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This program assessment instrument has been developed to be used by administrators; professional ‘ ) ’:
staff and community representatives to assess secondary reading programs and-to provide an mfor- C -
mational basis for establishing goals. Posslble uses for data generated from this instrument are: . ' ;
¢ . v » . .
- Validation of exemplary programclpromxsmg practlces : o
Self appraisal (buxldmg, district, c.'ommumty level) ' . '
Development of long range goals - -
- Planning inservice .
- Plannii g and evaluating federal programs .
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Y - “Program: Direct Component (Remedial, De#elopmental Readmg) ” The read-
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‘:’/'V) ) Rating Seéle: (1) not started, {2) started/lxttle progress (3) some progress; (4) almost achneved
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«  (5) achieved. . : .. .
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PROGRAM FUNCI' IONAL COMPONENT (QONTENT A REA READING)

1.

‘In analyzing text matenals, the teachers determine both

concepts to be taught and reading strategxes students>w1ll use.

In prepanng students to read text the teachers use speclﬁc
pxe-readmg activities such as vocabulary/concept acquisi-
tion téchniques like vocabulary overviews, advance organ-
izers, and prediction sheets .

In gqmdmg students. to an understandmg of cqncepts, the

teachers use strategies ‘such as reading guides, study guides,

rewnte techiniques and student interaction. .

In guxdmg students to become mdependent feamners, the

teachers use strategles such as reastning guides, reaction

gundes higher level.ques{ions and post-organizers.

In planning instruction, teachers consider these student )

characteristics: background in subject, learning styie and
rate, and skill levels in thinking, reading, speaking and writing.
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- . 6. Teachers rather than the tex..boq'k determme concepts to
' beféarned. _ - )

2 There is a cemmuhication/coordination - system “through

which teachers cah identify student needs.in functional

-reading and share . successful strategijes among the various

subject areas and grade levels. . . 1
5 o .

implementing readmg strategres for preventlon of readmg
: problems ¢

9. 'A referral system exists by which feachers can obtaix evalu-

__10., The teachers know- the referral system and use 1t

11. _ Staff hag awareness of and utxhzes grouping patterns, i.e.,
one-to~one small groups ( fewer than six), large:groups (over
six), heterogeneous and homogeneous

]
- Q

12, Staff knows and uses somé of the teaching approaches, i.e.,
- smgle-teacher-multl-sub)ect team teaching, student-cross-
" dge teachmg, certificated tutor, or\small group teachmg

113, Classroom teachers have a minimum of six semester hours in
~ .an accredited reading course or courses that-include content-
area readmg, 4
- 14 There is an ennchment program for gifted or high achreve-‘
ment learners that is maintained through identification of
high achievers, development of“personalized ‘programs, a_nd
provisions of special interest groups, materials, and activities.
- 15.  Bilingual mstructlf)n is provxded as detenmned by goals and
* objectives of the local community. .

.
- -~

) oral and written. language
l‘\

17.' ~The drétnct admrmstfanon is committed to encouragmg'.-
" reading programs by prov1dmg sup‘wort—twprmcrpals and

8. Reading teachers assist content teachers in develbpnfg and *

ation of and assistance for stujlents with special reading peeds:". |

-

16. PI'OV]S]OI‘IS are made in each subject area for develo;)ment of *

staff, - . , .

— . B
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.STAFFm& -

« 18 All teachers teach skllls and, procésseﬁo master coricepts 1 2 3.4 5
to all students along with teachmg concepts of the subject.

* 19, The building admlmstrator ‘demonstrates understandmg 1 2 3 4 §
' and commitment to the reading program by: proyiding - ' S
leadership -and fesources, hiring qualified personnel, in- .

sisting on teacher inservice, presenting a strong case 'to.
. others for budgetary ‘support, and evaluatmg personnel
v . ¢ on competencymfunctxonal reading practxces

20 A quahﬁed individual . has been given authonty, respons:- ) ¢ 2 3 4 5
bility and tune to develop and coordmate the total program -

21. Paraprofesslonals and/or volunteers WOrk with students ~ 1 2 3 4 5
. under the dlrect supervision of the classroom teacher. ’
22, Paraprofesmonals and volunteers have a minimum of 15 . 1 2°-'3 4 5§
clock-hours preparation prior to service. in the reading
program. The preparation is in such areas as record keeping, R
. ingtpuctional techniques, cperation of equipment and . : .

© 23. The building administrative personnel ha‘v§ a minimum of. 1 2 | 3 45
' six semester hours in an accredited regding course Or courses
that include reading in the subJect areas. - .

: 12 3 4 5

24, Staff paraprofessxonals and vo]unteers “receive continuing \ 1 i
| inservice.in the apphcatlon of the readmg techmques in all d '
. subjects. - - e

25. An overall mservxce plan exists for the readnﬁg program
(content remedial and developmental)

26. Reading inservice, plans are developed Jom\tly by, spbject .
" teachers, administrators and specialists.. . , L .

A N . . . - . . » .
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27. There’is an mstructronal Materials selection process whlch .1
takes into .account r adabrlrty factors, -such as grade’level, e
¢ text fornrat, vocabulary treatment and authors style. et
28. There is an mstructronal matenal selection process whxch L]

takes into account. orgamzatronal factors, such as student
aids (illustrations, glossaries, graphs) and textbook orgamza-
tional patterns (cause and effect /sequence compare/

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION AND/OR Uss,or -]‘EXTUA\Q MATERIALS

2 3 74
2 3 4
2.3 4
2.3 4

contrast). C . ‘
29. There is an accessible resource center which includes current - -1
professional materials. : e,
30 The library -or rbsource center with adequate matenals is 1
“used as an integral part of the readmg program -
’ G - t -
: /' '
— - ) - x_ ‘v
- \g/ e , ‘
. . B ‘ o
‘COMMUNITY !NVOLVEMENT ' I
- 31.. An advisory task force has representa‘hon from the busmess . . 1

community, student body, pdrents and staff.

32. Information on the status of the readmg program is fre- /
quently dxssemmated to the cOmmumty .

.33 A composite task force is rnamtamed to assure that the - 1
readmg program is fulfilling commumty needs '

2 3 4
26D 4
2. 3.4
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PROGRAM: DIRECT COMPONENT (REMEDIAL, DEVELOPMENTAL READING)*

34

- 35,

36..

v“

38

‘39,

" 40,

41,

42

-
4
-

* *This section is to be completed only by the rcadirg specialist.

The readmg program is based on a scope and sequence.of
skmg .o 4 .

Student skxll attamment rs recorded and ma-}salmd on skill

ey

sheets b‘ased on an adopted scope and sequence. .

Students’ records are ava:rlable and utilized by teachers

The readmg program includes development of word analy31s,

*vocabulary,, comprehension,:reasoning, study, and creatrve -

thought mllls and” apphaatrons *

v

Tearhers guidesstudents to Trealize how useful and engoyable
rca.lmg can be. And students are given oppor‘unmes for.
fr.e readmg regularly .

' Teachers eOntmuously mform students of therr reading prog-
‘ress and assrst stud;nts to plan personal goals and objectives.”

I'he readmg staff knows and uses some of the basic ap-
proacHes, i.e. meamng emphasis, code emphasis, linguistics,
moditied alphabet prcgrammed leammg, individualized,

language experience, ecle'ctrc or other, in teachmg students '

O .
X4

Reading classes are available for students working to i improve.
‘their Peadmg sk),}lsand for students 1denf1f ed as deﬁcrent in

reading.’ i

-

) - ( -~ :
\Eome kind of. qua,ntrtauve assessment demonstrates program
effectrveness - o .

. The readmg specialist ’1as completed thiree years of success-

ful classroom teaching in which teaching of reading is an
1mportant responsrbllrty o \

PO

"The specrahsf has completed a masters degree or under- *

- graduate study which included 12 semester hours of courses

in the area of readmg,f .o !

~
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" PROGRAM: FUNGTIONAL COMPONENT (C;inmt Arss Reading)
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Duflng the final year of the study, progress made toward
the f;zst two goals will permit us to work toward the third
goal =-- the discavery of relationships between what is taught
and what is learned over the period during which most frangéf
phone students in Quebec receive formal instruction in Englishi

Sgb;ﬁhts
Three groups of learners (approximately 175 in all) from
two schools near Montreal are being followed for a twceyeaf
pe:icd, starting resPectively in Grade 6, Grade 8, and Grade
10.* Students in the younger groups may be followed on a limi-
ted basis\during the third year. This design.permits both lon-
gitudinal and cross-sectional comparisons across most of the

period @f ESL instruction.

TH§§Qbserva£icn classes have not been chosen ‘at random.

On the contrary, due to the intensive schedule of observation
and testing, it was necessary to choose schools and teachers
where we could be sure of long-term cooperation. Our expecta-
‘tion of full cooperation has been more than fulfilled. The
three teachers whose classes we have observed during the first

sar of the study have at least five years of ESL experience
and all have had gcad academic training. One is a native
speaker of EﬁgllSh, the other two have native-like command of .

the language. . : ' \

The students come from middle class suburban and rural
homes. The students in Grade 6 at the beginning of the period
of observation, began receiving ESL instruction in Grade 4 using

* In thls rePért, the grade 1evels af our subje:ts a:e feférred

to as Grades 6, 8, and 10, rather than as Primary 6 and Secon-.

dary II and IV as is the practice in Quebec, The term "Secon-
dary students" refers to both Grade 8 and Grade 10 subjects.
Grade 6 students are sometimes referred to as "elemEﬂtary
‘students". ‘

i
v

)

’
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the LGGK,?L;SﬁEnlﬁéﬁdng§rﬁ,tEthDGkSE(AlﬂxaﬁﬂeIg 1972). Most

of the secondary students began receiving ESL instruction in
Grade 5. Many students currently in ‘6rade 8 used the Qggg,
Listen, and Learn maﬁerials in Grades 5 and 6; thGFE in Grade

10 used a Vafiéty of differént materials., All segandary studenta

since Grade 7. A quest;cnnalre admlnlstered at the beglnning of

the observatioh period confirmed our assumptian’;hat the stu-
dents have little exposure to English outside sthool.
Data Base

\ Because the longitudinal nature of the study required as
;ar{y a start as possible, we recorded large samples of class-
room interaction and individual interviews with learners. Approx-
imately 70 hours of classrcﬁm reccrdlngs (10 hours from each
of 7 classes) have been made, tran§cf;bed and verified for accura-
Ccy. About 50 hours of interviews with a total of more than
200 students have been recorded, transcribed, and verified. The 1

total cérpus consists of over 5000 pages of transcript.

