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This study contributes to 'Focus on Form' research, investigating effective ways of teaching 
grammar within a broadly communicative Modem Foreign Languages curriculum. Currently in 
the UK there is a widely felt dissatisfaction that many school learners' abihty to create their own 
language in target-like ways remains problematic, in particular for the development of the highly 
inflected French verb system. Sustained work suggests that 'Processing Instruction' (PI) can 
promote the learning of certain language features. However, no study has yet explored one of 
the principles behind PI (that learners do not make learning gains if given input activities that 
allow a more incidental/implicit mode of processing, as learners do not tend to interpret the 
meaning of items of low communicative value). 

This study was conducted in two UK schools / year 9 classrooms. It adopted a quasi-
experimental design to compare PI with Enriched Input (EI), which fbcussed learners' attention 
on lexical items and / or overall sentential meaning, but aUowed an implicit mode of learning the 
target verb inflections. This shares many similarities with current listening and reading activities 
in UK classrooms. Progress in learning the target features was also monitored in a non-active 
control class in school 1. A battery of pre, post and delayed post tests was used to asses the short 
and longer term impacts on learners' ability to understand and use, in oral and written modalities, 
a selection of French verb inflections in the present and perfect tenses. Lessons were monitored 
in all three classes prior to and throughout the study and the pupils' and teachers' reactions to the 
materials were surveyed to strengthen the study's validity. 

In general, instructional type a/one did not have a significant impact on the pupils' learning. 
However, it was A)und that in school 2 (class B) the learners who experienced PI made and 
maintained statistically signiScant learning gains in all the measures taken, whereas the EI 
learners did not. This suggests there are potential benefits of using PI to promote the learning of 
verb inflectional system with such learners. 

In contrast, in school 1 (Class A), both the EI and PI learners made and maintained statistically 
significant learning gains, suggesting that with these learners a more incidental mode of 
processing was equally beneficial. This may be due to a background school ethos of teaching 
and testing grammar, as the parallel, non-active control class also made some gains between pre 
and post test. However, this does not account for the exfenf of the gains by EI learners in class A 
in the listening, reading and writing measures. It is therefore suggested that the EI learners in 
class A, unlike those in class B who were at a lower developmental stage, had su&cient 
processing resources to interpret the meaning of verb inflections as well as lexical items and/or 
sentential meaning (i.e. engage in incidental / multiple processing). In addition, it is 
acknowledged that it is possible that more general characteristics of the normal class teaching in 
class A (e.g. sequencing of grammar pedagogy tasks) may have enabled learners in class A to 
benefit from EI more than learners in class B. 

The study recommends laboratory based research to explore further the existence / nature of 
incidental input processing amongst learners of different developmental stages. This study also 
highlights how contextual information can shed essential light on findings in educational 
experimental research. 
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Introduction: Overview of the thesis 

This thesis presents a quasi experiment which investigated the effects of Processing 

Instruction (a type of input-based grammar pedagogy) on learners' ability to interpret and 

produce a range of French verb inflections. These effects were explored by comparing them 

to the progress made by two other sets of pupils: pupils experiencing another input-based 

ag%3roawdi RdhichcKxatrasteKliRith scHiKslkegrfewihires 

Instruction), and pupils in an intact class with no experimental intervention. This 

introduction briefly describes the layout of the thesis. 

In the first chapter, the rationale is presented, justifying the need for innovation in grammar 

teaching in UK key stage 3 Modem Foreign Language (MFL) teaching, in particular to 

promote the ability of learners to manipulate verbs. The choice of two input-based 

approaches (Processing Instruction, PI and Enriched Input, EI) is also justified, by suggesting 

their potential contribution to current MFL teaching. Chapter 2 presents PI in detail as well 

as the theoretical framework underlying PI, namely Input Processing (IP) (VanPatten 1996, 

2002 and 2004). PI is also evaluated in terms of IP theory. The theoretical and pedagogical 

rationales behind the comparative intervention, EI, are laid out. The research questions are 

provided at the end of chapter 2. The third chapter opens with a discussion of the use of 

experimeiits in educational research, which influenced the design of the current study. The 

methods adopted for carrying out the quasi experimental design, a description of the study 

and the statistical procedures used for analysing the data are then presented. Chapter 4 

presents several analyses assessing and enhancing the validity and reliability of the 

experimental design: the three different classroom contexts are described (mainly using data 

from observation records); the comparability of the three classes' scores at pre test is 

assessed; and the data collected regarding the pupils' and teachers' attitudes to the 

experimental intervention is discussed. The results from the pre, post and delayed post 

language tests are analysed in chapter 5 (the listening and reading tests) and chapter 6 (the 

writing and speaking tests). In conclusion, chapter 7 summarises the study and reviews the 

explanations for the findings, particularly for the differing results from each school and the 

implications these have for the PI, IP and educational research agendas. 



Chapter! Rationale 

This chapter sets out the educational reasons for undertaking an investigation of innovative 

approaches to grammar pedagogy, and in particular input-based approaches, in order to 

enable learners to manipulate inflectional verb morphology. 

Section 1.1 provides a summary of the problems and dissatisfaction that have been 

experienced regarding UK secondary school foreign language learners' ability to 

manipulate language creatively (and in particular, verbs). Section 1.2 presents a summary 

of key policy changes and grassroots initiatives to reinstate grammar into the Modem 

Foreign Languages (MFLs) curriculum. Section 1.3 suggests some of the shortcomings of 

these innovations and leads to, in section 1.4, the suggestion of one area that has not yet 

received significant attention, namely what learners are asked to do with the target language 

input^ they receive. This is illustrated with some examples of current practice. Section 1.5 

discusses international research findings related to input-based approaches to graipmar 

pedagogy. Section 1.6 presents a particularly promising pedagogical and theoretical 

framework for the current study (PI) and discusses the main reasons why PI seems to be 

worthy of attention specifically in terms of its potential role in Key Stage 3̂  MFL teaching. 

The chapter is summarised in section 1.7. 

1.1 Dissatisfaction with the teaching and learning of language form' 

Grammar pedagogy^ in UK Modem Foreign Languages (MFLs) teaching has had variable 

status over the last few decades, ranging from its prominence in the grammar translation 

methodologies, prevalent when MFLs were taught only at grammar schools, to a very 

' The term 'input' refers to any target language (oral and written) with which learners come into contact (see 
discussion in section 2.4.3 regarding the difficulty of distinguishing 'input' from 'output'). 
^ Key Stage 3 includes years 7 to 9 of the education system in England i.e. 11-13/14 year olds. Thi^ is the 
only time that learning an MFL is obligatory in England. 
^ In this chapter, the terms exphcit grammar teaching, grammar pedagogy, grammar teaching, the teaching of 
forms & structures are all used interchangeably and refer generically to aspects of language instruction where 
teachers intentionally draw learners' attention to the morphosyntactic structure of language. 



reduced status in the late 1970's, 80's and early 90's. A full account of this history is not 

relevant to this thesis and can be found in Hawkins (1996), Boyd (2001), Mitchell (1988, 

2000a) and Wringe (1996). Suffice to note that grammar pedagogy has been a 

controversial area in MFLs teaching in the UK (and elsewhere) for many years. Current 

methodologies share many features of functional / notional / situational / transactional 

langu^e teaching armaches devel(^)ed during the 80's md 90's. Thi& section documents 

a range of potential concerns associated with recent and current grammar pedagogy and 

early learners '̂ ability to manipulate language creatively. A wide range of sources is used, 

including government inspectors' reports, local level action research, pedagogical guides, 

text books, academic research from applied linguists and teacher trainers. They are uqified 

by the fact that they all provide a motivation for investigating innovative approaches to 

teaching language form to early language learners. 

One of the major characteristics of recent and current practice in UK schools is extensive 

presentation and practice of pre-assembled phrases with one-to-one equivalents of English 

phrases (e.g. Mitchell 1988). External assessments for beginners (Standard Attainment 

Tests (SATs) and General Catificate of Secondary Education examinations (GCSEs)'^ 

require learners to produce accurate and fairly complex language that is also fluent. Jlote-

leamed phrases, although a heavy burden on the memory, are an efRcient means of 

achieving success at this level. The pervasiveness and considerable durability of these 

'chunks' in learners' language has been well-documented in process studies (Adinolfi 1994, 

Mitchell & Martin 1997, Page 1999, Howard 1999). It has been suggested (Myles, Hooper 

& Mitchell 1998, Myles, Mitchell & Hooper 1999), that they may interface with and aid 

(and possibly be essential for) the learners' own creative use of language. 

However, such extensive phrase-book learning is widely-considered as superficial, both in 

tei^S of content and lack of autonomy it gives the learner to create new language (e.g. 

Mitchell 1996, Chambers & Richards 1995). The process of analysing the formulas and the 

gradual spread of use of their component parts has been shown to be slow and the chunks 



can remain unanalysed for many years (Myles 2004, Page 1999, Howard 2002). One 

challenge that faces teachers, therefore, is how to help learners to capitalise on and yet also 

move away from these routinised formulas. For example, a recent teacher debate on 

linguanet forum^ was concerned with preventing learners from usingjg and fai 

interchangeably^. 

J. 7.2 Biag wxfwf 

UK teaching process studies (e,g. Mitchell & Martin 1997) and some popular text books^ 

demonstrate the preponderance of the teaching and learning of nouns, and to a lesser e^^ent, 

adjectives. Very often one fixed subject + verb combination e.g. avez-vous, je voudrais, 

fai, il est, il j a is presented with a wide selection of possible complement slot fillers tp suit 

particular situations e.g. pets, groceries, personal descriptions. A very salient characteristic 

of most text books is the heavy use o f ' selection boxes' (see Figure 1.1) which give 

learners prefabricated verb phrases with choices of alternative adjectival / noun phrases, 

though sometimes a range of inflected verbs is offered. 

Eric habite dans le nord de la France a Paris 
en Afrique aux Antilles 

au Lavandou 
aii Canada 

En hiver 
En ete 

il pleut beaucoup souvent 

ii fait assez / tres froid assez / tres chaud 

i l y a du vent du soleil 

Using the box to write encourages learners to comprehend the choice of complements on 

offer but does not require them to understand the verbs (except 'il pleut') (nor carry out any 

morphosyntactic analysis, though this is discussed in section 1.4). A bank of nouns / 

adjectives with some adverbs but few verbs does not empower learners to create language 

^ SATs are for year 9 learners (generally after 3 years of MFL learning) and GCSEs are for year 11 learners 
(generally after 5 years of MFL learning). They include listening, reading, writing and oral tests. 
^ http://www.linguanet.org.nk/fbntm.htm 
^ Solutions were offered along the lines of heightened metalinguistic awareness and output practice, but these 
issues are discussed in more detail later. 
^ see the glossaries in Avantage, Etoiles, Tricolor, Logo, Route Nationale, Telescope, Arriba, Auf Deutsch. 

http://www.linguanet.org.nk/fbntm.htm
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for their own purposes (Lee 1998, McPake 1999, Chambers 1999). The central role of 

verbs in driving language acquisition is widely accepted, both in first (native) and second 

language (LI and L2) acquisition (Aitchison 1998 (pi61), Harley 1986, Little & Singleton 

1991 (pl31)). Verbs appear to be at the root of some of the most salient and persistent non-

target-like phenomena in interlanguage^. grammars in naturalistic, immersion and classroom 

learners, regardless of one's perspective (e.g. Hawkins 2002 (a Universal Grammar (jUG) 

perspective), Harley & Swain 1978 (a cognitive perspective with immersion learners), 

Dietrich, Klein & Noyau 1995 (a functionalist perspective with naturalistic learners), 

Howard 2002 (an aspect hypothesis perspective amongst UK university learners) and 

Dobson 1998 (a pedagogic descriptive approach with UK Key Stages 3 and 4 learners)). 

J. ^ Bfog Awardk 

A number of studies (e.g. Myles, Mitchell & Hooper 1999, Grenfell 2000, Page 1999) attest 

to the preponderance of routinised dialogues, featuring 'je' (particularly j'ai', 'j'aime' and 'je 

m'appelle') and 'tu' (particularly 'tu as', tu aimes' tu t'appelles'). It could be argued that 

there is, in any case, a bias in natural languages towards first and second person reference 

which gets incorporated into grammars: "in oral discourse the topic is also particularly 

likely to be the speaker or the listener. This social universal results in a statistical bias 

towards first and second person subjects" (Bates & MacWhinney 1989, p21). However, the 

teacher and learner process studies, cited above, indicate that the bias is not only 

particularly heavy in classrooms but it also focuses on singular first and second person. 

This probably contributes to the apparent difficulty learners have in referring accurately to 

plural subjects and third person subjects. 

7. J. ̂  

Poor linguistic accuracy during, and following, the 11-16 phase is a recurring complaint in 

the literature (Wright 1999, Wimpory 1997, Hurman 1992, Metcalfe, Laurillard & Mason 

1995, Klapper 1997, Gray 1999, Neil & Laverty 2001, Dobson 1998, 

http://www.long. Itsri.ac. iik/Iings/Jinggrammarlinks.html). The annual CILT (now the 

® The term 'interlanguage' (IL) is used throughout this thesis to refer to a learner's language system which is 
not yet native-like (see also section 3.6.5 and footnote 33). 

http://www.long
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[National Centre 6)r Languages) Languages Show provides workshops such as 'Bridging 

the GCSE-AS-A level Gap' and 'Dealing with Grammar'. 

