.h(I—d)
(3) The instructor expleined the structural point before the exer-
\,oise and‘summarized again.after the drill. (I-I)
(4)'No explanatlon before the exerc1se, the inStructor summarized'
the grammatlcal principle 1nvolved after the exercise. (0-I)
(S) The instructor explained before the exercise and called on
studehts to verbalize the gramﬁatiealkprinciple cohtained tn

_ _ ) , . _ ;
that learning Segment; where necessary he asked leading

- ! -
e .o 1
. (W) . .

L~




questidhs to help the students along. (I-S) s

(6) No explanation before the ekercise; the instructor'calyEd on

students “to verbalize the,grammatical_principle and heipedl
along where ‘necessary. (0-S) _ o
The graph on the hand-out shows the results; it is‘clear>’hat L
effebtiveness and cost did not bary in a straight l%ﬁé with each’

other. Note that the highest initial learning achj

tained under treatment I-S (aiso the most expensgive ohe), the

second highest by I-O which was the third-mosf expensive treat-

| ﬁeht; After half an hour (an@ presumabiy«w \are interested in .

longer-term learning) material learned with I—S was still best

remembered but was followed closely by I-O. Stra\egy O-S cer-

-

| tathy appears q be a strategy to av01d both in test\of low

- H ’r

vement was Ob-

effedtiveness- s well as relatlvely low eff1c1ency. Simllarly, I- I

f
‘is less sultable than I-O. If I were the teacher, I would employ

-:tI—S (i- e.;grammatlcal explanatlon before drllllng ‘and gxammatlcal
,‘ | ]

ilsummary dy students with the help of the teacher) if the extra

,\cost invqlved when compared to I-0 did not make a dlfference.

1.,;‘ A word of caution here. these results confirm what we have

A d,
Suspecte of course, but they may not be generalizable to other

porntf of grammar, other levels of language. 1nstructlon or other

schoolg. The point of this’ analyslis has, of course, been to- aid -
! [
the«ii vsroom teacher_deallng with a certaln group of students

under\ certain learning conditions. Generalizability of results
,from large-scale, broad comparisons as well .as from lab-type ex-

periments has always been a precarious matter; however, a

classroom teacher may reasonably expect his students' and learning

‘$

8 . . .
conditions to resemble each other from year to-'year, and may, con-

~

o
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‘_/////sequently, trust his own action reselarch much more. Just coin*
cidentally, the results of this .expériment agree, at least in part,
. with Politzer's who also studied th¢ role and place of the ex-

planation 'in the pattern.drill. He [concluded that.an early intro-

duction of the grammatical explanatjion by the instryctor seemed

»

to be a more effective treatment than its postponement or omission

ST

(Politaer, 1968):
 Let me‘turnbnow to an analysis of some gommon instructibnal
'strateqies_in terms ef their reported etfectiveness andlprobable

efficiency. ' | 7

The pattern drill. In 1963, qarroll stated that there was
hardly any emplrlcal research that gould be cited either to support
the use of pattern practice drllls as contrasted with othersmethods
of teachlng grammar or to 1nd1cate ‘what variables control the

success of particular types of drills (Carroll, 1963, . 1072).

Irr 1966, the same author concluded that there had been few recent

‘studies of methods of grammar teaching in foreign languages (Carroll,
E 1970, p. 32)..He cites two experiments, one of which must he eva- ’
‘luated with caution because of obvious handicapping of the Control
groﬁp; the other one, by McKinnon, will be discussed below.

How many times.does a sentemce have to be. repeated to estab-
lishia pattern in the student'ssmind?'Does'every student?need to
repeat the same number of times? It has been suggested (note, not
shown) that it may take at least three 11steneand respond pairs
to establlsh a pattern, and-ePght to teach it~ (Stack 1960, p< 34).