In addition to the classraam interaction and 1nterv1ew
data, the total data base lngludes standardi zed tests, provincial
examinations, cloze tests, written assignments and teacher-made
tests.! All these different kinds of data are being analyzed
in order to obtain'the broadest possible picture of learners'
language so that findings can be attributed to true development
rather than to performance which occurs in only one language

use condition, e.g., in the formal test situation.
‘ »

We are concerned with degcribing'the output =-- what learners

can say and understand and what they know about the language they



are learngng, and the ;}put - the elassrggm languaga,,thei
1anguage of the textbcok, and tc a’ llmited .extent, the language
expasure outside the classroom. Thus there are' three majcr areas
of research on which thlé study draws: 1anguage acquisition
reséarch, classroom 1nteractian research* and the analysis of

3

texts and methods for second language'féach;ng.

. . e
The repértfis divideﬂ inté Eaur;chapters‘ The f;:st twg
ghapters. Léarnefs‘ Language and Classroonm Interactlgﬁ, 1nclude
detailed reports of the major work acc@mpllshed in the f;rst
year of the study. Chapter 3, Text Analy51s, is a reV1ew of: the
literature in text analysls and Presents a plan for ‘the . analys;s
of materials used in the. schools where the preSEnt research is
‘being carried out. Chapter 4 is a Skétch of the plans for
carrying out - the 1Gng term g@als Df the pr@gect the discovery,
and dEECflPtlDﬂ of relatlcngh;ps between what is taught ,and
what is learned in ESL classrooms and .the fafmulatlén Qf recom-

mendatlcns far improving second 1anguage lﬁStEUCtLDﬁ in class—

rooms.

: .
I . f
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Chapter 1

LEARNERE' LANGUAGE

“Previous Research . )

Du@nwéfk in‘éeécribing and aéécunting for aspects of second
1anguagefleafne:é linguistic development is based on three manr:
ﬁissues#iﬁ language adquisition research:
- (1) _Uniﬁéxsals and variation
\ (2). Cressésectlcnal Vs, 1Gng1tud;nal Gbservat;ans
(3) Relatlanshlps between linguistic 1nput and learners'

language.'xrf
A brief GV%IViEW of research in these areas is presented '
" below. Thls is fallawed by ‘progress reparts on Dngalng prcgects

"

iw1th1n the learnerg language study. : - -

UﬂlVEfEalS and_ Vaflatan in language_ develgpment. During
the ‘past two decadesg a major research question has béen the ex-

tent to which second 1anguage leaznlng is like first language
%Equlgltlﬂn- Attempts have been made to discover the "natural
sequences" in the, L2 iééfnér’s devel@pment— starting from the
assumption, based on some first- 1anguage achLSLtian research, ‘
‘that there are important develcpmental similarities (perhaps even

lun;versals) far all languagé learners.

&

Severai researchers have Dbserved what they Gcnsléer to be
unlversals ln language acqu1Slt1Gn.) In fl:st %anguage-acqulsl—
tjon, this theory of universals was proposed by Chamsky (1957),

e
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1965, 1968) and McNeill (1966, 1970), and has been advanced more -
concretely on the basis of Dbservatlons of children's language
acqu151t;an in dlfferent language env1rgnménts by Slobin (1973).

Language acquisition research has suggested that among.
Engllsh speaklng chlldra@, there are regular and predlctable se=
guences in- the develagméht of certain linguistic sub-systems.

For example, ﬁhe sequencekcf emergence of a number of grammatlg

Vaf gh;ldfen studied loﬂg;tudlnally (ELQWn; 1973); this sequence
was zaﬁfi%med with a larger number of children in cross-sectional
studies (de Villiers and de Villiers, 1973). 1In addition to
consistencies in the development of linguistic structure, impres-
sive similarities hgvg been found to exist in the semantic ' '
content of early child language (Brown, 1973; Bloom, L%ghtbown;
and Hood, 1975). Such apparent universals 'in child language

may be due to similarities in cognitive development (Bloom, 1973;
Bloom, et al., 1975; Brown, 1973); and to similarities in parents
" speech (Snow, 1972;'Ehi1lips, 1973), and not necessarily to the
innate linguistic universals proposed by Chomsky. However,
researchers in second 1anguage‘acqﬁisition have also found cer-
tain consistencies in the development of second language learners --
both children and adults ~= and in the speech addressed to

!
second language learners.

Some theorists have hypothesized that observed consistencies
in L1 and L2 de?elapment are due to universal language acqui-
sition structures -- L1 or L2 (Coréeri 1967, 1971). Dulay and
Burt (1973) hypothesized that children would leafn English in
the saﬁe”@éy, in the same developmental sequence, whether
English was their Ll or L2. Some researchers have found support

for this L1 = szhypoth351s in empirical tesearch tracing the

i3



development of comprehension ?f some linguistic patterns (Cookj
1973; d'Anglejan and Tucker, 1975; Bever and Denton,  1975).
Other researchers have observed important differences Bet-

ween L1 and L2 acquisition but important similarities among

', second language learners with .different mother tongues. This
observation has led to the hypotheses that L2 = L2. According
to the L2 = L2 hypothesis, L2 learners, no matter what their
first language background, will all learn the L2 in the same way,
in the same developmental sequence, and their problems ana
successes will be determined by characteristics of the L2 rather
than By differences or similarities between L1 and L2 (Bailey,
Madden, and Krashen, 1974 and Dulay and Burt, 1974a, 1974b).

Most recently, however, the belief in universals in both L1
and L2 acquisition has been challenged by research showing that
detailed longitudinal analysis of individual learners reveals
important variability in the Eéurse of language acquisition of
different learners. 1In L1 research, see for example, Bloom,
Hood and Lightbown (1974); Bloom, Lightbown, and Hood (1975),
Nelson (1973), Ramer (1976), Braine (1976)_ For L2 research,
see Hatch (1974), Larsen-Freeman (1975) and, Cazden, Cancino,
Rosansky and Schumann (1975). Rosansky (1976a, 1976b) states
that the consistency found in some second language acquisition
research has seemed more impressive than it actually is because
of the choice of certain elicitation materials and certain stat-

istical analyses of the data, which bias the results.

A number of researchers have found that factors associated
. with success in one type of second language learning environment
are not predictive of success in other types of environments

or courses. For example, Hamayan, Genesee, & Tucker (1975)




report that exposure to French outside the sghodl\séttihg was
"more predictive of success" on a French achievement test for
students in regular French as a second language course than

for students in immérsiéﬁ programs. Dllerl(19#7) coméares_the‘
results .of many studies on the relationship between attitudes
toward the target language population and success in language
learning. He conciudes that positive attitudes and so-called
-integrative motivation are more often associated with success

in environments where interaction with the Fazget language popu-
‘lation is a real possibility ("second language" contexts) than

in environments where one is unlikely to enécunter sPeake:§ of
the language outside the classroom (“foreigﬂ language" contexts).
_ Furthermore, factors associated with sﬁ;cess in some aspects
of language;learn@ﬁé may not predict sugcesS?in another aspect.
For example, in a'study of pﬁpils in French %mmersiéﬁ p:og:amé,!
higher IQ scores were associated with higherfscoresfan tests -
of "acddemic language skills" bBut not necessarily with the dev-
elopment of "interpersonal communication skills" (Genesee, 1?76,
p. 500). !

Cross-sectional vs.. lgngiﬁuﬂiﬁalfstudggg_ A major problem

in second language research is that it has been almost exclusive-
ly cross-sectional. Until recently there have been few de-
tailed longitudinal studies of second language learners' devel-
"opment. (Impcrtan; exceptions include Hakuta, 1974; Hanania,

' 1974; Gillis and Weber, 1976; Dato, 1975; Cazden et al., 1975;
Wode, 1976, 1978). Mgst longitudinal studies are case studiegg,k
of one or two individuals. Recent ¢rﬂss—secti§nal research iﬁ
first language acquisition has béEﬂrbSSEd on hypotheses taken

from the results of longitudinal studies. Second language



acquisition research does not yet have such a foundation. The
absence of longitudinal studies is especiglly serious since
there is no single reliable index Gf'secgnd language learners'
developmental levels, Thus, many cross-sectiénal studies may
be obtaining data which do not actually represent the levels of
develcpment which they claim to be, exam;nlng Crcss—sectlcnal
research must bhe camplementeé by longitudinal research for two

reasons: e -

(1) If the universal sequences of development which have
emerged in cross-sectional research really eéist, they should
be verifiable through comparisons with the description of in-
dividual learners' speech. A

(2) The :esults of lgngitudinal research will generate new
hypotheses about language develcpmént unlversals which cah then

be. tested further in cross- sectlenal studies.

The design of the present study permits both longitudinal and
cross-sectional comparisons of learners' language knowledge and

language use.

Relaticnships between_ input and output In Séccnd 1anquage

alternately been assumed to be essentlally 1scmérphlc (E g., in
audio- 11ngual language teaching) or only tenucusly related f
(e.g., in recent language acquisition research showing strong
patterns of similar learnlng sequences in learners w1th dlfféfent
learning environments). These two extreme views of the input-
output relationship reflect the major linguistic and Psych@l@g;E
cal theories which have been held by teachers and researchers at
different points over the past forty years. Surprisingly, there
has been little research which has actually compared input and

output systematically.