OFSTED^ subject rq)orl!S (OFSTED 1995^ 2001i& 2002 and Dobson 1998) gve us some 

indication of the government inspectorate's-dissatisfaction with MFLs-learners' ability to 

manipulate form; 

"Many pupils need to develop... their confidence in speaking and the accuracy of 
their writing ...more improvement is needed^ for example in ...the accurate 
application of grammar." (OFSTED 2002) 

One of the most recurring problems is perceived as being learners' lack of ability to cope 

with unfamiliar situations or create their own language; 

"Some aspects of the programme of study^ such a& those requiring^ pupils to take 
the initiative or cope with the unfamiliar, jemain underdeveloped" (OFSTED 
2001) 

Dissatisfaction with progression in Key Stage 3 in particular has been reported; 

" AAa: ̂  good start in. Y7^ many pupils lose momentum... As a consequence, 
many pupils have an insufficient basis for progression through Key Stage 4 and 
beyond. This is particularly the case where their understanding of how language 
work% grasp of basic grammar and powers of recall are weak. Examples include a 
narrow range of adjectives and limited ability to manipulate the tenses of common 
verbs. In such cases pupils struggle to cope with more demanding-4asks, 
particularly where these involve taking the initiative or coping with the 
uBpre^GtabW;. the pFeg:ess-of pi^ils- at̂  St%e^ 4-ha6^i^Foved but is held 
back where sufficient momentum for learning has not been generated in Year 8 
andYear 9" ((^ST^D^2Q01). 

There is^so-evideBce4o^suggestAalpi^)ils^Fe-awareof their lacL^^ 

autonomy (Lee 1998, McPake 1999, Chambers 1999, Harris et al. 2001). Stem, Burstall & 

Harley { t9-75)^gave some indication of the-cyclical nature^of achievement and motivation, 

suggesting that when learners did not feel satisfied with their progress their motivation 

waned and this affected further achievement. An additional impetus to-investigate 

alternative types of grammar instruction is that extrinsic motivation for learning MFLs is 

weak in 6 e UK. (partly becausG-ofglob^^nglish)^ In̂ ar different sociolinguistic coptext. 

' Office for Standards in Education: the Government's inspectorate of schools. 
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with more mstrumental motivation and / or &wer 'afkctive Glters' (Krashen 1982), details 

of teaching techniques may have less impact on learners' attitudes or progression whereas 

in MFL classrooms in LI English contexts it has been suggested that such 'details' may 

have more influence (Domyei 2001). 

1.2 Current rehabilitation of grammar in policy and practice 

This section provides a general picture of how grammar pedagogy is broadly conceiv^ in 

recent government and teacher-led initiatives, which partly developed as a result of the 

concerns laid out above. The section also presents a brief description of common verb 

related grammar activities in popular text books. 

2.2 i (fOvawMgwf ffiMafrygs mvofwMg fAg grammar /ygjogogy 

The dissatisfaction with pupils' ability to create language, outlined above, has been 

accompanied by (and has partly led to) a return to traditional views of literacy and 

grammatical accuracy promoted via central government policies. These have revived an 

interest in more explicit grammar instruction in MFL and English teaching in UK schools. 

The DfEE response to the NufBeld Enquiry (DfEE 2001) suggested that Specialist 

Language Colleges, the National Curriculum for Modem Foreign Languages in England 

and Wales (DfEE 1999), the Scheme of Work (QCA 2000b), the GCSE Criteria (QCA 

2000a) and the Framework for Teaching MFLs (DfES 2003) provide some indication about 

what teachers, according to most recent policy, are to consider good practice in terms of 

grammar pedagogy, "with more emphasis on knowledge, understanding and skills" (DfEE 

2001). These developments are briefly described in appendix 2. 

In summary, the National Curriculum (NC) provides a general indication to teachers that 

language form should be taught and that learners benefit ̂ -om explicit knowledge of form. 

The NC levels of achievement and GCSE criteria and examinations show that there is a 

continued (and slightly increased) enq)hasis on productive accuracy, involving assessment 

via traditional verb paradigm type activities. The Key Stage 3 Scheme of Work oGers 

more precise advice regarding speciGc activities designed to promote learners' use and 



awareness of particular language forms, though these appear to be a largely untapped 

resource^". The Key Stage 3 Framework, non-statutory guidance which has just become 

available for use, has a heavy emphasis on automatization of explicit knowledge ^bout 

language. 

In practice, grammar teaching in schools probably remains largely context-(i.e. teacher-, 

school-, text book-) dependent (Mitchell 1994, Bygate, Tonkyn, & Williams 1994b)^\ 

Since the policy documents above have been published, I could not locate any refereed 

studies documenting current grammar pedagogy. Nevertheless, it has been suggested that in 

order to focus learners' attention on form, teachers tend to use activities with ro^ts in 

grammar-translation methods (e.g. the teaching of whole paradigms, "explanation, 

exemplification, and drawing parallels with English/translating" (Mitchell & BrumGt ^001, 

p285) or in behaviourist audiolingual learning techniques (e.g. drill or 'slot & 6ir type 

activities). These activities are often packaged more attractively than in previous metjiods 

by using colour coding, games, actions, mimes and peer correction as seen in Wells (2000) 

and some of the recommendations in pedagogical guides (e.g. Harris et al. 2001)^^. 

Examples of recent teacher initiatives in grammar pedagogy illustrating some of these 

characteristics can be found in six government-funded action research projects in 2000/1 

addressing the broad Seld of grammar pedagogy^^. They^ve a broad indication of a_grass-

roots movement which reflects a renewed interest in grammar instruction, suggesting there 

is a feeling that 'grammar is back' (e.g. http://www.linguanet.org.uk/fbrum.htm, 

http://www.languagelearn.co.uk/). Four extracts from observation records from some of 

these projects, in which I was involved as a research assistant, are discussed here '̂̂ . 

Toye (2001) & Johnston (2001) (action research projects, see http;//www.teacliemet.gov.iik/ 
ProfessionalJDevelopment/opportunities/bprs) and casual enquiries suggest that they are used very little. 
" The status, quantity and techniques of grammar teaching are usually determined by many experiential, 
psychological, professional and contextual factors e.g. individual teachers, departments, textbooks (Mitchell 
& Hooper 1992, Mitchell & Brumfit 2001, Mitchell 2000, Borg 1999). 

This also discusses how to incorporate discussion of form into more spontaneous or meaning-oriented 
activities. 

http://www.teachemet.gov.uk/Professional_Development/ opportunities/bprs. 
To maintain anonymity, these observation records are not referenced. See appendix 1 for the extracts 

discussed. 

http://www.linguanet.org.uk/fbrum.htm
http://www.languagelearn.co.uk/
http://www.teacliemet.gov.iik/
http://www.teachemet.gov.uk/Professional_Development/
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Although interpretation of this small selection is cautious, the projects were carried out in a 

Language College which is respected locally for its MFL and overall teaching. 

One action research project focussed on the teaching and learning of present and perfect 

tense verb inflections in French. One lesson (extract 1 in appendix 1) began with a \yhole 

class oral production activity where learners had to follow a predictable pattern (repeating 

the phrase 'je suis alle au cinema' adding a time adverbial). The teacher provided qiodel 

answers and used translation and transliteration to explain the task. She insisted on 

accurate production, using explicit error correction. The learners' responses indicate^ that 

they were aware that corrections referred to form (not content). Extract 2 (appendix I) 

illustrates a whole class oral activity (in the style of the game show ''Blockbusters") v ^ c h 

required learners to translate into French verbs in the perfect tense with a range of subjects 

and provide the orthographic form where this was not evident &om the spoken At 

the end of the lesson each learner was required to say either 'nous regardons' or 'nous 

avons regarde' depending on whether the teacher said 'present' or 'per&ct'. 

Another action research project fbcussed on the teaching and learning of explicit 

knowledge and ability to use present tense verbs in German. Extract 3 in appendix 1 

describes a whole class oral activity, practising a pattern of replacing 'ich + verb' with 'sie / 

er + verb ending in t'. There was an emphasis on accuracy and extensive error correction. 

There were few comprehension checks regarding the meaning of the forms being practised. 

The teacher points out explicitly that learners often confuse 'gem' and 'gehen' and 

provides the correct syntax. Extract 4 in appendix 1 demonstrates a fairly abstract / analytic 

/ deductive approach to grammar pedagogy, with the use of M l verb paradigms, transition, 

metalanguage, explicit description of rule systems (LI and L2) and decontextualised 

examples with little reference to meaning. The observer conmiented that pupils may have 

relied on strategies other than comprehension of the verbs to complete the tasks and that 

several pupils still had trouble identifying verbs by the end of the lesson. 

These examples go some way to corroborating research, carried out prior to the recent 

policy changes, which found that grammar pedagogy often manifests itself in techniques 
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reminiscent of grammar translation and audio-lingual styles (e.g. Johnson 1994, Brumfit, 

Mitchell & Hooper 1996 and several studies in Bygate, Tonkyn & Williams 1994a) 

There is considerable reliance on textbooks and published materials in schoolME^s 

lessons (Lee 1998, Mitchell & Martin 1997, OFSTED 2001, Mitchell & Brumfit 2001). 

Therefore, a biief look at what they o@er in terms of the teaching and̂  learning of veibâ  is in 

order^^. 

A common feature is that text books provide short summaries of grammar rules usually at 

the back but sometimes within the body of the book. This would indicate that most learners 

do have some exposure to rules of language, although the extent to which their attention is 

directed to them depends on the teacher and the learner. Mnemonics are often provided to 

aid in the decision as to which auxiliary to use in the perfect tense ('etre' or 'avoir'). 

Most verb-related grammar exercises (including website and Computer Assisted Learning 

materials) are usually written, though often oral, and frequently involve entire verb 

paradigms. They are sometimes associated with an NC or GCSE topic area e.g. describing 

your family. Activities include: matching an inflected verb with its infinitive or vice versa, 

filling in a blank with a given inflected verb (both of which can usually be done by using 

the verb stem alone) or providing the verb inflections according to the given subject, which 

is usually a pronoun (and according to the given verb, in the perfect tense)^^. Learners are 

also asked to note instances of a particular grammatical feature (e.g. by underlining) or to 

provide an account (usually written) referring to their own lives (e.g. their hobbies, 

holidays) following a model (e.g. McNab 1994, p69). 

It has been documented that these techniques are/have been particularly used for teaching the present and 
perfect tenses (e.g. Macrory & Stone 2000, Page 1999, Graham 1997 and also demonstrated in many 
published materials), and were probably popular even during the most transactionally-oriented periods of 
language teaching. 

A selection of common text books is used here (Avantage 1 & 2, EtoUes 1 & 2, Tricolor 1, 2 & 3, Logo, 
Route Nationale 1,2 &3 Telescope 2, Arriba 1,2 & 3, Auf Deutsche 1 & 2). 
" See for example http://www.quia.com/jfc/1095.html, http://www.didieraccord.eom/exercices/l.2.3.html 

http://www.quia.com/jfc/1095.html
http://www.didieraccord.eom/exercices/l.2.3.html
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Another feature shared by most textbooks is that they move swiftly between different 

forms. For example, in Taylor & Edwards (1994) activities on p33 are devoted to the 

expression 'j' ai peur + du / de la / des', on p34 to presenting and practising 'first person verb 

+ infinitive' and p35 to 'regular and irregular forms of the perfect tense'. 

This brief review of recent studies documenting teaching and currently teaching materials 

has suggested that a wide range of grammar teaching techniques are used, frequently 

consisting of a mix of metalinguistic grammar translation activities (i.e. encouraging 

learners to automatise explicit rules) or behaviourist slot filling production activities in 

writing and speaking. 

1.3 Possible concerns with current rehabilitation of grammar 

This section sets out the principal concerns with the developments described above. These 

concerns point to the need for research into innovative and effective approaches into how to 

incorporate grammar pedagogy into broadly communicative teaching. 

Many applied linguists indicate the importance of improving the interface between practice and 

international studies regarding MFL pedagogy e.g. Hudson (2001), Grenfell (2000), Mitchell 

(2000), AUfbrd (2003). Mitchell (2003), Boyd (2001), Pachler (2003) and Marsden (2001) 

suggest that many aspects of the National Curriculum (NC), GCSE speciGcations and the new 

Key Stage 3 Strategy could be better supported by SLA research e.g. the expected routes of 

progression, and guidance about whether or how to incorporate the teaching of form into a 

communicative curriculum'^. 

The NC programme of Study (PoS) only states "Pupils should be taught the grammar of the target language 
and how to apply it" (PoS, l,b, DfEE 1999). 3b also suggests, as a non-statutory example, "pupils shquld be 
taught how to use the context and other clues to mtenpreLmeaning [for example, Jiy identi^qag the 
grammatical Amotion of unfamiliar words. . 
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There is a body of SLA literature which offers a range of theories and pedagogical 

techniques regarding how and when to teach grammar (Long & Robinson 1998, Norris & 

Ortega 2000, Spada 1997). Focus on Form and FormS (henceforth FonF/S^^) research has 

not received a great deal of attention in the UK secondary school context (Mitchell 2000)^°. 

It comprises a largely neglected body of research which may offer some framework for 

systematic investigations in grammar pedagogy in UK classrooms. 