Are the various types of patterh drills (such as transformatlon,

'substitution, contraction, expansion) equally effectlve in pro-
A3 ‘~/

ducing short- term and long~term learning? What iss the transf/r L

X
‘\) . . 11 ) ’ B 1

‘EBiq‘ ’ 7 - : ' , T,
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capability of the various pattern drills to the real=life. .Communi-

cation Situation° How much over- learning is required, if any'> At

what point would it be more effective (and efficient) to practice

the fqQreign language ‘within real-life situations'rather than to

-

qontinue to drill in %echanical, controlled exercises? New is even

the recognition that exercisesfcan.be ca egorized as ranging from
mechanical drills (whgre only 1 response j correct)4_to.meaning;

ful controlled drills \(where the student has a ‘choice -among several

correct answers), to ¢ mmunicative exercises in/which the student

" has the control over the selection of material (Paulston, 1970)'>

v -

toward the student while a certain point of the grammar is being

learned. Empirical evidence for all these questions is simply -

i

non-existent. - ] . o BN .

What»is the role of class size in'practicing?.Horne (1970)
conbluded that a class of 4 or less does no better than a group .
of ﬁ to 9, in some skill areas (notably the interactive skills)
they do evén worse than the larger group. According'to his research,
5 to 9 is the optimum clasg size for effective language instruc- --

tion. Rosenbaum (1969) calmulated that in a class/bf,ls which

is ‘typical of college forei-n‘language classes, students only have

an average of 1.7 minutes sgepking time per period Where . is the

|

point of” duminishrng Veturn in speaking ability as regressed on

available class time for spegq ing'> Is better management of the

‘

learning environment by autom tion the answer? Banathy and Jordan

(1969) designed a classroom l;-oratory instructional system; they
4 L ’

found that students learning iy the system were significantly

3

different only in Listening fr- students in conventional classés

| ' | 16 -

" New is the recognition of the need to shift contral from the téacherv

e
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- about equal effectiveness with drastically lowered efficiency
Computer assisted. instruction (Rosenbaum, 1969) appeared to in—

K

crfase obtained achievement in Reading and Writing when compared

@

to non-CAI students; there were no significant differences bet-
ween the two groups in Listening and Speaking. Increased effective-
- ness at what cest? o ' I o
An old point ofocontroversy,is the queStion at what time the
written word should be introduced in relation to the spoken word.
‘Audio-lingual theory holds that introduction of written symbols
_,—\ihould be delayedfin order to prevent interference of spelling
‘ with‘pronunciation, but empiricafﬂresults are not unambiguous:
Muller (1965) concluded that with Portuguese students, early
introduction to the written word {nhibited learning of correct

&

“pronunciation and intonatibn patterﬂs. Estarellas and Reagan (1966)
found that teaching he sounds and letters of Spanish simultaneous-
ly aided the student in the mastery of all language skills Hawkins
. (1971) maintained that there is an advantage‘ to be gained by in-
troducin? the written mord:immediately - for all languages studied.
Lado (1972% suggested it is more effective to learn to read a

A
language simultaneously with learming to.speak it, as it need/not

x.> interfere, but may actually facilitate it. Postovsky (1974) again
‘found‘that in learning Russian, adult students developed better
~overall language proficiency when oral practice was delayed in

the initial- phase of instruction, provided that this pre-vocal

‘" »

_ period was devoted to training in aural comprehension and written

practice from spoken input. ~ “ -

What 1is a teacher to do? It would certainly be more efficient

“to introduce the written word earlier than has previously been

ERIC . . - £
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Suggested. How'effective'would.that instructional strategy be
- when compared to delayed presentation° It appears from the available
eVidence that effectiveness and efficiency cah be maximized by

introducing the written representation from spbken input and by

c0nsciously teaching for possible sources of interference.-

l‘

. Learning a language in context is a prinCiple baSlC to several '