%
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there was no dlreet felatlonshlp between the frequeﬁey with which
certain llnguletle items appeared in perental speeeh and the
order in which children ecqulred the items (Brown, 1973) Similar-
ly, parental reeponees to children's language in the\ferm of imi=-
tation, praise, or expansion dldxnet appear to gredleﬁ orders of
acquisition of linguistic ‘structures (Brown, Cazden, ehd'Bellugi;
1969). Ne?ertheleee, many researchers were convinced thet there
must be important - and systematic - relationships between
parents’ epeech and children's language development. The\;e—
sults ef several etudies indicated. that speech addressed te
children was different from+that eﬁdreeseﬂ to adults and thee'
this speech changed in systematic ways over time with'tﬁéfehild‘e
increasing ability to .use lengueée (Phillipe, 1973; Snow, 1972).
Subeequent'reeeereh on parents' landuage has focused onipreemetic
as well as eyntaetle and morphological eepeete ‘of their speech

(eee, for exemple, articles in Snow & Fergueon, 1977) In

tion are enelyeed developmentally, the elpee reletlenshlp betﬁ
ween the input and output become more appe:ent (Bloom, Hood,

& Lightbown, 1974; Bloom, Rocissano, and Hood, 1976; Moerck,
1977) . ’

In L2 acquisition research, parfly as a result of the trend
in L1 reeearch to go back to a closer examination of the 1nput,
there have been a few studies which have dealt with speech-
addregsed to leernersi A number of studies have concerned them-
selves with "f
which some people adopt when speaking to non-native speakers

reigner talk" - the special linguietie!register

(Ferguson, 1975). Some similarities between foreigner talk and
the speech eﬂdreeeed to young children heve been noted. However,
none of the pub%iehed research to date has established a causal

\
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link between the use of a simplified register and the rate or

sequence of acquisition on the part of L2 learfers.

Gaies (1977) used an analysis based on Hunt's (1979)
T-units to describe the speech of ESL teaéhers in their ESL
cllassrooms talking to students and in a seminar-talking to each
other. He showed that the teachers' ESL speech was simpler  than
their peer speech and that the ESL'speéch increased in complex-

Iy, presumably because the learners were 1ncz3351ngly able to
handle more complex speech. Gales uses his results to support
a claim that L2 and L1 learning are similar although he ‘does

nDt report on any analysis of learners speech.

- Hatch and WagnersGDugh (1976) éénslder the input to be an
1 1mpcrtant under-explored area in L2 acquisition research. They
f%é@@zt that the order in which Wh- fgrms emerge in the speech of
a number of L2 1earner§ matched the frequency with which thesc
forms were addressed to them. Much of the input data which
Hat:h;and Wagner-Gough had at their disp@sal,ghéwever; was taken
from %ranScripts of invéstigatérslearner interactions, Such

data may not be representative of the ‘learners' overall exposure.

Larsen-Freeman (1976) found significantly high correlations
between the accuracy with which adult ESL learners used certaln
grammatical morphemes and the frequency with which these mor-
phemé§ occurred in samples @f speech parents addressed t@ young
English Ll learners (using Brown's (1973) data on the parents.
of hlS%SﬂbjeCtS Adam, Eve, and Sarah). !

A more direct comparison of input and output has reéently
been completed by Hémayan (1978)_ She ccmparéd the frequency
in teachers' speech of cértaln grammatlcal structures with the

ﬂhw
&5



. speech and the students' ability t
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success students had in recagniginé correct. and incorrect uses

@f these structures. The subjects in her study were Englishg

’spéaklng children in a French immersion class, English*speakfﬁg

children in regular French classes, and French-speaking chil-
dren in reqular French classes. Hamayan found, with most struc-
tures, a high correlation between fheir frequency in the teachers'

" -.Fi 1:&‘
<identify correct and incor-

rect uses of them.
A\

In most previous'L2 acquMsition research, learners' lan-
guage knowledge and language use have been tested cross-section-
ally and without controls for the input. Indeed, it has been
a major goal of much L2 réseatch to show that instruction does
not account for the sequence in which learners acguiré*aséects
of the linguistic'system. Rather, according to this research,
acquisition sequences are determined by interactions between
the learners' language acquisition devices and the inherent
ccmglegity of .the target’language (see, e.g., Bailey, Madden,
& Krashen, 1974; Dulay & Burt, 1974a & b). Perkins and Larsen-
Freeman (1975) attempted to 6351gn research which wauld contrast
learners with can51derable informal language exposure tD others
whose language 1ea:n1ng experience includéd more formal 1nstruc—
tion. They were hampered by methodological problems which
greatly restricted the strength of their tentative conclusion
that differences in learning environments made little differ-

ence in acquisition sequences.

In the present study it has been ?Gésible to obtain lafge
samples of teachers' speech and the language of theblearners

;n their classes in crder to begln to make meaningful compari-

. sons between input and output. In addltlaﬁ it will be pos~

sible to analyze the textbooks used in the classes and to conpare
the 1anguage used there with the language ‘of the teachers and

learners



Progress Reports ’ , .

P?GQEESS‘IEPDrtSan five studies on separate but related
.issues in learners' language kn@wledge; language usé} and lan-

guage pr@cessing are presented below. The first iép@rt presents
an overview Df the procedures and instruments which we have
examined and/or used for evaluat;ng .learners' language. The
second report is GODEe:ned with group and individual ‘varia-
tion Qbserved in our subgects secgnd language development. The
third :epart describes research to date on the use of’ ‘questions
in both teachers' and learners’ speech.: The fourth report is
is on language interaction between native- Speakers and second
language learners and the effects on the learning which such
interaction may ha#e. The fifth report is a bfief'3ket:h of
other studies in progress, ;nclualng one on language aptitude,
one on mothér téngue 1nterf§rence, and one on the effects of
formal instruction.

Each of “these studies is in §régress and will continue over

. the coming year. The reports below are progress reports on back-
g:agﬁdgnmeth@ﬂgl@gy, prelim;nary results and plans for the con--

tinuation of the studies.



Measuring and Evaluating Léarners’
Language Use and Language Knowledge

Ve

In the investigation of learners' language, we have sought
Atc ébtain a wide varlety of types of data, 1n order t@ determine
whether certain findings represent genuine patterns in the de~

- velapment of linguistic knowledge Gr’merely task-specific or

- context- spec1flc performance. Because of the lmportance which
we attach to a longitudihal design and ta a large and varied

data bpse it was important to- "begin. data c@llact;@n as early as
possible. - Thus, in the early months of the study, we recorded
classroom interaction and student interviews which could serve

as a basis for formulating specific questions. about the learners'
1aﬂguage. Subsequent data collection procedures focused on these

spec1f1: questlans

Classroom data collegted during the early months of the
study formed the basis for the derivation of classification
systems to describe the classroom interaction (see Chapter 2).
Classroom data were also examined for apparent regularltles
in students' 1angugge~1n order to choose for further study spe-
:cific linguistic étruét@ras which could be expected to change
over time and provide the greatest information about language

. learning processes. 5

a
!

Below is a descriptlcn of each of the major data collection
pracedures. Procedures for élassraam data are described in de-
tail in Chapta& 2 and will not be described here. The pgcture

-~
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description task and grammaticality judgement tests are
discussed more fully in the progress report on variation in

learners' language and will be described only briefly here.

Similarly, some aspects of the first oral interview are dis-

sz,:ussed in the progress report on native speakers' speech to
ﬁatlves and non- natlves. Only a prellmlnary repor-t on the
resdlts of the Comprehensive Engllsh Language Test (CELT)
and cloze tests will be given belcw since only partial quanti-
tative analyses of thesé data have been completed. The pro-
jected gualitative analyses of these tests will permit us to
integrate them with other aspects of the study.

I

Language Use Questionnaire

A questionnaire was designed tc_measure the exposure the
learners had to English outside théirlESL classes. Based ‘on
the results of this questionnaire, an index of the students'
exposure to English was devised, assigning points for such
things as English-speaking friends or parents, prior attendance
at an English school,.etc. Overall, studenps averaged 1.48
points out of a possible score of 12, with English television
an§ popular music providing most of the extra-classroom exposure.
A'fullér report on the results of the language use qugstiannaire

and a copy of the gquestionnaire itself are appended. See

)

An initial oral interview was conducted with all the students

Appendix A.

-Initial Oral Interview

with three objectives in mind. First, we wanted an idea of the
students' reactions to the interview situation and of their
general ability to carry out a conversation in 'English. .Second, »
we wanted to follow up on some of the specific information Dbtalnéd
through the language use questionnaire. The third Dbjectlve was
to obtain a sufficient sample of speech from each student to
permit us to formulate specific quésticns to be investigated

under more controlled conditions.

O : : -

&
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/
All students were 1nteg¥12wed in pairs by twc 1nvest;gatars\
There was a list of questions which were asked alternately of
‘each student, in a .manner as "conversational" as possible. The
guestions concerﬁ%d such tﬁingé as the,studeﬁtst family name,
age, siblings, and favorite telévisicn'prcgrams in English. The'
interviewéf which lasted about 10-12 minutes, were recorded and
fully transcribed. A sample of speech was thus obtained from
each learner and information obtained on the language use qués-

tionnaire was confirmed and expanded.

3

Picture Card DE§§ripti§D,?é§k

This oral interview activity was designed to elicit specific
features of English which had been identified as problem areas in
preliminary analysis of data from classroom interaction and the
first interview. In this task, each student had to describe

pictures in such a way that the interviewer could choose ‘a dupli-

cate of the picture being described from an array of four pigturés

which &erg very similar in most respects. The task was treated
as a game and students appeared to enjoy it. Substantial samples
of essentially spontaneous sgee&h‘were obtained from students

at all three grades. The speech samples obtained have been
partially analyzed for the study of patterns of variability, but
they are a resource for a number of further investigations of

5

learners' language. ' ) K;R%

Grammaticality Judgement Tests

S

The -production data from the classroom interaction and
interview transcripts néed to be compared with data on c@mpre;
hension agd linguistic intuition. The grammaticélity judgement
tests are designed to. obtain data of the latter kind. In these
tests, students are required to judge whether written sentences
are "correct" or not. Sentences judged "incorrect" are to be

corrected.

2o
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In the first year of the study, grammaticality judgement

. tests were used very successfully in the investigation of

students' knowledge. of specific linguistic structures. The
§esultsAafe‘alsg being analyzed in a study ijtﬁé long- and

short-term effects of specific instruction on learners' per-

Aformance on this kind of test.

Standardized Tests . s

Before uﬁdértakihg the study, we had assumed that standard-
J

ized tests appropriate for the age ranges being studied would

' be available. This. has not proved'to be the case. Most éﬁisting*

measures seam‘ta have one or more of the following flaws:

(1) they have not ‘been standardized; (2) test items lack validity;
(3) administration instructions are unclear; (4) scoriﬁg'?féiacals
are unclear; (5) the standardized tests which do'exist take
several class periods to administer; (6) test items do not simu-
late normal uses of language; (7) semantic content i's virtually
absent or inappropriate Eéigjll or some of the age groups;

(8) gulturalVCGﬁtent is inappropriate for Quebec students.