ZXgwAwxAiipgs /fffrefy kzyaf ow grammar 

As described above, grammar pedagogy techniques such as explicit grammar rules, 

mechanical practice reminiscent of behaviourist approaches (e.g. slot replacing) and 

grammar translation activities (including metalinguistic and explicit error correction 

strategies) are common ways in which the revival of grammar pedagogy in UK schools 

appears to manifest itself^\ This section suggests some of the reasons why a re-adoption of 

grammar-translation and/or behaviourist techniques alone may not be satisfactory. 

Grammar translation or behaviourist approaches (even current, more appealing forms of 

these) can often mean that grammar pedagogy is held largely 'in opposition' to more 

communicative or functional activities. The need for pedagogical guides such as Harris et 

al. (2001) suggests that incorporating grammar into classroom activities without resorting 

to thinly disguised grammar translation activities is difficult. Mitchell & Hogg (2001) 

found that there was a tension between certain FonF/S techniques and other classroom 

activities (e.g. practising vocabulary, transactional phrases, target language use). 

Focus on Form tends to refer to more implicit / communicatively embedded / task essential / reactive 
grammar pedagogy techniques. Focus on FormS tends to refer to techniques which are synthetic / proactive / 
involve abstract practice. Therefore, the term FonF/S is used throughout this thesis to encompass # such 
techniques (as in Norris & Ortega 2000), to refer to "any pedagogical effort which is used to draw the 
learners' attention to language form either implicitly or explicitly" Spada (1997) (p73) (though Spada used the 
term 'Torm Focussed Instruction"). 
^ though see Grenfell & Harris (1999), Macaro (2001a & b) Coyle (2001) and Klapper (2003) in the areas of 
learning strategies, role of LI, interactionist perspectives and task-based learning respectively. 

There are few examples of a push for a focus on meaning in school MFL teaching in the UK, reviewed in 
Mitchell (2002) and Grenfell (2000) (e g. ClaA 1988, Cbaris 1996, Coyle 2000 & 2001, Harris et al 2001). 
Although a promising programme of innovation and research, they remain fairly small-scale when compared, 
for example, to the piloting and implementation of the Key Stage 3 strategy, the impact of text books and 
washback from GCSEs and the NC. 
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Lightbown (2001) reports a more exaggerated manifestatioa of this in immersion 

programmes^^ - learners are either taught "important academic content" or, in language 

classes, offered "a time to do conjugations or grammar exercises" p91. 

Experience of grammar teaching is very often limited to 'top ability' classes (Wells 2000, 

Metcalfe 1997, Rendall 1998, Mitchell & Brumfit 2001). Some of the current techniques 

(i.e. heavy reliance on written forms, complex rules, rote-learning and long term memory 

capacity) may be more suited to particular learning styles (i.e. academically oriented 

learners), as acknowledged by DeKeyser 1998 (p62), one of the proponents of 

proceduralising declarative knowledge in language learning. It has not been shown that 

academically oriented techniques are the most appropriate tool in the context of MFLs for 

all at Key Stage 3. 

Hawkins (1996) suggests that experience of grammar translation methods in UK schools 

resulted in poor oral fluency and low motivation. Lightbown & Spada (1993) suggest that 

an extreme form of 'getting it right B-om the beginning' does not benefit e fWive 

communication (p79-83). 

It has been shown that the relationship between explicit knowledge of rules and actual 

language use is far &om clear cut. Alderson, Clapham, & Steel (1998), Green & Hecht 

(1992), Page (1999), Brumfit, Mitchell & Hooper (1996) and Metcalfe (1997) have all 

shown that learners' knowledge, or at least their ability to articulate it, remains hazy. The 

first three studies also suggested that learners' ability to describe rules of language 

accurately does not reOect their ability to use those rules (also see Terrell, BaycroA, & 

Perrone 1987, Scott 1989). VanPatten & CHkkenon (1996), Sanz & Morgan-Short (2004) 

and Benati (2004) have suggested that explicit knowledge alone does not lead to significant 

learning gains. Truscott (1998) and Schwartz (1993) review studies that have shown that 

the effects of explicit knowledge are short-lived. 

22 Immersion programmes offer part or all of the curricuhun through the medium of an L2. 
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One criticism of grammar translation and behaviourist techniques is that they do not always 

heed the well documented phenomena of fairly fixed developmental routes (Ellis 1994, 

Larsen-Freeman & Long 1991, Sanz 1999, Long & Robinson 1998). Teachers oAen 

acknowledge that forms are explicitly presented and practised which are probably beyond 

the cognitive or linguistic stage of the learners^. Learners can be asked to produce forms 

which they are not able to process^^ 6om the input. Issues relating to the use of input are 

introduced in the next section, in particular the potential role of input-based FonF/S 

approaches to constructing grammar teaching activities. 

1.4 Learners* processing of input: An unde^researched area, particularly in UK 

This section discusses and supports the claim that grammar pedagogy rarely takes the form 

of input-based activities and that current listening and reading activities do not require 

learners to comprehend certain aspects of language form. 

What learners do with the input they tend to receive in UK MFL secondary education has 

been given little attention, yet it is often argued that processing input is probably the most 

vital component of SLA (Chaudron 1985, Gass 1988, Krashen 1982, Carroll 2001). 

Lightbown (1992) and many studies of input-based approaches (discussed below) suggest 

that certain types of input practice contribute towards improving the accuracy of the 

developing system. 

Given the emphasis most models of language learning put on comprehensible input, 

listening and reading are perhaps under-represented skill areas in UK classrooms. The KS3 

schemes of work (QCA 2000b) suggest a great deal more production than comprehension 

activities. The five classes discussed in Mitchell & Martin (1997) had listening activities 

^ as in some post observation teacher interviews I carried out in the action research projects discussed in 
section 3.2. 
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on average 7.7% of class time and reading 4.1% , giving an average total of'pure input' 

time of 11.8%. Although this discounts the input provided by whole class speaking 

(62.4%) and paired speaking activities (7.6%), these activities were commonly found to 

rehearse fairly routinised patterns as discussed in sections 1.1 and 1.2.2, and do not force 

learners to analyse input in any great detail (e.g. verb inflections). 

Despite attempts to increase the use of target language in the classroom, research suggests 

that learners are usually not required to understand much teacher or pupil target language 

(TL) (Dickson 1996, Mitchell 1988). This is often because either the TL is comprehensible 

using other means (such as the context, parahnguistic communication, pupil or teacher 

translation) or because TL comprehension is not necessary to function as a pupil in that 

class (target language is not often used for essential classroom administrative / 

manageqient). 

Of most relevance to this study is that grammar instruction is predominantly perceived as 

production practice, with some use of reading tasks (Ellis 1999, VanPatten 1996, Paulston 

1972). Though these works do not refer specifically to the current UK context, many other 

sources suggest there is limited evidence of 'reading grammar' and less, or none, of 'aural 

grammar' (i.e. micro skills such as interpreting the meaning of grammatical form). This is 

supported by process studies (Mitchell & Martin 1997, A/Btchell & Hogg 2001), by 

grammar pedagogy guides and research (Rendall 1998, Wells 2000) and by pedagogical 

guides regarding listening activities (Turner 1995). 

J. 412 TfyMf-Aagaf ocfx wfzgg w 

This section argues that listening and reading activities rarely force learners to interpret the 

meaning of all aspects of the input. Two brief presentations of evidence for this are given: 

first a few examples of a popular textbook's listening and reading activities and secondly 

some excerpts from classroom observations, including teacher-designed listening and 

reading activities and target language classroom interaction. The sample of activities and 

observations presented here is small and no particular theoretical framework is adopted. 

'process' refers to attending to and detecting (i.e. interpreting) input These issues are discussed in more 
detail in chapter 2. 
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The aim is to explain in broad, non-technical terms one of the principal rationales of the 

study: namely a concern that the way learners are required to process input does not 

promote attention to speciSc features in the language and in some cases, this is contrary to 

the intention of the teacher or text book. A more theoretical approach to the issues is 

presented in chapter 2. 

i) In McNab & Barrabe (1993) p 106, learners are asked to write whether they heard 

'du', 'de la', 'un' or 'une' in an audio-recording of phrases containing these forms, thpugh 

they do not have to decide which goes where, understand why they are different or what 

nouns must AiUow. Perhaps such activities raise awareness that difkrent forms exist, but it 

seems likely that learners would attend to the surface phonological forms only, without 

further interpretation of diflerent meanings / uses of the forms in the input. 

ii) In McNab 1(994) p22 (see appendix 3a), the focus of the exercise is 'tutoyer ou 

vouvoyer' and learners must decide which the speaker on the tape does by marking T or V. 

In order to do this, the learner can complete the activity aAer noticing only whether they 

heard tu' or 'vous', and any attention given to the diGerent verb inflections would be 

incidental to the task. The next activity requires learners to replace, in writing, 'tu + verb 

forms' with 'vous + verb forms' and vice versa, though verb forms required are provided 

for them. After another activity containing examples of present tense 3^ person plural 

verbs, learners have to produce a range of questions to their friends using 'tu'. 

iii) In McNab (1994) p23 (see appendix 3 b), the 6nal production activity in this unit 

requires learners to write 3"̂"̂  person present tense verbs in a report of a class survey (e.g. 

'10 personnes aiment le football'). However, the listening and reading activities offered in 

preparation for this do not require learners to attend to the verb inflection^^. The listening 

activity requires learners to understand only numbers (e.g.' travaillent plein temps'). 

The reading activity requires learners to copy inflected verbs in their entirety without 

^ Clearly the oral inflection is null, but the point remains that learners do not have to attend to thisty, say, 
contrasting it with a distinguishable inflection. 



17 
separating the lexical verb and inflection (the rubric, 'Nombre de meres qui... % tells the 

pupils they are referring to 3^ person plural). 

iv) None of the verb paradigm activities mentioned in section 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 require 

learners to 'interpret' the verb inflection for its meaning in terms of tense, person or number 

in order to assign the suitable subject (instead they ask learners to interpret the subject in 

order to select the inflection). 

v) In the reading activity in McNab 1994 p71 (see appendix 3c), learners can rely solely 

on lexical cues to decide whether the statements are true or &lse, partly because the text 

and the questions are entirely in the past and refer to one point in time. Nevertheless, the 

subsequent production activities require learners to write sentences in the perfect tense. 

oW rgckAMg or 

i) In 'slot & replace' activities such as the one discussed in section 1.3, where 'ich 

spiele' is changed to 'er spielt', although learners must 'segment' the input (e.g. separate 'je' 

6om 'joue' to replace 'je' with 'il'), they can usually complete such activities by following a 

predictable pattern, without attaching any meaning to the &rms. Further examples of 

observed activities involving listening and reading are given here. 

ii) 

Written in centre of board: Appel: Quand es-tu alle(e) au cinema? 
10.15- Pupils arriving. T asking Ps re yesterday's test; Ps asldng re marks, all in English 
10.20 

Observer asks pupils in 6ont what 'appel' (on the board) means - pupils suggest 
'repeat' or 'answer'. They suggest the question on the board means 'what did you 
watch?'. 
T - asks what question on board means. Les mots des sont [underlines 3 words on 
board and says them:} quand alle cinema 
PI - when do you go to the cinema? 
T - repeats with rising intonation and emphasis when you go to the cinema? 
PI - when did you go to the cinema? 
... [T elicits a model response and elicits and provides various time adverbials then 
writes on board]: je suis all6 au cinema la semaine demiere, hier, le mois dernier, il 
y a 2 mois, 3 mois 

10:20- Ps zead a response &om the board when their name is called 4>ut. 
10:27 
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ffgwrg y. 2 EKiy-ocf o/"oWrwoAon /o&eM_̂ o;» a» acAow refearcA prq/gcf^bczty^mg 
on teaching French present and perfect tenses in year 9 

In this extract the teacher directed pupils' attention to lexical items in the input ('quand', 

'alle% 'cinema'), calling these 'mots cl6s'. The pupil's response suggests that using this 

strategy alone can lead to erroneous interpretation, indicating the importance of a#ending to 

forms that are perhaps non-salient. In addition, the learners were provided with a model 

answer which they did not have to understand to produce it, whilst still ensuring success in 

the task. The widespread error correction strategy used in this extract ("do?") may have 

forced the learner to re-analyse the language on the board, and attend to the verb inflection 

'es'. However, it may be that the learners simply guessed from the teacher's prosody and 

the context (e.g. the fact that learning the past tense was a prominent feature in this series of 

lessons) that 'did go' was the correct translation^. 

iii) 

2.45 ... T points to and reads out the aims 6om the board... T reads out the title of the 
extract which is written on the board - 'Herr X, Ist er gesund?' and adds in English, 
'you may have seen him in the canteen'. T continues - Die Antworten sind unter hier. 
T points to the words to 611 in the gaps 6om the text. T - copieren. 10 Minuten, 
schnell. T - put chewing gum in bin. P - nicht. T - doch. P - what's doch? T - you 
say nicht, I say doch, no, yes. A pupil has no book and T deals with this issue in 
German. P - haven't got a ruler? T - was ist ruler? T gives ruler to pupil saying 
'lineal'. P must repeat before he can take the ruler. Text from the board; 
ich ziemlich gesund, Zum Friihstiick ich einen Apfel und zwei Stucke Ich 

Orangensaft und Kaffee. Zum ... 
2:47 T - nicht sprechen. Schreiben. P - you have to fill in blanks. Girl near me repeats 

nicht [?] 
2:48 My text copying continues: Mittag ich normalerweise in der Kantine oder ei^ , 

wenn ich keine Zeit . Abends ich am liebste Pasta und Fisch. Mein 
Lieblingsessen [...] Gische Sardinen. Ich gem Fisch, weil es mir gut . Ic^ 
gern rotwein, aber nicht zu viel. Morgens ich Kafee. 'Expresso' lecker. 