instructional strategies. Carroll (1970) states that there is no .
empirical research available to tell the teacher whether vocabu- .
‘lary should be learned in context Apparently, the conceptualiza-~
tion of "c0ntext"‘is difficultoto agree on does it require the
use of' the word simply in a aifferent sentence or is a concept
embracing the entire semantic range of the word the meaning of
context? Or does context mean referential support? Holley's (1973)
study of vocabulary learning in cefitext with varying,amounts of
® new word densities produced surprising results:She foudd that wr
over a range from 1 new word per 150 known words up to 1 new wordn

per 15 known words, vocabulary learning continued to increase

Without reducing comprehension or students ratings of enjoy-

-

ability of material This result contrasts with Carroll and Burke's

(1965) study conoerning the learning of pairs of words in the
]
native tongue and the foreign language; they found a definite

decrease in learning over one sitting which mafkedly increased .. ,

T

the time required for learning a new pair of wobdrds. They concluded

" that it wou%d be more efficient and gffective to break up voca- -
: R ' ‘ y
bulary learning into sittings of shorter duration.

There is some experiméntal evidence to support the assumption
4 . v -

_that it is a more effective ihstructional strategy which includes

pictures while students are learning sentences. McKinnon (1965)

Q o . ’ N L
v {I
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taught a simplified. pidgin laﬁguadé of New Guinea to grade 3

»

pupiiS'by three strategiés;.first, by pattern practice: sentences

were presented and pupils had to repeat_tﬁeﬁ until they thought
they could say them well ; another group was given' a pidtorial

representétion'of the'ﬁgaﬁing of the sentence in addition EQ

Y

pattern practice; a tﬁird‘strategy involved asking the puﬁils

3

&

to compose the sentence whilgildoking at the picture, before the
. 2o - B

tape gavé the correct sentence; the children could then replay -

the sentence as often as they iiked. The last strategy requiring

activétinvolvement with picES%iéT support was more effective

than passive réfe;ential suppqrt; which in turn was more effec-
tive than pattern practice by itself. Furthermore, the teacher's

. ; a
explanation of grammatical peints was mare effective and ¢fficient

compared to the strategy where pupils f;guréd out the po‘ht by

o
*

theﬁselves: ;
Jarvis“énd Hatfield (1971) considered coﬁtextual zation of

foreign language material to be more effective than gimple Drill
précti%e. They h&pothgsfzed that Drill classes (in_which students
practised points of grammar in all varietiéé of paftefn d;ills, |
cued question and answer practice, and multiple respénse préctice)
would have lower achievement in real-1ife communication'situations
than Contextual classes yhere practice was afforded primarily
through personalized questions and answers and discussions of
perSOnaily meaningful topics. The latter did 3x¢eed the Drill
students in Speaking and Writing, but did notrdiffér in, Listening
and Reading. °

One could continue for quite some time to discuss the effec-

tiveness~efficiency dimension (or our lack of knowledge of it) in

y 2
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foreign language teaching and learning, but I hope that I haue
A

peen able to support my contention that (1) there are no universallf7

applicable to the teaching situation, (2) «£hat we should not accept

educational dogma Without empirical eVidence, (3) that the class-

oom teacher is in a very good position to conduct research which

is meaningful, -and in all likelihood more valid for his situation

than that carried out in brobd comparisons . or artificial lab

situations; and (4) that the effectiveness- efficiency dimension,
_along which all instructional strategies can be evaluated, provides.

\
a useful conceptual framework for such action research»

i Politzer (1970) and Jarvis and Hatfield '(1971) have -addressed
themselves to the question of the teacher s conscious selection of

instructional strategies and suggested that there is a definite

elatibnship between the frequency of occurr%pce of‘an instruc-

| N

tional strategy and its effectiveness, ‘viz. a sharp rise\in pro-
ductivity, then a leveling-off, and finally even a decli*e in
students' learning as the teacher continues to. use the same stra-=,
teqgy. The ability to find this point at which the increase in
effectiveness of an instructional strategy does not justify a
“ﬂfurther “increase in effort expended (i.e. decreased efficiency) ~
\is, in my opinion, pbasic to success 1in teaching a foreign language.

~ A
oy L]
.
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