S s

The problem of tests w&ich permit CDmﬁarisans of our
subjects with other ESL learners has been particularly acuteA
for the Grade 8 1EarnersL fGradE 6. and Grade 10 gtudénts were
given province-wide exams at the end of the year. _We have made

arrangements to hnvc access to these regdults thn they are

available Ln‘AuguEt11978- = 8
One test widely used in un1v2151ty level ESL courses lS
the CELT (Campréhen51ve Enqllsh Langauge Test, Harris and
Palmer, 1970).. In order to determine whather this test was
appropriate for the Grade Biandrcfade lb cla , the Structure

and Llstenlng tests were’ PllDtéd on’ Grade 9 and Lrad@ 11
students trom the same school as the Dbservatlan classes. We

did not administer the third test, a v@cabulary test.



The Grade 11 pllot group performed as well on the
llstenlng test as the group of French- Canadlan university
students which Hafrls and Palmer used as one of the "Reference
Groups". - They perf@rmed somewhat less well than that group on
the strﬁcture test, The Grade Eestudents performed s;gnlflaantlyF
Below chance on both tests. “Given the results of the CELT with
the Grade 9 pilot group, we did not administer the CELT test to

the Grade 8 observation classes.  However, the listening and

structure tests were administered to the Grade 10 classes h
early in March 1978. A summary of the results of the CELT is
presented in Table 1. For purposes of ;Dmééiisan.‘ﬁhe results
for the Grade 11 pilot group and the French-Canadian Reference
Group are also included. {
iable 1
CELT‘ Mean Scores and Standard Deviatignsx
for Grade 10 and CDmpaflSDﬂ Gro uEs o
X s - X s X s X s
Structure 43.8 21.8 . 24.2 7.5 49.8 18.3 64.3 21.0
Listening  65.8 14.4 38.9 10.6 72.9 13.8 75.7 19.2
Note: IDa: N =25 (structure); N=24 (listening) to
10b: 23 (structure); N= 24 (listening)
llp: N 32 (structure); N=23 (ulsthlnq)
Ref: N=122 :

f—

*Mean scores are per cent scores.



EE

- s

It should be noted that both our Grade 11 pilét group ¢
and the French Canadian Reference Group represent self-.
selected pgpulatians in that ESL instruction is ncﬁﬁmanaatéry -
after Gradeélﬂb Therefore, studenﬁs in the:Graﬂé 11 ESL‘élass
are thera 1argely by Ehélce and the class is likely to be made
up- Bﬁ the more. successful learners of English. students in 10a
Ean Ee expected to perform as well as the Grade 11 @1lat grcup

iwﬁgﬁ the CELT is administered again in the Sprlng Df 1979. A
large ﬂumber of 10b students also have stated thglr intention
to :qntlnue. A full report of the group and 1nd1vldual dlfa

\férences in the second admlnlstratlcn of the CELT after a 12—

month interval will be made in the second annual report.

A qualitative analysig of the CELT resuftg is béing
s;gn;flcant clusterlng around speclflc wr@"fanswers on certain
test., Meanwhile, the .

"items and indeed on wholégsectiégs of th
results Are being analyzed inrcémgafisan with other kinds of
data, including the cloze tests and grammaticality judgement

tests. V A

Cloze fPests

Two factors motivated our development and administration
of cloze tests: (1) the unavailability or unsuitability of
standardized tests(especlally for the Grade 8 group) and
(2) Prev;cus research showing hlgh correlations between cloze

tests and other tests of language proficiency.
i 1S .

The construction of a ElDEé:téSthFPEEfS to be simple.
Every nth (usually every Tth) werd is deleted from a’ passage
of prose and replaced by a blank. Subjects reaﬂ the passage

and fill in words which best complete the passage. .Scores

. are based on the extent to which the words supplied are exactly

those which were deleted (or, in an alte:natlve SCDrlﬁg system,

other "contextually acceptable" words). e
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o In ‘recent yéars the cisze tecﬂnlqué as a measufe of ESL

: pr@fléienéy has been' usea .in numerous stud;es. Studies by

L vDarnell (4968); Raplan anlecnés (1972), Stubbs snd-Tuckér (1974)

S have sh@Wn this technique to be: shighly réliable. . Swain, :

. Lapkin, and Barik (1976) used the cloze technique with bilingual:
‘childfén in order to measure bégh fifst<aﬁa'secana language -

% proficiency. They f@ﬁﬁa it to-be ..‘a vale and rel;able

means of measur;ng sec@nd language proflc;ency "ip 4%%$

o In prev;aug research, cloze tests have been fcund to
carrelate hlthy with stanaardized ESL p:mflcléﬂ:y te&ts and
they appear to carrelate even hetter’ w;th other pragmatic ‘
testing pr@ceaures wh;ch require the sklll of llstenlng com-
prehens;an (Dagnell 1968 Ollex, 1972)

: ' In splté of the apparent ease W1th Whlch cloze tests are
constructed, there are somg prgblems Eélated to the use Df
€loze ngcedures, One of thé prablems which we encountered
was -that of. éeterminlng whether a passage could be Eon51aered
to. have an a@praprlate level of dlff;eulty for our subjéct'

p@pulat;gn.

Accard;ng to most researeh " the 1evel of d;fflculty Qf
the passage does not greatly affect the Spread of the scores-.
However, some sense of the level of sKill @f the students is
necessary a§§ thus the juﬂqement of content dlfflculty be&cmes
a subjective one (@1léf, 1972 Aitken, 1977). We found that

I.the aetEEminatién of the level of difficulty was the most

. difficult and tlmeﬂgcnguming aspect of the Qanstru:tlaﬁ of
the cloze tests wh;ch we ‘used. Basing the chaice of a passage-

i:an the readability formulas usually used did not seem to be -
.satlsfactazy. This is due in part to the fact that most read-

t"ability formulas use the number of long words as one of the

criteria for déterﬁining the difficulty of a EESSage, However,
it hagpénskthathQrds of three or more syllables are often.
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French-English cognates. Since. our subjects are native speakers

of French, we cannoticonsider these words as "difficult". Theree
-fore, the reaiabilltg formulas could be used only as a 5tart;ng

point when choosing- an appropriate text for a cloze test. Wé ﬂ*ﬁ
felt it was also neeégsary to exercise some sSubjective judgement

of the level of ﬂiffiﬁulty.énd to Qilét the cloze passages
extensively before administration to ?he'abservatign groups. :

In order to chccge an apprapriaté passage for our E;éde 8 _
and Grade 10‘classesfiwe constructed twc\clazekgasts of app@rentiy
equal d;fflculty. Th%se were then piloted on a "small sample
of subjects and admin%sterea to our two Grade 10 observation . .

élasses Half the subjects in each class were given one test

‘“ana the Dther ‘half the other test. Ovgrall, the scores were

| :
too low to d;seriminaté am@ng stuﬂent% Furthermore, the results

indicate that, alth@ugh the readablllty level was the same for

the two texts, one test was much more dlff;cult than the other.

" We théféfﬂIé selected and adapted another passaqe and pllétéﬂ
Gbse;vatlan groups.* Thg QLlDt groups c@n51sted of 63 Grade 8*
and Grade 10 francophone students. Results of the pilot admini-
stration indicated that this passage was at an appropriate level
of difficulty as it discriminated well among the PllétﬁSUb]ECtS

Th;s passage had a.Flesch feaaablllty score of 92 ("very easy

“far native Speakers) The FGG fDrmula ranked it as appropriate

for:Grade 5 native speakers. The passage was 375 words long.

" The first and last sentences were left intact. Ev very seventh

'Wgrd was deleted, leaVan 50 blaﬁks in all.. Prager nFuns were

excluded from the count’,

Administration and saétigg. The task was administered by

the ESL classroom teachers who made suxe that the subjects

*Llll Ullmann developed and-scored this flnél clcze test. .

¥
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understood the procedure.. Students had approximately 45 o "
minutes to complete the task.

Therg_are.variégs'ways of :scoring a cloze test, the
easiest being the exact woxrd method. This consists of counting
~ the number of blanks filled with the same words as the original
text. - Some researchers, however, have felt that the exact
word method is too rigid for non-native speakers and have ex-
perimented with cthéfrsca:ing systems. One of these is the
- céntéxtuallyfééceptable word method, in whlch any work that is
acceptable in the context of the QaSSage is marked correct. We
‘scored our claze test by both the exa:t word and the é@ntextually
accegtable word method and calculated the rank .order carrelat;@ns
between the two sets of scores. These éerrelatlans being very
high (.99 and .96 for the two Grade 8 classes; .97 and :96 for
the Grade 10 classes), we judged that there was no reason to ‘
‘Préféf the more lébari@us contextually acceptable word method
to the exact word method- for puzécﬁeévgf comparing cloze test
scores with other teé£5; Neverthéléss, the cantextually accept-
able method and the egamlnat1an of ‘frequent errors g;ves insights

—y

into learners' language develapment. ' R . .

i

Thé mean scores for thé four secandarg classes are presented
in Table 2. . ‘The cloze tast,,fﬂr Group l0a, had a falrly high
reliability coefficient (calculated by the Kuder-Richardson 21
formula) of .82. We may’ conclude, then, that f@r this group af
students, it was a fairly adcurate instrument for measuring o
whatever cloze tests measuzeg= We intend to investigate this

in greater detail. .

Table 2
Cloze Test: Mean Scores (out of 50)

Exact Acceptable
8a (N=30) 20.3 22.4
. 8b (N=23) 16.9 18.4
10a (N=22) 29.7 33.3
L0b (N=22) " 16.1. 17.8
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Co! :elat;ans acrass Measuras

5

- As part of the preliminary analysis of the data yielded
bf the measures discussed above, we calculated rank order
correlations across the close test, CELT?listening, CELT-
5tructure, and the grammat;callty judgements test. fcr Group
10a. (Th;s was the only class vwhere the CELT scores were
high enough to permlt campa?;sans ) The - ccrrelat;@ns are
reported in Table 3. All are. s;gnlficant at the .01 level,
except that between the close and the CELT-listening tests
which is significant at the .05 level.* However, the relative
size of the coefficients did not confirm our expectations.