2:52 Pupils gener^ly on task. 
P - what's the Rrst space? P - esse.. P - what's schmeck? T - taste. P - was ist der 
Grst one? what does der Grst one mean? T - 5 minuten nicht sprechen. P - sir what 
do you have with sardines? T - shh. T - sir there's 13 words but 14 gaps. T adds 
another word. 
Words given on the board to go in spaces: trinke, esse, esse, bin, esse, habe, 

2:57 Sandwich, trinke, esse, Toast, esse, ist, shmeckt, sind. 

^ In the same situation lepeadng the target language farm ("es-ta all6?") or asking "does it "vas-ta'?" 
have led learners to attend to the meaning of the input 
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Some chatting beginning. T - einen Minute. 60 seconds (in German). P - are you 
going to tell us the answers? T-yes. P-that 's good. Most pupils have Gnished 
copying text and starting to add missing words when the teacher stops individual work 
for whole class feedback 

3 ocfzoM rMeorcA prq/ecf 
OM owf /eommg q/" Genwm orckr myear 9 

Figure 1.3 describes a teacher-designed written gap 611 activity which was part of a sieries 

of lessons focussing on German word order, in particular subject verb inversion after 

adverbs and in 'weil' clauses. The missing words^ mainly person verbs, were provided. 

It can be seen that the activity can be completed by understanding the verb stem of the 

missing words and key lexical items in the text - verb inflections and syntax can be ignored, 

though learners may have processed them incidentally to the task (this is discussed in piore 

detail in chapter 2). This extract demonstrates the use of TL for some classroom 

instructions and interaction although the pupils do not have to understand much of it, and 

certainly not verb inflections, in order to carry out the tasks required. 

As mentioned in example ii), there are probably moments in lessons where learners' 

attention is drawn to connecting a grammatical feature in the input with its meaning. 

However, it is not known how &equently such moments occur. As some indication for this, 

in a series of 8 lesson observations I carried out for three action research projects, only one 

such incident was noted: 

The words manque & touche were written on board (in preparation for a 
game of battleships) 
T; Who can tell me whether they are present or past tense? 
P: present. 
T: past - it's got an accent on. 

It is likely that questions such as these promote attention to the meaning of 

particular features in the input (even though it is debatable whether the participles 

do constitute 'past' reference). 

This section has suggested that the tasks associated with oral and written input usually 

require learners to attend to lexical items or items such as subject pronouns, allowing 
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learners to be successful without lending to certain features of 'fbrm'^^ in the input such 

as inflectional verb morphology. This may encourage a 'semantic level of processing' 

(Swain 1993) which may be less useM in terms of learning certain language features. 

1.5 What can international research offer this area?: Input-based approaches to 

grammar pedago^ 

UseAil overviews of input-based instructional techniques and approaches to SLA are 

provided in Lee (1999), VanPatten (2000), Lightbown (2001), EUis (1999), Izumi (2002) 

and Gass (1997), though this is perhaps a less developed area than research into output 

practice (Bygate, Skehan, & Swain 2001, Norris & Ortega 2000). Many input-based 

studies are fbcussed on the modification of input in interactions and some are laboratory 

experiments investigating the eSects of implicit and explicit input modes. Other types of 

input-based instruction include enriched / enhanced input approaches e.g. Long (199 tyof 

Sharwood Smith (1993), the deBning feature of which is that they do not require the learner 

to produce the target structure. It is diis latter subset of studies that was reviewed in prder 

to look for avenues for investigating listening and reading activities for this study. 

The 'non-interventionist' approach was mainly embodied in recent years by Krashen (1985) 

and Krashen & Terrell (1983). In this genre learners experience the target language 

unmodified, as a medium of genuine communication. This is motivated by a belief that all 

L2 learners can subconsciously analyse linguistic input^^, without any intervention 

(including artiGcially providing a fbod of a particular type of form in the input) to raise 

their awareness of the forms in the language. One of the main advantages of a purely 

comprehension-based approach is that it shows some respect for learners' current stage qf 

development (Long & Robinson 1998 pi7), as they are left to produce language once their 

own mechanisms have processed them in the inp0. 

a discussion of tlie terai'form' is provided in cliapter 2 
and / or A)rm new neural networks and / or have access to some innate knowledge of bow languages are 

formed 
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However, Krashen's input-based model of language leamii^ has received criticism partly 

because the level of comprehensible input suggested by the model + 7 3 is difScult 

to interpret in practical terms. 

In addition, there is a considerable body of evidence &om immersion and naturalistic 

contexts (reviewed in Lightbown & Spada 1993) suggesting that although a diet of purely 

comprehensible input does help comprehension and production skills, it is not sufGcient for 

learners to produce certain features in target-like ways, where low 6equency in the input 

cannot be a cause. For example Harley (1992) found that early immersion students with 

approximately 1000 hours of classroom exposure to French over-generalised and used 

without consistency the auxiliary forms a and va and used them with non target-like past 

participles or inGnitives. Long & Robinson (1998) suggest that this is particularly the case 

for items that are "rare and/ or semantically lightweight, and/or perceptually non-salient, 

and/or cause little or no communicative distress" (p23)^^. 

Advantages for rate and range of structures are found for learners whose attention M 

directed towards form and more accurate production, reviewed in, for example, Bardovi-

Harlig (2000), Herschensohn (2003) and Doughty & Williams (1998). Nonis & Ortega 

(2000) conducted a quantitative meta-analysis of 49 studies and concluded thatFonF/S 

interventions result in large target-oriented gains. 

Sharwood Smith (1981 & 1993) and Rutherford & Sharwood Smith (1985) suggested that 

learners should be deliberately directed to attend to form by raising their awareness of 

certain features in the input. Fotos (1993) and Fotos (1994) used consciousness-raising 

(CR) techniques such as working in small groups to solve grammar problems in the TL. 

The studies claimed that learners are more likely to notice target features in CR tasks than 

when not directed in any way toward the target and that CR tasks were at least as effective 

in drawing learner attention to form as were those in more traditional grammar lessons. 

29 'Perceptual saliency' is discussed further in section 2.2.4. 
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However, two problems with CR techniques are that it is dif^cult to ascertain whether 

noticing has occurred and whether such noticing constitutes the type of language 

knowledge used in spontaneous production or comprehension. 

7. J. J EwicAgf/ Twpwf 

Ellis (1999), in his review of input-based approaches to SLA, bunches studies which are 

not Processing Instruction together, labelling them 'enriched input-based studies', as they all 

provide the learner with '^numerous exemplars of a grammatical kature known to be 

problematical to learners" (p68). Enriched input can take various 6)rms: typographical 

markings (frequently referred to as 'enhanced input'); simple 'e]q)osure' with or without 

explicitly pointing out or describing the target Matures (e.g. an input flood where the 

"principle is that the more opportunities there are in the input 6)r learners to notice a 

linguistic feature, the more likely they are to do so" Doughty & Williams 1998 p236); or 

exposure to input with fbllow-up questions which direct the learner to target features. 

Enriched input studies have produced mixed results and the following is a brief review of 

studies that have examined its effects relative to other types of instruction. 

A number of studies have found that enriched input can be beneScial. Jourdenais et al. 

(1995), Leeman et al. (1995) and Shook (1994) have found a significant effect for enhanced 

input for noticing target forms and, in the latter two, for subsequent output. Other studies 

have led to more refined suggestions about the type of linguistic feature that may be 

susceptible to this type of FonF/S. The experimental treatment in Trahey & White (1993) 

consisted of stones, games and exercises containing sentences with adverbs in the three 

sentence positions permitted by English. The &ancophone learners succeeded in learning 

the Subject Adverb Verb (SAV) order but 6iled to 'unlearn' the ungrammatical Subject 

Verb Adverb Object (SVAO) order. Trahey (1996) showed that these results still obtained 

1 year after the intervention. By comparing with White (1991) it was suggested that the 

input flood was as successful as explicit instruction in teaching the SAV order but that 

explicit instruction appeared to be necessary to teach learners the ungrammaticality pf 

SVAO in English. The enhancement group in Alanen (1995) did not outperform the 

control group in accurate use of either locative suffixes or consonant gradation rules. 

However, the range of target Matures increased in enhanced learners' productions, whereas 
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the control group used no such features. In Doughty (1991) one of the 3 groups, the 

'meaning-oriented group' had lexical and semantic rephrasing of the relative clauses, that 

were also highlighted and capitalized. This group demonstrated better comprehension and 

a gain equivalent to that of the 'rule-oriented' group in relativization knowledge and better 

gains in both compared to the control 'input Good' group. However, interpretation of these 

results is confounded by the fact that the 'meaning-oriented group' had both rephrasing and 

visual enhancement focus on form techniques. Findings from Williams (1995) suggested 

that when the target structure is complex (relative clauses and passives) enriched input may 

be as or more effective than explicit instruction with feedback. However, when the target 

feature is simple (participial adjectives) explicit instruction may be more effective. 

Williams & Evans (1998) showed that acquisition of an emergent form (participial 

adjectives) was facilitated by an input flood (though contextualised explanations were even 

more helpful), whereas for a non-emergent form (the passive), the input flood seemed to 

help learners to notice and begin to attempt to use the form but explicit instruction was of 

little further use. Ellis (1993) investigated the learning of soft mutation in Welsh 

morphology. He found that the subjects who had both 'rules and instances [a flood of 

examples]' outperformed the learners given only examples and the learners given only 

rules. 

Although the body of research above suggests enriched input can have positive effects on 

certain types of learning, a few studies have found that it has no beneficial impact when 

compared with a range of alternative interventions. White (1995) and White (1998) 

compared three input approaches to make English 3̂ ^ person singular possessive 

determiners more perceptually salient to francophone learners ; a 'natural input condition', 

an input enhancement condition (using textual enhancement such as holding and font size) 

and the input enhancement plus book flood condition (which started 2 weeks prior to the 

other conditions and continued afterwards). All three conditions showed some benefits and 

there was no significant difference between the groups. White suggests that the pretest 

raised awareness of all the groups, that input flooding alone may not be particularly 

effective and that learners may need more explicit assistance in using the input to construct 

the determiner system. Overstreet (1998) found that text-enhancement of a flood of 

exemplars interfered with comprehension. Lightbown, Halter & White (2002) found that 
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simply exposing learners to the target form was not as elective as explicit FonF which 

enabled more learners to use the pronoun system and morphological markers for past and 

plural. Izumi (2002) 6)und that for the learning of English relativization those who received 

visual input enhancement fmled to show measurable gains in learning, despite having %)und 

that enhancement had a positive impact on the noticing of the target Sorms in the input. 

Jourdenais (1998) and Leow (1997) also found no significant eGect for input enhance^ient. 

In brie^ three studies have yielded positive fbdings for the facilitative eSect of enriched 

input (Jourdenais et al. 1995, Shook 1994 and Leeman et al. 1995); eight studies shpwed 

limited beneGts or concluded that eGects were specific to certain language forms and 

developmental stages (Doughty 1991, Trahey & White 1993, Alanen 1995, Williams 1995, 

Trahey 1996, Robinson 1997, Williams & Evans 1998 and Williams 1999), and seven 

studies found no significant eSect at all, compared with a range of alternative treatments 

(Overstreet 1998, Jourdenais 1998, Leow 1997, White 1995 & 1998, Lightbown, Halter & 

White 2002 and Izumi 2002). 

J. ^ gMMcAeif xfyw* 

Clearly these enriched input studies have lead to more reGned questions but definitive 

conclusions are not yet available. There are several concerns with this strand of research. 

i) EUis (1999) and Izumi (2002) point out that there is a relatively small number of 

studies and that many involved short-term and limited amount of exposure to the target 

fealiures. 

ii) Studies need to provide evidence for 'noticing' of the target forms (difRcult if this is 

linguistic-context dependent) and for their subsequent incorporation into the interlanguage. 

Alanen (1995) suggested that noticing seemed to be induced by a variety of factors, not just 

input enhancement. Similarly, White (1998) reported that many learners noticed the forms 

but were not sure of their relevance or importance, which, arguably, accounted for the 

limited improvement by the enhancement group in her study. Jourdenais et al. (1995) did 

not assess IL development, but assumed a positive correlation between the 'noticing' they 

demonstrated, using data &om think aloud protocols, and subsequent SLA. 
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iii) Some studies suggest that visual input enhancement may work best in combination 

with other approaches such as: 'semantic elaboration' (e.g. conqarehension assistance for 

each sentence. Doughty 1991), a 6)rm-fbcused recall production task (Williams 1999), 

activation of prior knowledge (Shook 1994) or explicit instruction (Elhs 1993). 

iv) The techniques and underlying theories adopted by the studies above do not attempt to 

oEkr linguistic or psycholinguistic accounts of SLA processing. Izumi 2002 argues for the 

need to consider levels and types of processing in order to account for how "sensory 

detection can lead to learning" (p542). In agreement with Lee (1999), VanPatten (2000) 

and Lightbown (2001), there appears to be a paucity of studies and theoretical explanations 

of what form-meaning connections learners make during on-line comprehension (i.e. 

listening and reading in real time) and why. One pedagogical "package' that claims to be 

based on theories regarding these connections is Processing Instruction (PI, VanPatten 

1996, 2002 & 2004) and is presented in the next section. 

1.6 A brief summary of Processing Instruction and its potential suitability for 

developing year 9 learners* French verb inflections 

This section provides a brief description of PI in order to highlight some of the poter^ial 

beneGts of investigating it in the context of UK secondary school MFL classrooms. A 

tabular surmnary of PI studies can be found in appendix 4 and examples of PI materials 

&om published studies are in appendix 5. Full details and a critique of PI and its theoretical 

underpinnings (Input Processing) are given in chapter 2, including a discussion of some of 

the terms used here (e.g. processing, form-meaning connections, attention, detection). 

J. 6 i M AwAwcffoM (Pf) ? 

VanPatten (VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993, VanPatten 1996, 2002 & 2004) claims that PI has 

several distinguishing features which set it apart 6-om the iiq)ut-based approaches described 

above. He suggests that purely comprehension-based approaches, raising learners' 
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awareness or visual enhancement° are not sufGcient for second language learning, as 

learners must b e t o process form-meaning connections, in particular for those forms 

which are redundant for communicative purposes. VanPatten's theory of Input Processing 

(upon which PI is claimed to be based, presented and discussed in detail in chapter 2), 

suggests some hypotheses regarding what learners attend to in the input and why. These 

are r e f ^ e d to as input processing strategies. They suggest that learners do not always 

attend to the iiq)ut in ways that would be best for learning certain communicatively non-

salient features^\ In practice these hypotheses are operationalised as a s ^ e s of teaching 

activities (PI) which encourage learners Mof to use their routine strategies and promote 

'more effective' input processing strategies by structuring the input and requiring learners to 

perform certain tasks with this input. 

VanPatten (2004) writes: 

"What is critically different about PI Grom other treatments that have an 
input-orientation (e.g., textual enhancement, recasts, input flood) is that PI 
first identifies a potentially problematic processing strategy &om the model 
of input processing ... and then provides activities that push learners away 
&om that strategy. In other words, PI does not just determine what is a 
problem form or structure but why it is a problem vis a vis one of the 
learning mechanisms involved in SLA".^^ 

There are three main components to the current form of PI. First, learners are presented 

very briefly with a written explanation of the target language feature including: its 

description, a brief warning regarding what learners tend to do "wrong" and why (i.e. why 

that &ature is difficult to process in the input). This explanation constitutes a kind of 

'advance organiser" (Terrell 1991) to help learners attend to the target feature in the 

subsequent input activities. Following this, learners complete a few sentence level 

controlled exercises (called "referential activities') where learners are required to process 

aural and written input where interpretation of the target form is for task 

completion. These exercises are designed to provide learners with many opportunities to 

make correct form-meaning connections for the target form in the input. Then learners 

Nevertheless, Wong (2002), Benad (2001) and VanPatten (1996, p72) show visual enhancement of the 
target form. 

Briefly, this refers to language which has little or no apparent propositional content. The notion is 
discussed in detail in chapter 2. 

References to VanPatten (2004), and chapters in it, do not have page numbers as the book was only 
published in February 2(X)4. References are to drafts sent to me by VanPatten, (ZoUoitine and Benad. 
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complete one or two activities which involve tasks relevant to the learners' world / opinions 

(called ^affective activities'). They provide learners with a structured input flood of the 

target form where learners may see / hear the &rm in use^^. 

The model in figure 1.4 (always shown in previous PI studies '̂*) suggests thatty ailtering 

input we can aSect output. Although the model (and the conclusions in studies based on it) 

is over-simplistic, it is presented here to indicate that VanPatten proposes a pedagogical 

package based on the basic idea that it may be possible to affect learners' producdons by 

intentionally altering how they process input. (The appropriateness of this model is 

discussed in section 2.2.4. It should be emphasised that VanPatten acknowledges many 

essential roles for output practice in SLA e.g. VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993, VanPatten 

1996, 2002 & 2003^^). 

Intake 
Developing 
System Output 

7. ̂  Made/ Zeommg q/teM 

Most learners after a few hundred hours of exposure to the language (i.e. late Key Stage 3 / 

early Key Stage 4) are probably developmentally ready^^ to attend to verb inflections in the 

input, as verb inflections are already becoming productively emergent amongst many 

learners (see appendix 6)^^. For those learners whose verb inflections are no;' yet 

where processing the target form may not be entirely essential to the task (this is not addressed by 
VanPatten and colleagues but is argued in chapter 2). 
^ E. g. Alien (2000), Benati (2001). Such studies compare an input-based mode of learning with an output-
based mode and as sudi, 6ed into debates regarding the extent to which language learning is modular (Fodor 
1983) or a single complex system. They daim to fnd_ evidence against a skill-based model of SLA by 
demonstrating that input-based instruction can improve comprehension and production, rather than just 
comprehension, whereas production practice resulted in improvements in output only (see also Lightbown 
1992). The current study does not aim to inform this debate, as discussed later. 

Thou^ neither VanPatten nor his critics have discussed the role of output (target and non-target-like) as 
auto-input ('virtual input' or 'backdoor learning', Tniscott 1998). 
^ Doughty & Williams (1998) suggest that it must be ascertained, "whether or not leamsr& have begun 
attempting the form in output or show evidence of comprehending it in the input" (p254) before an 
interventian can be efGKtrve(see also Spada & Li^Aown 1999, Izumi 2002, VaaP^en 1996). 

Macroiy & Stone (1996 & 2000), Page (1999) and data collected for Mitchell & Didcson (1997) and 6)r the 
Linguistic Development project (Myles 2002 hlQ)://www.regard.ac.uk) suggest that during semi-spontaneous 
oral production a few year 9 learners are still at the preverbal stage, many use apparently unioflected verb 
forms and some produce verb inflections (in taiget-like or non4aiget like ways). Learners' verb inflections 

http://www.regard.ac.uk
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productively emergent, possibly because they are not 'noticing' the target form in the input, 

VanPatten (1990, amongst others) recommends activities that require learners to propess 

them in input only. 

2. & J / b f fewMgrg wAgw jfrocegawg fAg maAfre 2,2 verA % 

As argued above, the processing of input may be central in subsequent acquisition^^. The 

following section (using a range of evidence) suggests some of the reasons why learners 

may find difficulties in parsing the mature system of L2 verb inflection. This contributes to 

the argument that PI may be particularly suited to this language learning problem area. 

Schumaim 1987 (in Bardovi-Harlig 2000) points out that "in standard language, verb 

morphology interacts with, supports, and often duplicates work done by pragmatic devices" 

(p38). As French has an obligatory subject, marked for person and number, this could 

reduce the semantic importance of the verb inflections (except oral 3"̂  person subject 

pronouns before consonants, which are not marked for number - il / ils mange0 - but, stilly 

the verb inflection does not communicate any more information than the pronoun). The 

late emergence of verb inflections in learners' semi-spontaneous output, described in 

appendix 6, perhaps also reflects the redundancy of verb morphology during input 

processing. 

French oral and written input provides at best complex, at worst contradictory, evidence for 

learners (e.g. in spoken language there are three present tense er forms, in written there are 

five). This is partly due to the lack of transparency in the system of phoneme / grapheme 

tended to be moie target-like in written production. I could not locate any studies that have investigated the 
extent to which verb infections are "noticed' or comprehended by UK classroom learners (e.g. Harley 1992, in 
Canadian immersion programmes, used oral translation of verb morphology). This study makes some 
assessment of leamo-s' inter{»etation of verb inflections. 
^ See also Harley (1994); "what [learners] take in can be seen to reflect the conditions in noticeability that 
havebeenspeciGed. ThechiMren'sptoductiverepeitoireinFrendihasbeGn&undtoconsistmainlyaf 
phanologicaUy salient, high frequency lexical items, along with syntactic patterns that are generally congruent 
with the LI...less salient morphosyntactic features of the target system, incongnieni with the LI and or not 
crucial 5)r coni{»rehension .. may 6i l to become intake" p62. 
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relations (e.g. 's' is pronounced in certain linguistic contexts only, [e] can be represented 

graphically by ez, er and e) (LHuillier 1999). 

This section provides further evidence that input processing the French inflectional verb 

system can be problematic by briefly looking at the issue of complexity using the three 

theoretical perspectives (functional, formal and processing) proposed by DeKeyser (1998). 

These three perspectives are not related to the theoretical 6ainework of the study (which is 

more embodied in the discussion of redundancy in a) but adds to a general impressiqn of 

difBculty, particularly 6)r Anglophone learners. 

Slobin (1979), Andersen & Shirai (1994), DeKeyser (1998) and Harley (1989) suggest that 

where one form is used &)r more than one meaning such forms are more difRcult to acquire. 

The French present tense carries progressive and non-progressive meanings; the perfect 

tense is used for present perfective and simple pastness; [e] can indicate second person 

plural, 2°^ person formal and some non-finite forms (including past participle); an oral null 

ending in French present tense refers to person (first, second or third), number (singular or 

plural in the 3^ person - the difference only audible before a verb beginning with a vowel), 

tense (present) and aspect (simple or progressive)^^. In addition, opportunities for learners 

to experience the most recurrent patterns of form / meaning mappings in the input may be 

reduced as highly Sequent verbs tend to be irregular. 

The fact that many inflections may homophonic to the L2 learner perhaps also 

misleads them into assigning more than one meaning to one 'apparent' form (Harley 1989 

& 1992). Baddeley, Gathercole, & Papagno (1998) demonstrated that homophonic 

characteristics reduce the recall of new sounds / words. Given that it is unlikely that early 

Anglophone learners can distinguish rapidly, if at all, between [E] and [e], input such as il 

rentr[E] could provide positive evidence for learners that a form of the past with no 

Although this lack of one-to-one mapping is also present to some extent in the LI for Anglophone learners 
of French, the complexity in LI and L2 are di%rent. 
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auxiliary does indeed exist (especially as about 90% of French verbs belong to the 1^ 

conjugation (Clarke 1985)). Harley (1989) found that early immersion learners with 1000 

hours of exposure to French used [ge] as part of the paradigm 'etre': [je], tu [e], il [e] 

(although it is acknowledged thai this is output evidence). 

French verb inflections could be seen asfbrmally complex'^'' as, for example, plurality must 

be marked on the verb in a variety of ways (e.g. 'ons', 'ez' or 'null' in oral regular 'er' 

present tense verbs). 

zzzj froceggiMg 

In order for learners to make verbs agree with the subject, they must retain the subject in 

their working memory until they need to realise the appropriate infection on the verb 

ending i.e. they must coindex the verb to the subject across at least the verb stem 

D^eyser (1998) and Ehis (1990) suggest that the distance between the co-occurring 

elements can affect the diSiculty of processing. DeKeyser (1998) and Pienemann (1998) 

o6er subject verb agreement as an example as elements such as the lexical verb, noun 

phrase complements and / or clitic particles ("ne", object pronouns) can increase the distance 

between the grammatical number / person of the subject and the verb agreement'̂ ^. 

(FrmwMg research (rm&ion wAof ofAgr soy aAowf f f 

Another important reason for choosing PI was that research fbcussed on PI has a systematic 

line of investigation (see VanPatten 2002 & 2003, and appendix 4). Several PI studies 

meet the methodological criteria applied in Norris & Ortega (2000) to merit inclusion in 

their meta-analysis and aspects of the methodology used in VanPatten & Cadiemo (1993a 

& b) are also praised by DeKeyser (1998) (p61). The PI tradition also attracts considerable 

debate amongst researchers (e.g. DeKeyser et al. 2002). The Allowing is a brief review of 

Where formal 'simplicity' would be the presence or absence of a single morpheme conmnmicating one 
'meaning'. 

Although the first two elements can also 'intervene' in English, this issue may pertain regardless of 
learners^ LI. VanPattea 2003 suggests that heavy demands on woiking memory to co-index Matures is why 
learners do not acquire subjunctive verb inflections easily in Spanish See also (Hawkins 1989) and (Myles 
1995). 



several commentators who, directly or indirectly, suggest that PI merits further 

investigation. 

Doughty (2001) endorses PI as one of the few psycholinguistically motivated instmctional 

pack^es available: "whereas pedagogically oriented discussions of issues ...abound, 

psycholinguistically motivated rationales for pedagogical recommendations are still rare" 

(p206). 

Doughty & Williams (1998) see "task essential' language as a positive characteristic as it 

renders the FonF unobtrusive, and illustrate this with a PI activity (p211). They point out 

that such tasks are easier to design for comprehension activities than production activities 

(see also Leeman et al. 1995). 

Many applied researchers agree that FonF should constitute a combination of techniques 

and Doughty & Williams (1998) present a combination which could describe PI very well 

(p243). Lightbown (1998) writes "when explicit grammar teaching is done... VanPatten's 

'input-processing instruction' [sic] is a good model of the type of grammar teaching that 

these separate lessons or minilessons might take"̂  (pi94). 

Truscott^s (1998) highly critical review of FonF studies associated with the Noticing 

Hypothesis (Schmidt 1990 & 1993'̂ )̂ also does not include any PI studies. This absence is 

considered significant'^^: Truscott Grmly supports the notion that aSiscting the underlying 

system must be done via input and so, indirectly, endorses the PI approach. 