' o T | Table 3
Ccrrelatiqgg_ag:ggs7Measurési£c:7§:cup_loa

Cloze CELT CELT Gramm.

(list.) (stru.) judg.

~ Cloze = 47 .63 .70

- CELT-listening .47 .71 .57

CELT=structure .63 .71 x , .63
Grammaticality .70 .57 .63 | '

juﬂgeménts‘
!

Nate_; N=21

A‘[ —— e o
|

We expected the strongest relatlanghips to obtain between the
tWD measures facﬂs;ng Qn form, ﬁhe CELT— tructuré and the .
grammatlcalltg jngement tests on the one hanﬂ and on.the other,
between the two ﬁests measurlng a braaéer range Of l;ngulstlc
iablllt;esg the clcse test and CELT-listening. This expectation
was based in par% on previous research which suggests tbat‘the

0

- *Eecause @f the 51ze af the papulat;gn, hawever, théSé f;gures
nust be 1nterpretea w1th caution. - :

b
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"
cloze is more strongly réLated‘ta tests of. global 1anguagefability'
than to discrete p@lnt grammar tests. For cur subjéctsh however,
'orrelatlcns with the grammatlgallty

thémclaze shgwed the strongest
judgement test, whlle the two CELTs correlated most strangly w1th
each other. (This latter correlation is in about the same range

as the figures reported for the ;eferénce groups in the CELT
‘1iteratu:éi) Further quantitative and especially gqualitative
analysis_@f the data from-all four measures, as well as from

th%'piéture description task may |shed some light on this.

"

Addltlcnal Data .

Additional data resources which will EE'analygeﬁ along
ta and the data described

E

with the classroom interaction da

above include:

sgtudents'éWf;ﬁtén*summariés of classroom dialogues
which were created by the studenfs anavperfermed in class.
The dialogues themselves are part of the élaserGm ;nteract;@n

data.

-provincial and school boad examinations. Arrangements
have been made in some cases to obtain not only the students'

scores, but their answer sheetsQas well so that <@ qualitative:

s

analysis can be pérfafméd

=class tes%s devised and adm;n;stered by the teachers.

i

T

5e
=y
TFE=
r
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Accounting for Variation in 12
Learners' _Language* _

~ The purpcse of " th;s 5tudy is to trace the dEVElchent of
a.group of English language structuzes in- the speech of franco~
phone ESL learners and to describe and accﬁunt for the abservedJ
variation in learners' performance on these structures under
different ;Dnéitian%! Th;s ‘Paper is a Pr@gress report based
on Qréssssecti@nal research unéertaken during the first year cf
the stuay However, future repcrts will be based on the conti=~

L

nuing langltud;nal study. ‘ . 1 \,

Va;;atlan in Language Acquis;t;gn - " i}~

’ An underlying assumptlon of the st y 15 that some previous
research suggestlng that there are un;versal seguences" in. .
linguistic dévelapment has masked, mesrtant variation: (1) vari-
ation across groups and individuals, and (2) variation in thé
perfarmance of an individual or an apparently hcm@geneaus group
undér different 2énd1tlgns of pgrfcrmance. ' '

The first kind of variatiaﬁ haslbaen treated in muéh recent
research on second language acquisition. This kind of variation
has been attributed to several factors in research findings

which Suggesﬁ that individual learners resﬁcnd differently to

-thexsame linguistic enviranments, Inalv;dual VaflatLéﬂ in L2

perf@rmamce has been attributed to cagnlt;ve style (Brawn,_lB?B),
1ntaractlgn style (Seliger, 1977), PﬁéV1Gu5 language learnlng

A egper;encé_j, ,lystacka& IE_"rDhZLLc:,;h,i 1977)jage'ar éevelcpméntal_f;

e

L ° h . . s ‘j ) /y‘j\"

* Th;s prcgress repart was. prePared hy Patsy L;ghtbawn, N;na"
' Spada, and Robert Wallace. We.thank other members of the
project team for their participation in the administration and
trans:rlptlgn of the plcture description task. We: thank
espécially Bruce Barkman,\Gerard Bates, Phyllis Vogel,
and LlSé Wlner_ ﬂ . _ .

. v -;E



- stage (Rrashen, 1973, 1975; Rosansky, ,1975), etc.
The facus of . thls study is on the secend kind of varlatlan,

that whlchgyan be Dbse:ved ‘in the perfcrmance of individuals or
gz;gps ??aer different pé:formance conditions. ‘A

-homogeneous
s have reported differences in learners'

number of researche:
abirlity to use the same linguisti& structures on different kinds
of tasks (e.g., Krashen, Sférlazza,.Feldmaﬁi and Fathman, 1976;
Larsen-Freeman, '1975; LoCoco, 1976). Other researchers have
reported variatigﬁ over timé in Pérf@rméﬁcé.uhdéf what appear

to be the same cDﬁdltiDnS¢ palnting out that changés do not
always reflect steady lmpravemént, and in scme cases appear to
be_unsystematlc (e.g., Bertkau, 1974; Hakﬂta,.1974, Rosansky, .
1976a} b). Hakuta (1974), among @thers, has suggésted that
thi’s. apgarent fluctuation is due to the leaznar 8 having first
,1earned ‘correcth, st:ugtures by rote (even in a campletély

natural "untutored" setting) ‘and then beginning to make grrors
‘as he “comes 0, analyze and recomblne linguistic elementg?pre—
V;Dusly used as rote-learned chunks. ) ‘ . ,

'Thé best known explanatién for variati@ﬁ in L§=1earﬂers‘
under different conditions is the "mgnltér model" prcpcsed by
‘Krashen (l977) A Aécardlng to thls madel, perfarmance under
EDndlt%QDE of "focus on, cammunlcatién" w;ll reflect ""natural"
or acqulred" campetence in ‘the 1anguagé, That is, in conver-
sation or rapid writing, the SPEEEEI w11; not have time to ,
recall "learned" rules bf the 1anguage and Wlll instead use
~rules WhlEh have been internalized thrgugh unconscious acgul—
sition mechanisms. Canversely, EDndltiaﬁE in which the learner
believes it is important to take his time and speak or write

_as correctly as possible, some 1éarﬁers.can "monitor" their
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by applying ccnsc1ausly kngwn rules. 1In the “m@nltered“ i
cand;tlon, the learner's 1anguage will refléct “learnéd“ compe>
tencel and the "natural" or aéqulred sequences of development
may n§t emerge. The reasqn the learned}campegence cannot affect
the "natural" sequence under conditions of "focus on cemmunicaa
-, tion" 15 that, for Krashen, conscious learning appears to be
entlrely discrete from and to have no effect upon unéansclcus

"acquisition"

L]

According to Krashen's "monitor mcaei“f there is gféat Y
consistency aéfgss learners. in the "natural" sequences of de-
velopment rgvealed lnvlearne:s' "unmonitored" 1anguage.! Varia-
tion, hg!says, is int:aduéed by‘lgarnefs' attempts to modify |
their language according'to consciously known rules. Accord-
ing to the monitor model, one would expect differences in per-
férménce under different conditions but consistency within a

; JgivEn task at a partiéularvpéiﬂt in linguistic development.

' That is, one would expect the "acquired" system to’emerdé in a
"communicative setting" (e.g., the oral inter#iew)'énd to be
altered by "learned" kn@wledge in a more formal task (e. g., gram-

'matlcallty judgement) *. Larsen~Freeman's (1975) results showing
differences between perf@rmance on the Blllngual Syntax Measure:
and tasks ;nvalv1ng reading and writing have been explalﬂed in
terms of the man;tar m@del (Krashen, 1977).

" The notion of "natural” sequences in Krashen's mgaei, is
based to a large extent on “marpheme StUdlE’" in which the * -
relative accuracy of pezf@:manéa on a group of grammatical
m@rphemes has been Gbsezved and desg:;bgﬁ in the speech of’ Ll
and L2 learners. What has been repcftedhin most of these. studies
is 'a h;ghly écnslstent pattern of dévelégment across Ll learners

on the one hand and LZ learners on the other hand. There have

* In h;s mast zecent work, hawaver, Krashen (1978) has suggested
that the "natural" or "acquired" system will dominate under.
, ‘. all conditions short of a hlghly formal discrete-pglnt test
o of grammar. ‘
. v _ ' ' L %
. ™A
. : i . . ) Jf_j l 7 ‘
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been reports of ‘variation in these so-called "natural sequenceé“h
(see e.g., Hakuta, 1974; Rosansky, 1975). ' However, there has

- been little attempt to try to explaln the abservéﬂ variation in
L2 acqu;sltién even though Eatterns of variation are’a major

_icgus_af rese;:ch in other areas of linguistics and sociolin-

-guiStics, ahd in L1l acquisition (e.g., Bloom, Lightbown, Haad}
1975; Cedergren & Sankaff 1974; Fasold &-Shﬁy, 1975; Labov,
1969) . : ; o .

Thévdesign of the present study involves observation and
description of consistency and variation in learners' perfor-
mance on the same  linguistic structures under différent condi~
stions. The different conditions include diffeient'tasks which

\ require different dégrees of ‘eoncentration on lingu;stlc farm '
or on the cammunlcatlcn of ;nfcrmatlcn, In this progress re-
port, prelimlnary analysis of learners' performance on tﬁ@ ﬁasks
will be presented: (1).an oral cofmunication task ihﬁ@lving>
picture description and (2) a grammaticality judgement task..
7Aﬁalysis of the data cbtained-thraugh,thése tasks involves -
(1) a determinatiaﬁ of the extent to which-ébserved variaticn‘is
systematic and, (2) the proposal of hypatheses to account for
the:cbservéa varlat;@ni These hypotheses will’ then be tested
in the see@nd year of the study, both through further analysis
. of data‘élreaﬁy EQlléétEa (inciuding classroom interactién) and

*

conditions.

'Liﬁggi§§§c Structures to Be Investigated

The 1inguigtic structurés to be considered in this progress
report were: chcsen afte; preliminary analy51s of classroom in-

teraction and interview data.