J. 6. J 

Ellis (1995) suggests an important criterion for evaluating a theory: 

"the whole question of application [of a theory to a pedagogical context] cannot 
be addressed &om the perspective of the theory to be applied; it must take as its 

Biiefly, the claim that second language learners must consdonsly notice the grammatical form of their 
input in order to acquire grammar. 

Tmscott's does not oitiqae the PI agenda even though it had at that time produced little evidence that PI 
affects spontaneous oral production (one of Truscott's main criteria for 'good FonF' studies). Nor can this be 
due to simple overaghtof VanPattm's work: refermces ore made to VanPatten'sieservations about the 
direct impact of metalinguistic instruction on competence and his suggestion that input should be structured. 
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starting point the needs of language teachers. If there is a g-oss mismatch 
between Ae theory and the t each^ ' needs, applicadon becomes difScult and 
perhaps impossible, no matter how 'good' the theory is considered to be" p87 

One of the attractive aspects of VanPatten's work is that practical implications fb:r the 

classroom are suggested. Two issues are suggested here that indicate that PI may be 

particularly suited to UK Key Stage 3 French classrooms. 

a) ZeafAer Ff Zeamgr 

Teachers often express dieir desire to maintain tight contror over learners' activities (e.g. 

Page 1992, Mitchell & Hogg 2001), whether researchers agree or disagree. Amongst other 

reasons (e g behavioural and motivation issues), these reservations appear to st%n 6om the 

impression that learners, left to their own devices, 6)cus their attention on issues that are 

not intended by the classroom teacher (as expressed in aome of the post observation tssac^r 

interviews in the action research projects discussed in section 1.3). This is corroborated by 

empirical studies: learners don't seem ±o focus on grammar (Swain 1^9% 

Williams 1999), and even less on the grammar intended by the teacher. PI provides a 

structured environment forcing learners to attend^to ± e target Matures in ways that s ^m 

likely to appeal to MFL teachers in the UK, who are also often faced with motivation-

related discipline problems (6)r example, listening and̂  reading activities are oAenusqd as 

'calming activities'). Another reason why PPs listening and reading activities may be 

welcomed is that plenty of anecdotal: evidence suggests that productive skilts are reg^ded 

as the most difficult by teachers and learners. 

The limited time allocated to MFL learning in the UK makes the claims of PI extremely 

appealing i.e. that given the same amount of time and the same number of practice items as 

an output practice group, Plleamers can subsequently perform well on producdpn 

tasks and outperform the comparison group in their ^ility to interpret input. 
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1.7 Summary of chapter 1 

It was suggested that the extent to which MR. grammar is taught in UK secondary scl^ools 

is variable, and a great deal of teaching focuses on lexical items and fimctional phrases. 

When grammar teaching does occur learners'̂  attenlion is usually drawn to grammatical 

features by explicit presentation (arrived at inductively or deductively) and automatisation 

of this knowledge is done via grammar-transladon and/or behaviourist style activities. 

Given that the relationship of explicit knowledge with ability to use the language is not 

cli^, that current policy documents used in schools can suggest few concrete 

recommendations informed by SLA research, and that there is dissatisfaction felt regarding 

learners' ability to manipulate verbs accurately, additional ways of kcussing learners' 

attention on form are desirable. Several points raised also indicated why year 9 learners of 

French were chosen for this study: learning fi/FLs is obligatory at this age, requiring 

grammar pedagogy which is suitable not just for academically oriented pupils; 

dissatis&cfion is oAen most acutely perceived towards the end of key stage 3 (i.e. year 9); 

process studies suggest that some learners at this stage are beginning to use inflectional 

verb morphology and that most are likely to be developmentaHy ready to benefit &pm 

noticing these forms in the inpiit. It was argued that PI stands out as being potentially 

suitable for this context for several reasons: 

# it aims to encourage learners to attend to communicatively redundant linguistic features 

that learners can " îgnore' in most current listening and reading activities; 

# French verb inflections are complex to process in the input, suggesting that an input-

based approach may be beneScial; 

# it is based on a psycholinguistically-motivated set of principles; 

# M has a growing research tradition which so far suggests positive beneSts fbr the 

package; 

# PI may o@er an environment compatible with many UK MFL teachers' views on 

classroom management and grammar pedagogy. 
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Chapter 2 The theoretical framework behind the pedagogical packages: 

"Processing Instruction" and "Enriched Input" 

The previous chapter suggested, through a review of educational literature, materials and 

classroom practice, that adapting what learners are asked to do with input may offer 

effective grammar pedagogy techniques for the learning of inflectional verb morphology 

amongst early learners of L2 French. Processing Instruction (PI) was introduced as a 

promising technique to investigate this. 

This chapter presents PI in detail (section 2.1) and the theoretical framework that is claimed 

to underpin it, Input Processing (IP) (section 2.2). A range of concerns with the theory is 

included, although a comprehensive critique of IP (for example, its compatibility with other 

&ameworks) is beyond the scope of this thesis. Section 2.3 examines the extent to which 

PI is driven by IP, discussing each aspect of the pedagogical package in terms of the theory 

and empirical evidence reported in the PI literature to support it and concluding by 

suggesting that PI is a reasonably faithful operationalisation of IP theory. In section 2.4 the 

comparison made in this study between PI and Enriched Input (EI) is explained. The 

research questions, a summary of the chapter and the unique features of this study are 

presented at the end. 

2.1 Processing Instruction 

The four main components of PI are explicit grammar instruction, referential activities, 

affective activities and some guidelines. These are each simply described in this section, as 

presented by the proponents of PI. Examples of materials from VanPatten & Wong (2001), 

PI for the French 'faire causatif for university students, are given in appendix 5. Terms 

such as 'attention', 'notice', 'process' and 'form' are defined and discussed in more detail in 

sections 2.3 onwards. Until then, it is acknowledged that they require a broad, relatively 

superficial interpretation. 



35 

2. J. 7 

EGI here is meant as "explanation about properties of language provided by an instructor, 

teaching materials or some other external sources" (VanPatten & Oikkenon 1996, p. 6). 

The EGI in PI consists of a brief presentation of the grammar point in focus the 

learners are given practice opportunities. First, the target feature is explained in terms of 

the form-meaning connection learners must make. Then there is a statement about the type 

of errors that are normally made by learners, the reason why learners make such errors and 

one or two examples of them. This is in order to "inform learners of the potentially 

problematic outcomes of processing strategies" VanPatten 1996 (p62) ('processing 

strategies'^ are presented in section 2.2). PI requires that the EGI is kept as brief and clear 

as possible and that whole paradigms are not presented at once. 

The EGI should not be kept available for the learners once the practice element has begun, 

although learners may be reminded of the problems of processing input at the start of 

referential or affective activities e.g. "Keep in mind that Spanish does not follow a rigid 

subject-verb-object word order and that object pronouns may go before.. . ." (VanPatten 

1996 p63). Also, other uses of a type of EGI are apparent in of/zgr parts of the PI package. 

For example, the following short extract is &om an affective activity: "find all the uses of a 

third person object pronoun. To whom or what do they correspond? What is the subject of 

each verb next to which you found each pronoun?" (VanPatten 1996 p78). 

The first practice activities are at the word / sentence level and focus learners' attention on 

specific features of the language by requiring them to interpret the meaning of those 

features in order to carry out the task set. There is a right or wrong answer. The target 

feature is placed in utterance initial position, or as near as possible. Learners are guided by 

feedback from the tutor after each of a few items at the start of an activity to ensure they are 

making the correct form-meaning connections. VanPatten (2002) suggests that "normally. 

e.g. learners not attending to the verb inflection 'ons' because its meaning is carried in the pronoun 'nous' 
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a sequence of structured input^ activities would begin with two or three referential 

activities" p766. 

A crucial defining feature of referential activities is that the target feature is compared 

explicitly with another, usually similar feature, which may be the source of some confusion 

for the learners or may help to emphasise the distinctiveness of the target feature. This 

characteristic of referential activities was only implicit in the PI literature at first, but it 

seems to be gradually taking on greater importance, and this is discussed later. 

Following referential activities, 'affective activities' use one or more exemplars of the 

structure in the context of some 'real world' task. Learners must express an opinion, belief, 

or give some other affective response about phenomena associated with their tutor, their 

own lives, well-known personalities, a joke or cartoon etc. There are no right or wrong 

answers during these activities. Though not acknowledged elsewhere, the tasks do not 

usually /'gg'wzre the learners to process the meaning of the target features in order to 

complete the task i.e. any attention they give to the target feature is usually incidental to the 

task. 

However, a further characteristic of affective activities is that there is often a 'reminder" to 

the learner to pay attention to the target form e.g. "Notice that the verbs are all expressed in 

the future tense (third person)" (Benati 2001 pi23). This can sometimes include a question 

which does force some attention to the meaning or function of the target feature e.g. "Have 

you noticed the future forms? Are they first or second person forms? How do you know?" 

(Benati 2001 pi 24). 

2 2. ̂  / o r fYocgggmg 

VanPatten's guidelines are simply listed here as in Lee & VanPatten (1995) and VanPatten 

(1996). VanPatten (1996) emphasises that they should be used flexibly according to the 

learning group (p67). They are discussed in greater detail in section 2.5. 

' Referential and afFective activities combined are known as 'structured input'. 
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"1 Teach only one thing at a time 

2 Keep meaning in focus 

3 Learners must do something with the input 

4 Use both oral and written input 

5 Move from sentences to connected discourse 

6 Keep the psycholinguistic processing mechanisms in mind". 

VanPatten 1996 (p67) 

As mentioned in chapter 1, there is a substantial and growing tradition of research into this 

pedagogical package (see appendix 4̂  for a tabular summary; Ellis 1999 for a summary and 

critical evaluation, and VanPatten 1996, 2000, 2002 & 2003 for summaries). Most studies 

have involved university learners and Romance languages, with two main linguistic foci 

(syntax of object pronouns and a range of inflectional verb morphology). Intervention 

treatments have been fairly short (often about a couple of hours). Most post tests have 

been immediately after the intervention and delayed post tests after approximately three 

weeks. Measures of interlanguage development have generally been controlled sentence 

level tests, usually aural interpretation and written production tests. Such measures have 

been subject to criticism from SLA researchers, because they may tap into explicit 

knowledge rather than the underlying IL system. Better indicators of changes in the 

developmental system according to most SLA researchers (e.g. Norris & Ortega 2000, 

Truscott 1998) include: grammaticality judgement tests, long term post tests and semi-

spontaneous oral production. Some studies have begun to address some of these criteria 

VanPatten & Sanz (1995)" and VanPatten (2004). 

Notwithstanding the concerns outlined above, most of the studies have found that when 

compared with some form of output practice PI has favourable effects in terms of learners' 

interpretation of the target features and equivalent or favourable effects in terms of 

" Some of the unpublished studies reviewed in Elhs (1999) have been included in this table, even though they 
have not been reviewed first hand and VanPatten considers that they do not constitute replications of PI 
(personal communication, 14 June 2002), despite some support for PI therein. 

VanPatten & Sanz (1995) almost found statistically significant improvement on an oral narration task 
(though there was no comparison group, only a control witli 'no' instruction). It is acknowledged (here and by 
VanPatten) that even measuring 'acquisition' in this way is not witliout controversy, as speech processing 
constraints are likely to be a highly influential factor. No published study has yet attempted to make any 
direct measurement of 'intake' (e.g. by using implicit memory tests or grammaticality judgement tests) even 
tliough VanPatten and colleagues suggest PI improves 'intake' (discussed later). 



learners' production of the target features, f' avourable effects in both interpretation and 

production have also been found when compared with a control group with no instruction 

in the target feature. 

A detailed review of the sustained research agenda involving PI is not provided here 

because of a central design problem which affects these studies and makes them not 

directly comparable with the present study. It has just been noted that the comparison 

instruction in previous PI studies is output practice. It is therefore suggested here that no 

study has yet satisfactorily explored the central claims of IP theory regarding what learners 

do with the input and why. By nature of their comparison groups these studies are not able 

to claim that it was the precise of the input and input-based tasks that led to elective 

learning by guiding learners away from the processing strategies suggested in IP (discussed 

later). For example, the studies do not address the fact that the apparent benefits of PI 

could be explained only by the different practice modalities i.e. input rather than output 

practice. In this sense, previous studies have addressed a fundamentally different question 

&om the current study i.e. the modularity and skill-based nature of SLA, as seen in the 

discussions in DeKeyser (1998), DeKeyser & Sokalski (1996) and Ellis (1999). 

2.2 Input Processing theory 

IP theory, its evidence and related discussions were originally laid out in VanPatten & 

Cadiemo (1993), presented more fully in VanPatten (1996) and revised slightly in 

VanPatten (2000) and VanPatten (2004). IP theory consists of a body of writing about the 

processes involved with input processing in SLA and a set of principles which largely 

summarise this writing by suggesting a list of strategies that learners use when decoding 

input. Two attempts have been made to represent a model of IP graphically and these are 

given in appendix 7 (a & b). It is emphasised that the purpose of this study is not to 

scrutinise these models (particularly as it is considered they do not add anything substantial 

to IP) 

This section first presents key notions central to IP, which generally emerge 6om cognitive 

psychology. IP's conceptualsation of 'attention' is discussed next, as this has particular 
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prominence in IP theory. The principles and a summary of the evidence offered ibr them 

are then presented. Several important challenges to IP are summarised to acknowledge the 

limits of IP, though these cannot be significantly addressed in this study. However, one 

challenge which may be relevant to this study is then discussed, the role of the L2 learner's 

developmental system in input processing. The section ends with a summary of the 

theoretical notions central to this study. 