- Ay
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(1) be (rather than have) form usea in referrlng to age,
 e. .9, He is 16 years ;ld; i
(2) the 5 "s morphemes" o
“(a) - plural - e+gs, twWwo trees
(b) 'pcsseés;ve -~ e.g., the boy's hat
(¢c) 3rd person singular - e.g., He walks fast
(d) copula - e.&f, She's tall _
, (e) auxiliary ﬁfeﬂgg,-The girliggﬁlaying ball
'(3) prepositions indicéting motion tcwaﬁé a goal,
e.g., The're going to schépli }

These three structures or groups of structures, are sources of
continuing difficulty for ESL learne:s; They have been chcsen
as the focus of this stuﬁy fDI élfferent reasons.

‘Bgrhave) The study Df the. be/have contrast permits us to
trace the development of a structure which, althcugh‘supé:f;clallyg
-very easy to teach ané_éxplain, remains a frequent E:g&lem in'
'thev5pe§ch of fran;gpé?ng learners of English and, inciﬁentalli,_

of anglophone learners of French. " ‘

1

The the@ret;cal ;mgcrtance of this study 11&3 in ;Fs re-
latlen to cantrcversy regarding the role of Ll 1nterfefence in
L2 learners' language. It has been pragased, for example, that
L1 interference décreases in 1mp@:tanca as the LE learner be—
ﬁsCQ@%S more prgfléient. Yet the pers;stence of thlS easy-to=
state rﬁlé i%bthe speech of fluent speakers is striking.
. L ) B i * x .
fsgjnggphémeg. The study of théi%}hmarphemgs makes it
p@ssible tc ccmpare thé English L2 ﬂevelapment of franc@phone

backgraunds whose devel@pmént of{ angrphemes (as well as Dther
grammatical morphemes) has been described in many recent studies

-
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(e. g , Bailey, Maddeng & Krashen, 1974; Dulay & jéft, 1974a, b.
La:sen-Freeman, 1975 Rasansky, 1976) . f ‘These stui;es have re-
ported a high degrea of an51stency amcng L2: leafners of dlf—‘
ferent Ll backgraunés in the’ sequence of acqu;51t;an Gf a

number of grammatlcal morphemes . For. { 3 m@rphemes, this .

""natural" sequence is: L . ¥ o
7 7 plu.
COP ~2 1 aux.

(Arrows shauld be,”;ad as “precedes No sequentiél'relaticnﬁ

‘ship is pred;cted for the pairs of marghemes w;thin hraces)

The the@retlcal ;mpértance of thesgég morpheme sfudy lies.
~in the fact that majér gurrEnt thEDIlES of L2 learning and L2
perfarmance - including Krashen s monitor model =~ are based on

. what are belleved t@ be unlversals in mérpheme acqulsltlcn.

‘LThewuse @f:the;{ } m@rghemes in Engllsh Gften creates
pz@blems for sec@nd.ianguage learners. In ﬁhe f;rst place, there
are three all@marphs of the morpheme,. and the learn r must learn
the phanalcglcal rules for the /s/, /z/, or o/ az/ ailamarphj
B@th L1l and i@sgééulsltlon rasaarch have establ;shed that'the
. "ghort plural“ (i.e., the /s/ and /z/ allamcrphs) are acgquired
earlier than the "lgng plural" (1 e., the / 92/ allamﬁgph)

(see Berko, 1959 and BI@wn, 1973. for L1 and Dulay & Burt, 1974a
and Natal;gl? and Natalicio, 1971 for L2). This alfference 3
among allémarphs for the-plural appears to héld true for the
other {;} m@rphemes as well and the presentatlon of 1tems 1n
the new grammatlcal;ty gudgements task w;ll be balanced E X[\

this feature. - . ~§.' J

+ t N 1 £
L3 I R

Even m@:e'cﬂﬁplgx thanfﬁhe phoriological Variantsf are the

multiple functions of these formg since the same forms serve = /-

five different grammatical functions.
. T -] W el .

L
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Learners frequently faﬂil to supply an { }marphéme whe:;e 3
one is requ;red .and they tend to supply oné in cq%t?xﬁs where
it dces not bel@ng so that they praduce sentences s&ch as
"It's means the students can' t gc“*cr “The Sﬁzl she,s have a
red dress". The absence of the marpheme where ;tris cbllgatéry
may be expla;ned in terms of several factars It cauld be due
to the learner s confusion ahéut the fun@tlgn of the /s/ which

&
is often redundant, and not essentlal for cammun;catlan

. Anather explaﬁatlcn is one based on phcnglcg;cal ;nter—
ference from the speaker's Ll1. The franeéphane L2 speaké: may
kngw the morpheme is there, but fail to produce it because he is
carrying over a (general) rule from Freneh whlch says that f;nal
:Gnscnants are usually not:-pronounced. '

<« A further Phcnal@gical can51de:at1@n is that { 3 m@rphemes
.are’ scmet;mes Mlost" in th stream of speech It seems safe
say. that { } marphei
lt ;5 1mp9551ble to hear the { 3 mérpheme as a separate elément

can be missed in Dral speech ‘ Indeed

It's snowing today in Vancouver .
He's sometimes very shy.. 5

© My sisters spent the year in France.

Locative pfepgsiti@n§- Prepositions are difficult to

explain and ‘teach' because the ch@;ce of the c@rrect pfep@SLﬁlen
is often deﬁermlned th by a EpeclflG rule but by 1§lcmat;c :
expressions, for example,,ln Senten:es gsuch as "He's galng to .
the airport" vs. "He's le§v1ng for. the airport". Here, as wﬁth
the be/have CDﬁtIESt; there is cans;derable evidence that lnter—
ference from French campllcates the already difficult rules fcr

~

w
& ‘Lﬂ "
I
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prepositions in English,_leadingvtc'sentences such as "the
,1§hildren are going at school" (Les enfants ventié'l’écale);

} important prec;sely because Qf the fact that rules far thélr use'
.cannot be adequately taught thr@ugh explicit ;nstructicn. Thls

prav;des a. cantrast w1th the be/have stfucture, for example‘ R

In French, the preéositi@ns to, in and at can take the same -
linguistic farm a to express different functions (e. g., Il est
a l‘éccle- il va a l'écéib) In the first example,:§he_prepaa
sition 3 is used to express a state'which is static. In the
‘second, the'prepgsitiéﬁ”é is used £@ indicate motion toward a

goal. Ganverselyp MEGh 1n English may be translatéd ;ntar

' French as a + a:tlcle, en, vers, pour, etc. Prep@sltlans_
151mp1y do not; lend themselves to stralghtfcrwafd translat;an

A;Slmple rule learnlng

Prellm;na:y examlnatl@n Df the classracm data revealed
some of the d;fflcult;es that franc@phane English L2 learners
experience with these l@catlve ?IEPQSlthnS Because they rely
on translations from L1 or bacause of the c@mplexity inherent
in L2, they @ftan chaase the wrang preposition in. the;r Eﬂgilsh
L2 speech, grcduclng Séntences like - "We' re. galng 1n Robert's
cottage" and‘“We went in four plays and two. concerts in New- Yark_f

‘ . . L B } .
P ST - %

Ellcltatlgn Df Language Data’’ ‘ e

- The :éntzast;ng EllCltatlDﬁ pro:edures to be descrlbed belGWxtji

P

were used in order to permlt a cgmparlsan of student 1ea:ners
perfarmance in formal and informal language use tasks. 1In. the
gramﬁa;icality judgement task, the focus is clearlylén_fsfm;&

in the picture description task, the focus.in on gommuﬁiﬁation;

1 B OV S j . . R )N




© Previous research has’ dem@nstrated the value of grammatlcallty

judgements for nghg bayand pr@duct;an data and obtaining infor-
mation’ abeut L2 learners' l;ngulstlc 1ntu1tlans which may confirm
or ccntradlct certalnfaspects of their productive language (Cohen

T& qublnﬂ 1976; Hamayan, 1978,,Sehaéte:;,Ty5bn, & Diffley, 1976),‘

Wg predlcted that perf@rmanse on the’ plcture card task would

, :be 51mll#r tc that observed in oral elicitation pracedures used
:5in ch&f research (e.g., the Blllngual Syntax Measure) but that
5the grammatlcallty judgement task would be. dlfferent Further,

we predlcted that a substantial number of subjects wauld deviate

o gifrﬂm the g:aup in, terms of . the accuracy orders for {51 mérphemesA

g

’V‘Qn both the p;cture description task and the grammat;callty
qudgements task. Flnally, we preﬁ;cted that @bl;gatcry contexts

far marphemes occurring in some llngulstlg env;rcnménts would
be more difflcult than those occurring in cherSﬁ
overall. s ntence :amplexlty or phenglaglcal envn énment. Thap;

”fbecause of =

. is, the accuracy would not. neﬂéssarlly be unlfarm fcr all

’1nstances Df the same morpheme.

1

Plcture descrlptlcn task A The plcture ﬂescrlptlen task
was de31ghed o elicit: the llngulstlc structures speclfleﬂ
above by means.of a pi tqse cardﬁgamei_ This game analves twa
partlclpants - the student and the’ 1nterv1ewer - ahdf '
w1th ten gr@ups of four :ards each. Each card . 1n a gréup is
thematlcalLy similar to thé other three, butﬁdlffers sllghtly _}

in ;ﬁs details. For example, one grgup chcards has the same

st1¢H~f1gure pers@n in every plgture, but the person lS engaged
S ‘
iln a, sllghtly different actlv1ty in each (e. 9., halﬂlﬂg a bax/

Dpénlﬂg a4 box 'while stanélng/s;ttlng),;pr the person is Wearlng

i diffe:ant cclgured clgth;ng, or is’ :positioned differeﬂtly 1n

each pl@ture (e. g, lnSLde/Qut51ﬁe*a vehicle) see F;gure l)

i,l

e,

* our thanks to Richaﬁﬁ Yarkey'far drawigglﬁhe picturgsgf

S :1¥j,1 - - %yﬁi) B , . , ‘;
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Figure 1. Example of contrasting pictures used in picture
' def¥ription task, : ‘




Each g:@uﬁ of pictafes vwas -designed to elicit specific‘liﬁQQLSs_
tic items (e.g., plural, copula). The interviever has two '
sets of cards. QﬁeqSEt is arrayed, one group at a timg{‘befgre
the interviewer on a rack, so that it is’impass%b;e-fcf'thé
student -to see them. The duplicate cards of the sam%jgréug are
presented face down to the 'student. The procedure for the admin-
istration of the interview is as follows: 7 |
1. The student is asked to select one plcture card ffom
a group of four. The interviewer does not see which card has
been selected. "
2. The student describes the pléture to the interviewer i;
who can refer to the duplicate group of cards in fr@nt Sfuﬁiﬁ.
.3. From the student's descript;@n, “the lnteIVLewer guesses
which card is being described and- verifies his choice by mat--

i

ching his card with the Etuaéﬂt'é.