2 2 7 f« i P 

This section presents key theoretical constructs originating from cognitive psychology that 

have been adopted and developed by IP theory. In order to select relevant work, I have 

followed many conceptual links from VanPatten's work and from other SLA publications 

e.g. Ellis (1999), Segalowitz & Lightbown (1999), Schmidt (1993), Schmidt (2001), 

Simard & Wong (2001). The complex notion of'attention' and its conceptualisation within 

IP is discussed in 2.2.2. 

Input processing can be viewed &om a variety of perspectives. Considerable reference 

made by VanPatten to concepts &om cognitive psychology situates IP within a broadly 

cognitive view of SLA. VanPatten (1996) writes "The job of input processing is to detect 

linguistic data and make initial form-meaning mappings, even if they are incomplete or 

partial... This input processing provides the intake for further cognitive processing" (p31). 

VanPatten (2004) suggests: "processing refers to making a connection between form and 

meaning. That is, a learner notes a form and at the same time determines its meaning (or 

function). The connection to meaning may be partial or it may be complete". VanPatten 

1996 defines processing as "attending to and detecting linguistic data in the input" (pi7). 

Clearly, the terms 'attend' and 'detect' are therefore crucial to the interpretation of IP. 

Central to IP is that 'detection' of an input feature, a sub-process of attention, is essential if 

it is to be maintained in working memory for further processing. VanPatten adopts the 

definition of detection proposed by Tomlin & Villa (1994) i.e. "the process that selects, or 

engages, a particular and specific bit of information" (pi 92). VanPatten specifies that this 



40 

involves not just perceiving a form but cwzwcfrngo' zA VanPatten claims 

"detected information causes great interference with the processing of other information 

and the detected information exhausts more attentional resources than even orientation of 

attention" (VanPatten 1996 pi7). The role assigned to detection is what principally 

distinguishes IP &om Schmidt's Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt 1990 & 1994). Both agree 

that attention to fbrm in the input is essential for learning to occur. However, VanPatten 

2004 points out the distinction between noticing and detecting a fbrm: 

"Noticing.. refers to any conscious registration of a form, but not 
necessarily with any meaning attached to it (Schmidt, 1990).. perception 
and noticing . . . do not necessarily imply that a fbrm has been processed 
(linked with meaning...)." 

VanPatten (1996) defines fbrm-meaning connections as those "that the learners' internal 

processors make between referential real-world meaning and how that meaning is encoded 

linguistically... .Form-meaning mappings happen during input processing and are necessary 

for the building of mental representations" (plO). Note that VanPatten's definition does not 

include the of a correct fbrm, unlike Terrell (1991), as IP is concerned with 

initial fbrm-meaning connections only, which may or may not, correctly or incorrectly, 

make their way into the developing system. 

According to VanPatten (2004), intake "refers to that subset of the input that has been 

processed in working memory and made available for further processing (i.e. possible 

incorporation into the developing system)". VanPatten (2000) argues that the processes 

involved in deriving intake from input occur during the act of comprehension. The notion 

of a 'reduced' or 'filtered' input due to online processing constraints during comprehension 

has been expressed by others (e.g. Pinker 1982 p667, Frazier & de Villiers 1990 plO-11, 

Tomlin and Villa 1994, Lightbown 2001). However, VanPatten (2004) specifies, "intake is 

not just filtered data (i.e. a mere subset of the input) but it may include data processed 

incorrectly (i.e. the wrong fbrm-meaning connection may be made)". VanPatten (1996) 

suggests that this reduced and sometimes altered subset of input means that the developing 

system does not receive all the data needed to instantiate aspects of the internal grammar 
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(VanPatten suggests that it is UG that acts on intake data in this developing system pi34^). 

This supports the proposal that L2 input processing may deprive and misinform the 

developing system of the information it needs for the accurate construction of the L2. 

VanPatten points out that To well & Hawkins (1994) also suggest that processing 

limitations within working memory may mean that input data cannot correctly confirm or 

rqect the internally derived hypotheses "because short-term memory is limited in capacity 

[and] learners are often unable to decipher the internal structure of utterances when tjiese 

are first heard in context" (Towell & Hawkins 1994 p253). 

VanPatten (1997) suggests that attention to form in SLA refers to "what learners hold in 

working memory long enough so that connections between form and meaning can be made 

[i.e. detection] at the sentence level (cf. Tomlin & Villa 1994)" (p94). According to IP 

'attention' is therefore essential if detection (and therefore learning) of forms is to take 

place. A brief overview of how attention has been perceived in cognitive psychology and 

how it is conceptualised within IP is given here. The role of 'attention' in learning was 

rejected by leading proponents of classical behaviourism (Neumann & Sanders 1996) and 

of innatist language acquisition theories but is now becoming a central construct in many 

SLA theories (Schmidt 2001, N. Ellis 1999)^. However, application of the constmct is 

proving to be problematic as it can be poorly defined (as noted by Schmidt 1993, VanPatten 

1996, Simard & Wong 2001, Truscott 1998, Harley 1994 and Anderson 1995). This 

section aims to clarify how 'attention' is conceptualised within IP 

IP's view of attention conforms to much of the mainstream cognitive psychology literature 

regarding the definition of attention (Schmidt 2001, Miyake & Shah 1999). Of the six 

characteristics from cognitive psychology literature outlined by Schmidt (2001), VanPatten 

^ However, VanPatten 1996 emphasises tliat M occowMf q/Zeomi'Mg, /Y fa- OM accowMf 
q/"wAaf q / " a r e Zeammg" pl47 (emphasis original) and it is therefore 
suggested that regardless of one's perspective of the developing system, tliis reduced and incorrect intake may 
impair its functioning. E.g. models of attention in tlie 1980's began to incorporate connectionist tlieories in 
which the eSect of attention is conceptualised as an additional input into the units representing the selected 
stimuli (Cohen, Dunbar, & McClelland 1990) 
^ or, at least, SLA theorists acknowledge their model does not account for attentional processes (e.g. 
Pienemann 1998 "(Processability Theory) is not "designed to contribute anything to the question of.. . the 
inferential processes by wliich hnguistic input is converted into linguistic knowledge" p5. 
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clearly endorses five: attention is limited, selective, partially subject to voluntary control 

and is essential for learning and for the control of action (i.e. the earlier stages of 

automatisation). The remaining 'classic view' of attention is that it controls access to 

consciousness, but VanPatten suggests that attention and detection may be with or without 

consciousness. The arguments surrounding this are not reviewed here as the notion of 

consciousness could not be pursued in this teaching intervention study, though it is 

acknowledged that this remains a controversial aspect of IP theory. 

Within cognitive psychology there have been four main phases of research perspectives on 

attention since 1958, when the construct regained respect largely due to Broadbent (1958) 

who formulated a workable set of hypotheses and experimental paradigms (Neumann & 

Sanders 1996). VanPatten's IP shares many theoretical perspectives with phase one, the 

bottleneck 6Iter model (Broadbent 1958). This model, although based largely on acoustic 

processing, also suggests that attention cannot simultaneously be directed at form and 

meaning (although the filter theory differs fundamentally from IP as it claims that selective 

attention operates on the form of the message first)^. The notion of attenuation i.e. graded, 

rather than 'all or nothing' selective attention (Broadbent 1971) is not, however, 

incorporated into IP Phase two was characterised by the idea of controlled versus 

automatic processing (Posner & Snyder 1975 and Shiffrin & Schneider 1977) and this is 

also reflected in IP in the discussion of automaticity enabling, over time, the parallel 

processing of form and meaning. Phase three introduced the notion of multiple resources 

(Wickens 1984) and is seen in the Availability of Resources Principle discussed below. 

There has been criticism (DeKeyser et al. 2002) that VanPatten adopts an outdated model 

of attention because his work is not influenced by a fourth phase of attention research 

where the notion of a limited capacity has been abandoned. This is discussed next. 

' Another relevant aspect of the filter tlieor}' is the suggestion that "in monotonous conditions tlie Glter 
becomes 'satiated' in selecting the same type of information over and over again" p2 (Neumann & Sanders 
1996). This may well be an important factor which is yet to be formally explored within IP and PI e.g. 
whether learners become 'immune' to PI after a certain number of items / activities / sessions, as VanPatten 
commented during the design of my materials "tlie second activity is terribly long and miglit induce the 
boredom factor.. .My experience is that about 10 items is maximum before you induce boredom in any one 
activit}'" (Personal communication 13 November 2001). 
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VanPatten situates himself within a considerable body of studies which supports the 

concept of a limited capacity of attention whilst performing related functions. VanPatten 

(2002) claims that unlimited opacity models of attention are not intended to explain 

language processing. VanPatten cites Just & Carpenter (1993) (cognitive psychologists/ 

psycholinguists who developed the only language comprehension-based model of capacity 

limitation) to suggest that although successful simultaneous processing of competing 

stimuli can occur in adult native speakers, it cannot occur if the amount of activation 

exceeds a certain amount, in which case the processes propagating this activation will be 

scaled down. According to Just & Carpenter both storage and computational processes can 

be down-graded as both these are carried out in working memory. VanPatten also cites 

Carr & Curran (1994) who concluded that even though learning may seem to happen 

without awareness, when a concurrent task is introduced learners' performance deteriorates 

markedly or becomes impossible^. Wickens (1984) and <3atliercole & Baddeley (1993) are 

also both used by VanPatten to support the notion that when information is conSned to one 

modality (e.g. aural) then attentional resources to process these competing stimuli are 

particularly constrained by limits in capacity. 

In support of the limited capacity model of attention is the fact that the concept is shared, in 

some form, by most cognitive psychologists (Miyake & Shah 1999), psycholinguists 

(Pinker 1982) and many SLA researchers (e.g. Towell & Hawkins 1994, Myles 1995, 

Schmidt 2001, Towell & Dewaele 2002). 

It is emphasised that limited capacity models do allow attention to be allocated to more 

than one task but only if one or both can be performed automatically - see sections 2.2.3 

and 2.2.5 for further discussion of limited attentional resources and the role of 

developmental system in input processing. 

^ Concunait taAs can involve noting occmTences of a particular item or verbalising something. It is 
acknowledged that sach studies using artifieial 'granunars' e.g. letter strings, do not necessarily replicate 
SLA, due to the nature of the tasks and the lack of meaning and linear structure of the grammars. They are 
cited here in Mne with most SLA attaAon research (this indicating the need far farther research on 
simultaneous processing specific to learning natural second languages). 
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As the capacity for attention within working memory is limited, learners must select what 

they attend to. VanPatten (1996) refers to Lachman, Lachman & ButterGeld (1979) to 

support the concept of "selective attention bringing particular stimuli into focal attention 

rather than allowing them to be merely perceived" pi 5. Selective attention would predict 

that certain items will be 'suppressed' in order to leave sufficient resources to process other 

items, enabling humans to select relevant stimuli from the vast range available at any one 

time. Similarly, IP predicts that items of higher communicative value (discussed later) will 

be attended to and detected (attached to a meaning i.e. processed) whereas items of low 

communicative value will be suppressed as they constitute less or non-essential 

information 

Broadbent's (1958) filter theory of attention is also possibly relevant to VanPatten's 

conceptualisation of attention as it encompassed notions of'selective listening' and 

'automatic detection'^. The former suggested that the filter could be strategically set 

toward certain signal sources, presumably as intended by PI referential activities. The latter 

suggested that the filter could also be automatically attracted by certain signals, presumably 

the 'inefficient strategies' described by the Principles of IP, which are presented next. 

2 2 J /WMcy/igf a W g/yy/nco/ (Agorgfzca/ Aafg 

The IP Principles claim to predict strategies^"^ learners are likely to use when selecting those 

forms from the input which will undergo further mental processing and so become intake". 

As such, they serve as a guide for choosing the linguistic focus and design of instructional 

material, as described here and in the methodology chapter. 

Whenever possible, the application of IP Principles is illustrated with reference to the 

linguistic focus of this study (i.e. French verb inflections for tense, person and number). 