The develcpment of such screen tests can be traced to
earller stndies in psycholagy investigating c@gnltlve develapsk
ment ‘and communication skills in.children (Glucksberg, Kraggs
& Weisberg, 1966). Upshur (1971) designed a similar picture.
card game which he refers to as a:hcémmunicatian task", for

testing second language proficiency. In his efforts to develop ,

‘tests which go beyond the discrete~point grammar test appféazg

and measure instead successful productive communication, these
"communication tasks", which allow for a “correspondence be-
tween the intentions of a speaker and the concept created by

his audience"” were designed.

Our picture ééz& gane, although similar in design, differs
in its objectives. In Upshur's model, the scoring system is

based solely on successful cmmmnﬂlcatlaﬂ, ‘'that is, the student's
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performance is;gvaluatéé in terms of the interviewer's ability
to guess which picture is being described. ﬁurthérmare} the
test'is"usually timed as Upéhu:Aﬁéund that it did not discri-
minate among students when no time limit was set. That is,

even weak students were eventually successful when no time

limit was imposed. It is precisely this guality, howaver,j§hich
méﬂe the task ideal- for our subjects, many of whom are at very
Aéarly stages of ESL devélcgﬁeﬁt, Because few specific questions
were agkéa, a wide range of utterances and utterance types were
used to déscribe these 'pictures. Nevertheless, there were
cerrain structures which had to be produced in order for "suc-
cegsful communication" to take place. For example, one set of
pictures showed a little girl holding balloons of different
colours, No matter what else the student said about the picture
he dESGEibé§,|hé was obliged gt some point to refer to the

balloons,, that is, to use a noun plural = correctly or incor-

i A
rectly,. o
R
Thus,~qur task was not based on the interviewer's ability

to guess ";Jrjght gicturé, Rather, the interviewer sought
) to encourage the student to talk as muth as possible. Where
appf@éfiater the interviewer weuld sometimes deliberatély guess
wrcpg ln orxder to’ get the Student to say, for’ example, "In your
plctﬁre the man is holding thé box. In my Plctuze, the box is
oy the table"™. Similarly, the interviewer might select a second
“%Plcture fé@m the same group of cards after hav1ng guessed the
~first p;cture correctly., This second p;gture would be selected
‘:-;?_W1th thé purpose of eliciting another 1anguage feature whlch
| was n@t elicited by the flrst-" Dr, 5tudenfs might be asked to
ccntrast different plctures in each group of carxds.
Véll students received instructions for the task as they began
the interview. Students were shown one group of pictures so that

L Y .
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they could see how closely the pictures resembled one another.
The "rules of the game" were quickly understood by all students.
Each student took approximately ten ninutes to complete all

ten groups cfsbictures: In a very small number of cases, students
who found the task toé difficult vwere given fewer pictures. to
describe. fAn important advéﬂtage of the picture card game was
that the Sémé pictures can be used for learners' at different
levels Df,ﬁéﬁguagé proficiency. The same picture which elicits
a simple iespGﬁSé such as "two trees", can also elicit a more
c@mpléxéuﬁterance such as, "There are two identical trees which

are standing beside two identical houses".

Duflng the interview, it was meértant to allow the students
enough tlme to formulate their descrlptlans. Long pauses of
silence sometimes followed questions such as "What can you tell
me about your picture?", "What else do you see?", or "Is there
something else you can tell me?" 11 order to avoid simple ’
imitation and repetition in the s=udents' performance, specific
questions were ugéd only when a student was having great dif-
ficulty in déscribinq the picturéé_ A -list of suggested ques—
tions waSuprav1ded f@f all interviewers to be used as a guide-
line for the target structures. The interviews were recorded
and fully transcribed for subseguent tabulation and analysis.

Grammaticality judgements. In the grammaticality judgement

test, students were required to distinguish between correct and
incorrect uses of { } morphemes, the be/have distinction in
exp:éss;ng age, and locative prepositions in a set of written
sentences and to correct the incorredt uses. We predlcted that
ability to do so would not necessarily imply ability to produce

these structures correctly in classroom interaction or interviews.

' We also expected that the relative difficulty the different
b

, .
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structures presenteﬂ wguld vary amcngst 1nd1v1duals, that 15. we
did not expect that the students' ability to make ccrrect grams

maticality judgements would necessarily conform to the universal,

acquisition orders for which claims are made n -he literature. '.

Finally, we predicted that the ability of a giveu indiwidual to
make correct judgements as to the grammatical. or ungrammatical-
use of a given structure would vary according to certain fea=-
tures of the llBgUIEtlZ context in which the stucture occurred,
and we hoped to gain some insights into the factars 1nvalved in
this variation, insights which wculd allaw us to farmulate
specific hypotheses to test in the nex / phase of the study.

Because we are carrying out a related study* to examine the
effects of instruction on the ability to make correct grammati--
cality judéementg, the test was administereﬂ to our subjects b
twice, the secénd adminlstratlgn coming two days after the
first. The class perlgd between the two administrations was
devoted to a review of the grammatical structures in question,
using a set of sentences similar to the test sentences. The

fesultiﬁg change in the perfarmance of our subjects was csmpared

students at correspandlng\grade levels. The tést was also
administered twice to the control groups at the same interval,
but without the intervening session of instruction. We intend

to administer the test a third time in the fall to measure the

pefmaneﬁce or otherwise of the effect attrlbutable to 1nstruc—
tion. We expect, Df course, that the effect will prove to have

been temporary.

The test ccngistedf for the secgndary studénts Pf 50
sentences, each of wh;ch contained at least one correct or -

incorrect use of a target structure. Some Qf,the sentences used

.* The Effect of Instruction on the Performance of Child, Adoles-

cent, ‘and Adult ESL Learners. Paper accepted for pres®@ntation
at the Los Angeles Second Language Acqulsltlen Research Ferum,
October, 1978.
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more than one of the target structures, but none contained more
than one error, a fact of which the students were made aware.
There were nineteen correct sentences. The breakdown of the

erroxrxs in the other 31‘was as follows:

4 auxiliary'/s/r
4 capula /s/
6 third persan 31ngular /s/
3 plural /s/ !
5 .possessive /s/
4 locative prepositions
5 EY_% vs. be
Students were instructed to write "C" in the blank beside the
sentence to indicate a correct sentence; if they judge& the
sentence ihééérect; they were to circle the exror and ﬁrite the
correct word in the blank, e.g., "She usually many mistakes
in Ner homework. makes". Errors were of thrégﬁtjpeéz omission

(Her' new watch very expensive), use of the wrong form (I am going
in Frane¢e), and inappf@priate use Or overuse (It's makes no
difference what you do, There's are scme peanuts in the bowl).

A similar but somewhat easier 20-item test was aﬂégﬁlstered to
the Grade 6 students. It included no items on locative prepé—'
sitions, and the sentences were generally simpler. Both tests

were pllcted on groups of francophone students at appropriate

Fen
Co
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Results; Picture Description Task

The analysis of the data elicited by the picture card task
is just beginning. We have not yet examined the results from
all our subjects. However, we have tabulated both the indivi-
dual and group results for one class at each of the three’
gfaée levels. This section ﬁil; report on the preliminary

vanalysis of “the group data compiled thus far. Individual per-

formance data will be analyzed as the study continues.

Preliminary anaiysis of the data for the secondary student
reveals a difficulty order af,m@rphemé acquisition which is
similar to the “"natural" order @f'acéuisiticn observed and
reported in other morpheme studies (COP——> AUX-—+ PLU=-» 3xd P).
The order for the elementary students differs from étheiistudies
in that the accuracy for the 3rd pérsgﬁm?§3%) was higher than |
for the plural (52%) (see Figure 2 ) making the difficulty order
COP — AUX ——» 3rd PERSON —* PLURAL. This difference may be par-
tly expiéined by the fact that there were 3l6.obligatory con-
texts supplied for the plural and only 29 for the 3rd person
which students may have produced correctly by rote.

We were unable to include the possessive {S}lﬂarpheme.in
our analysis because the picture card task did;hét elicit
enough instancés of the possessive for quaﬁﬁitative analysis.
However, in reading the transcripts, one notices tha; subje;ts
French construction) in contexts requiring the possessive.

For example; in one picture, there is a boy pulling a cat's
tail. Many students, when describing this picture, said
“He'é“pulling the tail of the cat". Thus no obligatory context
for the p@séessive marker was created, even though possessive

fuﬁctign was intended.
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Although the Dzdér of diff;culty in our prellmlna:y find-

- ings pa:allals the order obtained in other morpheme studies,
there remains a large b@dy of data that has yet to be accounted
for and requires further and more ﬂetalled analysis. These
fdata ccntaln a large number of uninflected verb forms occur~
ring w;th 3rd person singular subjects. Most of these forms
occur ;n contexts which call for a preqress;ve form (auxiliary
+ -ing). Even though the accuracy for the auxiliary is high

5 for 'secondary subjects, there is a high frequency of uninflected
forms in both secondary groups. Further research is required
to account for these uninflec Jd forms and détérmiﬁe at what.
stage they occur relative to the =ing and .-s inflections.

It may be, for example, that learners first learn cartain verbs
with —ing inflecticns;»treating'the -ing' form as the base form
of the verb. Other verbs may first be learned in their base
uninflected form or with .the =g inflectiéﬁ. In the three
classes whose perfarman:e af’thg picture description task is
presented here, the greatesﬁ prdpcrtlan of uninflected forms
occurred in the 8a Subjectsﬁ;the greatest proportion of verb

+ -ing (with or without auxlllary) occurred in the 6a subjects \
(see Table 4). o fJ . / :
= Table 4

Inflected and Uninflected Verbs
Used in Picture Descriptions

6a . 8a 10a .
verb + -ing 96 56 142
Verb s ; 18 80 109
o dninflectell 21 (16%) 82 (38%) 77 (23%)
S ATy : )
f;‘\ i i'
T
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These results suggest that learners do not begin by using un-~ .
inflected verbs and then proceed to acquire iﬂfleéti@nsg Rather,
the uninflected form may repieséntascme intermediate stage
between the use of rote-learned inflected verb forms and thé

acquisition of a system of inflection.

+Another result requiring further investigation is the over-
use of the is} morpheme in cases such as "He's takes a.cookie"
and "She's haée a red dress", It i$ not clear whether these
forms shguld be considered as either third person or auxiliary.
One currenﬁ hypothesis is that, due to the inordinate amount
of time spent practicing copula and;gpx;llary forms,  students
treat pronouns with 's contractions (it's, he's, she's) as
alternate forms in free variation with the pronouns. Continued
longitudinal examination is required to trdce the development
of these forms to determine whether the overuse is systgméﬁic

and where it occurs in the developmental seguence.

-~ It is interesting tc compare the accuracy rates' for each

; Df the { 1 morphemes across groups. All three groups perf@fm
at a high levgl of accuracy for the: copula, .and the secondary .
é:@ups-shaw Sfmila;ly high rates of accuracy fér thé auxiliary.
A flﬁdlng which is interesting and deserving Qf further inves-
tlgatlcn is that the 10a Subjects perf@rm no, better than 8a
subjects on the plural. Hawever when - 1cng and short plural

are treated separately, there is evldence for ﬂevel@gmental
progress in the acquisition of the plural.- Subjectsfin thex 10a
group provided the long plural correctly. ln 35% Df the contexts

whereas the accu:acy for the 8a group was ' 18%.

uw
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Results: Grammaticality Judgement Test BT

L . o, ' ) L R

Both the 20-item and 50-item grammaticality judgement tests
functioned well as tests. Item analysis of the results of the i
first administration showed that all items discriminated among . /

the subjects. However, on the 50-item test, the nineteen 'items |

which did not contain an error tended to have very high facility . -
values and low indices of discrimination (rione greater than .25).
The items which required students to correct an error discri-
minated better on the whole; Dnlyig of 31 such items had a discri-
mination index of less than .25, and these 8 were items with
extremely low facility Qaiues! In other words, considered as

test items, the senténcegkﬁith@ut errors were too easy, while

the sentences with errors were mostly satisfactory, with a
minority being too difficult. Thisbpattern was also @bsarvéd

ih the 20-item test. The reason for it-is fairly obvious, and _
has important consequences for the design of grammaticality jud%e;

. , . . , . X .- .
.ment tasks. It is gimply that in the case of the ungrammatical

sentences, students not only had to determine’ that they were
tudent were

ungrammatical, but to c@r:égt them.. Hence, if a

in any doubt on an item he might cﬁéése the easiést solution - N

to mark it correct. The high facility values for the error-

&

Jless items are clearly owing in large part to this biased

guessing. In the next phase of the study, we intend to overcome:
this problem by dividing the task into two tasks. 1In'an initial
test, students will Be asked only to judge the sentences ‘gram- .
matical or ungrammatical. These\tests will be marked and . .
fetérned to the students whc‘wilé then have only to correct

those sentences identified as ungrammatical.

The reliébility of the tests, according to the Kuder-
Richardson formula, was high: .89 for the 50-item test on the

first administration, .90 on the seécond administration. The

b X ,
O
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carrespendlnq figures for the 20-item tést admlnlstered té the'

sixth grade were ﬂSS and .86.

£
:

Table § shows the mean segres éf olur Grade . 8 and Grade 10

subjects® and of their c@ntral graup peers on the twa admlnlS*

trations. (The scares of the two Grade 10 subject groups, @&f

l0a and 10b, are dlsplayed separately because of the big dlq—’
ference in their perf@rmance ) Grade loa is an "enchhed" R
stream and l0b 15 Gcn51dared a regular" stream, - The averaqé
scores for 10b were actually lower than those of the Grade 8

FY

Qur subjects improved betwean administrations Gﬂ the averaqe

more than four times as much as the controls, a difference whlsh

. subjects. o ﬁ‘{ﬁ
i Tab l‘é 5 - , . ;-F,
Grammaticality Judgement : ) SRR
Mean Scores (out of 50) DO
i r ‘ ‘
Administration o i
*. First Second Difference -
Grade B8 subjects (N - 51) - 26.1 31.8 5.7
Grade 8 controls (N = 45) 27.2, 28.9 - 1.7
10a supjects (N - 21).- 35.85 40.1 © 4.3
10b subjects (N - 21) . 22.3 28.8 6.4
Grade 10 controls (N - 21) 34.0 34,2 0.2
ALL SUBJECTS (N - 93) 27.5 33.0 5.5
ALL CONTROLS (N - 66) . 29.3 30.6 1.3

Can only be attriﬂﬁted to the intervening period of instruction’

The lcwest =-scoring group of subjects, clasg 10b, benefited the
most from this’ lnstructlan, while the thhést scoring group,

¢lass . lQa, sh@wed the least benefit. ‘Wherg the benefit was

t‘_"’ F8
a0
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~greatest, it was also least uﬁiférm'aﬁéng individuals. The raﬂk_
crdér correlation between the first and second admlnlst:atlgns
of' the test was only .60 fDr class 10b, ccmpared_ta .83 for'

'10a and .86 and .79 for the two Grade 8 graups ‘But as a

-graup, 10b 1m§rgved more unifornily on the various structures
than did 10a, as may be seen 1n F;gures 4 through 5 ., Over
three-quarters of the total ;mpr@vement by 10a was acaunted fo
by 1mprgvemént on the be/have distinction. These dlfferences
may, of course, have been caused by dlfferences ln the type af

1nstruct1cn given in the period hatween the twa admlnlstratlans.

level had their reqular classraam teacher. Thus both Grade 105
hadithe‘same teacher; bcth;§raée 8s; and all three Grade 65,
., 'The mean score of the Grade 6 students Dn,the 20- 1tem test
' was 8. 9 for the first admlnlstratlan and 10. 3 for the secbnd ’
If we express these figures as percentages (44.5% and 51. 7%),
the dlfference between them, réprésentlng *the 1mprévement'
between the tWD admlﬂlStfatanS, 15 6. 9% ‘cémpared with a .
difference Df 11.1% between the mean. scarg§>af the secgndary
students on the first .and second administrations (54.9% and X
66% respectively). Thus the sixth-graders- appéaréd to benefit .
~-somewhat less from thElr period of 1nstruct1cn than did the
?sesgndary subjects H@wever, we do natnhave control data
available against whlch to compare the. 51xth=q1aders ’fmprave;
ment. Flgure: 4 through 5 sh@w the Mmean group scores (expressed
as gércentages) on each of "the. seven grammatléal stfuctures '
tested, ,Only those items which CDﬂtalﬂEd errﬂrs haVE been taken
iﬁ&é'accéunt here. The 3Dlld partlan of each bar represents

the difference between ﬁhé first and SECDﬁd administration.

o
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V 100 _ Grade 8 Wﬁ?'%
] '\"F "1’ \"‘ :
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| ;'/ \_ .. ‘ . .
- ‘Grade 6
H 2 .
100
R
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o S TR N SN N .
cop awx 3rd:.  plu poss ;. b/n

Figure 3.

Group performance on grammaticality judgement tests.

Height of white bar represents percentage of accuracy .

on first. admlnlstratlan. Black segment represents
1mp:@vemen§ on gecond administration.

94

The * indicates
a gingle case of 1gwer gcore on tha sec@nd admlnistratlgn.
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Group 10b  *
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B

Figure 4. Graup perfarmance on grammatlcallty judgément tests.
Height of white bar represents percentage of accuracy

! _on first administration. Black segment rep:esents
1nprcvement on second adm;n;stratlan. . ;
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The crder of difflculty Qf the varlaus structures génerally ‘
accords w1th the‘*acquisltlén Qrders" descrlbed in the 11terature.
One lnterestlng anémaly is that the perfcrmance on the auxlllary
is slightly ahead of the copula for the Grade 8 subjects. The
aeslgn of the test .may also have Played a role in pra&uc;ng the
unexpected order. Two out Df the four items with er:ars in the
7 use of the cépula ccntalned errcrs of overuse, whlch gave our S

'subjegts more aifflculty than errors of omission. 'If cnly the
f;;tems with errors of cm;sslan are taken into account (fDr both
Iccpula and auxil 'ary) then the’ capula proves less dlfflcult than
ghe auxll;ary for all groups, although the scores remain much’
élaser for the 31ghth graae than for the tenth )

§ 3 S
_ A pass;ble explanat;an for th;s flndlng is that Grade 8 is

the level at which the pragr2551ve is extensively pra:tlced \“.=ﬁg
Such an explanatlan Seems all the mcre plaus;ble because it o
*wauld ‘account for an@ther ﬁév1atlcn fr@m the "natural"‘sequence
Grade 6 subjects gerfgrméd bétter on the de s;ngular than- Dn
the auxll;ary. They hdd been ;ntrcﬂuﬂed to the Brd 51ngular
_shartly bef@re'taklng the test. (Nate the hlgher than expected
perfgrmance .on 3rd singular 1n the p;ctuze descrlptlcn task
as well. 'See F;gure 2). We have nat yet” ccmpleted our analy51s

of ;nd;v;dual performance on the morphemes. Thus, the ‘extent

to which individuals c@nfarm o the group orders is nct yet “
known. Because we have iny 3 -6 éxamples of each'. structure f@r o
, each student, it wguld be dlfflgult to draw conclusions’® about
_Grders for lndiv;duals. One of the goals of the next phase of

the study is. prec;saly to collect engugh data’ on %Ed1v1dual

-students to make EUEh a study PéESlblE. 7 a¢; o

- It is pQSSlble hawever to rePQrt on- a prellmlnary analysls
of the effects on- accuracy Df dlfferent lln§ULEtic contexts.

4
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- The iﬁitiai test provided us with suggestivéidata that have
'formea~the basis of our _hypotheses for  the next phase, . For
example. on the first administration,.only 28% of* the stuﬂents.‘_"
ccrrectly supplled the m;551ng aux;llary in "The dog plays
outside when it snowing", while 81% were able to supply it in’- .’
' "He leaving: early tgday“— Now, although the, tweAsentences are.
not- prec;sely comparable in other ways (the fgrmér is va;cusly
_{mcré|camplex than the latter), we may hypothesike that at least
part of the difference is ﬂue to the” ¥nltlal sibilant in -