^ The term detection was not used by Broadbent in the same way as VanPatten uses it. 
The term strategy' is used as in cogniti^ e psychology conceptual frameworks of learning and memory and 

refers to mental steps, mechanisms or operations carried out to accomplish cognitive tasks (e.g. memorisation, 
processing information). Tlie term is not used synonymously with the "learning strategies" hteiature. 
'' VanPatten does discuss, albeit in a rather cursory manner, bow items in the input are identified in the Grst 
place, referring to, for example, Peters 1985 Extraction and Segmentation principle, UG, perceptual saliency. 
Detailed discussion of these is beyond the scope of the tliesis, thougli some issues relating to tliem are raised 
later. 
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This section presents Principle 1, its corollaries and evidence o j 

Further evidence or suggestions for research which may more fully inform the Principles 

are given, though as stated above, critical discussion is limited and challenges are 

summarised in section 2.2.4. Principle 2 (the first noun principle), regarding syntactic 

parsing, and its corollaries are not discussed in this thesis as they are irrelevant to this 

study 

f 7 . " TTyg fr imacy oyMeoMmg 

The overarching statement for Principle 1 is supported in VanPatten (1996) by appealing to 

similar observations made by other researchers in both first and second language 

acquisition: for example Peters (1985), Sharwood Smith (1986) and the 'Operating 

Principles' in Slobin (1979). A broad interpretation of the notion that form and meaning 

cause a tension in the learners' processing mechanisms is also shared by a wider body of 

researchers than PI studies refer to e.g.: semantic versus syntactic processing (Swain 1995); 

processing for communication and processing for acquisition (Sharwood Smith 1986); 

"semantic comprehension is a prerequisite for syntactic comprehension, and syntactic 

comprehension is a prerequisite to acquisition" (Gass 1997 p. 137). McLaughlin & Heredia 

(1996) suggested that the top-down effort of processing input for meaning is such that 

learners are not able to notice the formal features of the language. Ranta (1998) and 

Segalowitz (2000) both suggest that there is considerable individual variability in learners' 

ability to change the focus of their attention from meaning to form. Lightbown (2001) uses 

evidence from immersion contexts and concludes that "learners treat some features of the 

input as transparent, because the meaning is clear; or as unimportant, because they do not 

appear to carry significant meaning" (p94). 

However, it is acknowledged here that dichotomous use of the terms 'Form' and Meaning' 

probably constitutes a false dualism. Categorising some aspects of language as 'form' and 

others as 'meaning' is simplistic as every language feature has 'form' - be it phonological. 

It is noted that much of this evidence dates &om the 1970s and 1980s, suggesting that PI theory originated 
from a pedagogical concern rBgatdiug the lack of full acquisition in L2, which was largely expressed through 
the traditions of error and contrastive analysis. 

See appendix 8 for tbe complete set of IP Principles. 
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graphic or syntactic - regardless of the transparency of its link to semantic concepts. 

Although VanPatten (1996) acknowledges that he does not intend to "pit form against 

meaning" (p47), it is suggested here that his definition of form ("verbal inflections, nominal 

inflections, particles, functors, and so forth", VanPatten 1996 pi8) would beneGt &om 

re&iement^'^. Without this, it is argued that the overarching statement '^Learners process 

input for meaning before they process it for 5)rm" is somewhat cavalier. 

Nevertheless, it is suggested that the corollaries to this principle (presented next) may 

inform pedagogical decisions r%arding what language features to focus on, as they give 

some indication as to which may be more likely to be more communicatively useful to 

learners whilst comprehending. (Though some refinements could also be made to these 

corollaries, for example, there is a lack of clarity in what 'content words' and 'lexical items' 

refer to^ ,̂ and more detailed discussion is required regarding their phonological mid 

syntactic 'form' and how these are processed^^). 

T4'07'(6 ZM f/zg OMyẑ AzMg ekg ' 

For empirical evidence for this sub-principle VanPatten draws on both observational stu,dies 

in LI (Peters 1985 and Radford 1990) and SLA (Klein 1986 and Mangubhai 1991) and 

experimental studies &om SLA (VanPatten 1990). He notes that Petars (1985) and Radford 

(1990) showed that in child LI acquisition the child fbcussed on isolated words and 

unanalyzed chunks and incorporated these into their production. Klein (1986) carried out an 

elicited imitation task showing that learners could not incorporate grammatical items such as 

auxiliary verbs and articles in their imitations of the investigator's speech^^. Mangubhai 

One illusda&m^bowGcmiple&tMs issue m that Doughy includes ̂ fbrms 
(e.g. phonemes, moiphemes, lexical items, cohesive devices and politeness markers) and niles (e.^ devoicing, 
allomoqAy, agpeemeat, andm-geB^vs. relatioash^}" p212. 
' ̂  VanPatten (2000) notes that 'content words' includes "lexicalized chaaks of language or routines 
and patterns t W ate 5xed mid mvarimit fbt thê  learner" p 299, though this is not veiy helpful in 
clarifyiagth&di^penc^ 

VanPatt^ (2003), somewhat crudely, aiggeas that L2 learners alreaf^ cany, in their Universe Grammar, 
the notion of 'content words' and that the detection of lexical items in the first instance is helped by acoustic 
features of content words (usually receiving stronger stress). However, these issues are beyond the scope of 
this classroom based study which would not be able to inform why or how learners tend to initially process 
items in a sound stream. 
" Further evidence of this was found in the tests in this study. 
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(1991), using think-aloud protocols^^, found that all learners reported that they fbcussed on 

'lexical words' in order to get meaning &om the input during a course of 'Total Physical 

Response'. VanPatten (1990) showed that learners were able to note occurrences of the 

noun 'inflacion' successfully perform free written recalls yet recall was increasingly 

hampered when asked to note definite articles or verbal inflections. If one assumes that 

more easily detected items represent less of a burden on limited capacity processing 

resources, leaving more room for the retention of information for the written recall, then 

this study constitutes significant evidence in favour of the notion that lexical items are 

processed more often. VanPatten (1990) provides a review of related work that supports 

principle la). 

Additional evidence for this corollary could be found in the tracking literature, such as 

Bernhardt (1987) who followed eye movement of beginner L2 French learners and found 

that when they read they 'looked at' the nouns and the roots of verbs whereas the more 

advanced L2 readers revisited words to look at inflections, even more so than LI readers. 

Such studies, as yet untapped by IP literature, may help to position IP within other 

perspective on L2 reading e.g. Lee (1992) reviews studies of reading amongst beginning 

level language learners and posits that beginning level language learners can and do engage 

in both bottom-up and top-down driven processes. 

Together, corollaries lb, c and d express the concept of Communicative Value (VanPatten 

1985) which involves the notions of redundancy and inherent semantic value, as explained 

below. 

76." w;// /o 

This diesis acknowledges that think-aloud protocols do not necessarily reflect internal mechanisms and 
suggests that more sophisticated means are required to dismiss conclusively the existence of simultaneous 
implicit / unconscious processing of 'non-lexical' items. 
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f rmc/p /e Yc.' 'Zga7?7fr^ arg 

morg //Ae/y pz-oce^j /»eaMmg^// gram/Ma^c^^Z/bf/M Z'^/'g 

/Aey /^rocefj^ /MewzzMg^/^/TMj'. 

f/'fMC^Ze ŷ /.' 7%g MeaMmg^-^^re-MOM/MeaMZMg frmczp/g are 

/nore ZzAe/y ô ̂ rocg^y^ mea»mg/^/gra7M;Ma^/ca/_/bA7»j^ 6 ^ r g 

jb/7M^ ^rrgj^ec^/vg q/" ygc&zM&ZMcy'. 

Structural features (e.g. position, syllabic length) cannot fully explain why certain features 

are acquired before others (e.g. in English plural is acquired prior to singular 3"̂  person 

'j''; in Spanish verbal inflections -o,-n, -mos, -s, etc are acquired before adjective 

concordance -o, -a, -s, -0, (van Naerssen 1981). It is likely therefore that some factor other 

than structural characteristics must be involved. IP suggests that one of the major problems 

for L2 learners is that the referential meaning of functional or seemingly abstract language 

features is often shared by other features in the language e.g. the pastness communicated by 

verbal inflections is often also communicated by temporal adverbs; interrogative word 

order by WH words and/or intonation and/or verbal morphology. VanPatten and 

colleagues suggest that this phenomenon (known as Communicative Value, CV) aSects the 

detection of features in the input. 

CV is based on the 'inherent semantic value' and 'redundancy within the utterance' of the 

linguistic feature. Features with higher CV have higher inherent semantic value and are 

less redundant. Features of lower CV have lower inherent semantic value and are more 

redundant. VanPatten (2002) explains: 

"A given form can have [+semantic value] and [-redundancy] (e.g., English 
-f»g), [^-semantic value] and [+redundancy] (e.g., subjunctive verb 
inflections), [-semantic value] and [+redundancy] (e.g., adjective 
concordance in Romance languages), and finally [-semantic value] and [-
redundancy] (e.g., some complementizers such as that)...Forms with [-
semantic value] regardless of redundancy contain no communicative 
value.... A ^ rm with no Or cbnsistehtly little communicative value is the 
least likely tp get processed ahd, without help, may never get acquired" p4. 
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For example, in French overt subjects are obligatory and communicate both person and 

number lexically, whether nouns or pronouns^^. Therefore verbal inflections for person and 

number, although also carrying inherent semantic value, have low CV both in writing and 

speech e.g. the 'ow' ending has permanently low CV being redundant as it always 

accompanied by the subject. Furthermore, pronominal reference itself always has 

additional contextual support (both linguistic support via the higher CV of the noun that the 

3'̂  person pronouns refers to, and other more pragmatic contextual factors e.g. who is 

talking to who, gestures etc). This may suggest that verb inflections are even less likely to 

be processed for person and number. 

As acknowledged by VanPatten (1996), features do not have a Gxed inherent semantic 

value nor fixed redundancy, as linguistic and other contextual features affect these 

properties e.g. an absence of temporal adverbs would decrease the redundancy of the 

morphological means of marking tense and aspect. However, it is common for temporal 

cues other than verb morphology to be present in the input, assigning a low C V to the 

verbal inflection for tense. 

'Auxiliaries' and 'past participles' in the passe compose also raise interesting issues 

regarding the way learners may perceive their CV In the passe compose the auxiliary 

carries inflection for tense. However, as the past participle is the lexical item with the 

propositional content, learners' attention (according to IP) may focus on this for meaning 

and, as the past participle is &equently distinguishable &om other fbrms^°, they may 

interpret it as carrying tense (albeit incorrectly). This may be particularly likely if other 

uses of the past participle are not frequent in the input (e.g.y Wraz /MOMge). Aspects of 

formal instruction may promote this erroneous 'processing strategy', section 1.4.2b 

(appendix 1 a & b) gave two examples of a teacher focusing learners' attention on the past 

except oral 3"̂  person pronouns where tliere is no distinction between singular and plural forms when tlie 
following verb begins with a consonant or is preceded by ne / n' where there is no distinction between 
singular and plural forms. 

Orally, in regular gr verA past participles, the verb ending [e] is distinct from all but one present tense 
inflection (2"̂  person plural) and infinitives, altliough also ending in [e], are always distinguished by their 
position after another lexical verb; tlie written 'e' could be misinterpreted as indicating tense. The oral form of 
regular /r verbs is distinguishable from present tense forms (e.g. sorti). Regular re verbs change to tlie very 
phonologically distinct 'u', dissimilar from any present tense. Some common irregular verbs /«, vw, pnj 
could all be misinterpreted to indicate tense. 
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participle to communicate the pastness of a sentence^\ The fact that learners often use a 

past participle type verb in perfect tense contexts (e.g. no auxiliary but lu, bu, and written e 

Macrory & Stone 1996, Page 1999) possibly suggests that learners mis-interpret the CV of 

the past participle. A separate study would be required to investigate the prediction that the 

past participle may be more frequently processed by learners for carrying tense and whether 

this induces 'non-detection' of auxiliaries. In this study, particular use was made of 

constructions where only the auxiliary can be aurally interpreted for tense e.g. je fais / j'ai 

fait; vous regard[e] / vous avez regard[e]); j'aime jou[e] / j'ai jou[e] and just one 'unit' of 

teaching materials (see chapter 3) fbcussed learners' attention on the regular 'er' past 

participle. 

More investigations are needed to refine the notions of CV, inherent semantic value and 

redundancy, as these are fluid characteristics and perceptual salience and &equency 

interplay with CV, as VanPatten (1996) acknowledges. Nevertheless, he offers a range of 

evidence for these corollaries as follows. 

Findings that learners encode notions such as tense, plurality, person and number firstly by 

using lexical items are cited as evidence (e.g. Bardovi-Harhg 1992 and Pica 1985). 

Documentation of pidgins and Creoles provides further support (Todd 1974)^ ,̂ as do 

unpublished experimental studies such as Cadiemo et al. (1991) and Musumeci (1989) and 

introspective studies e.g. Glass (1994)^^. Swain (1985) is cited as she found that in 

completely content-based environments learners' talk about language focuses 

overwhelmingly on lexical items, rather than morphosyntax (as in other studies, not cited 

by VanPatten: Williams 1999, Jones 1992 and Slimani 1991). 

Studies more directly related to investigating the concept of CV are reviewed in VanPatten 

(1996). For example, Lee (1987) was a think-aloud study claiming to show how learners 

skip items of low CV during processing. Also, Bransdorfer (1989) carried out dual task 

The use of terms such as participle compared to "helping' verb may also encourage this assumption. 
Additional evidence for diis corollary could be found in ^ardovi-Harlig 2000) includes a summary of the 

interlanguage phenomena of using lexical means to express tense before morphological means, including a 
summary of findings 6om cross-linguistic studies such as the European Science Foundation project in the 
1970s (Perdue 1993) 
^ However, as discussed later, acoustic salience was not kept constant between tlie temporal adverbs and tlie 
veital inflections and so could be an influential factor 
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attention experiments, measuring learners' written recall of idea units in a passage when 

they had to note occurrences of'6^' (an item of high CV in Spanish, denoting possession) 

compared to noting Va' (a definite article of low CV which can usually remain undetected 

without confiising meaning). The findings suggested that learners found noting 

occurrences of 'Za' was much more costly to resources as they recalled significantly less 

information than the passage-only group, whereas the group noting were able to recall a 

similar amount of idea units as the passage-only group. An important feature of this study 

is that some significant issues of perceptual salience were taken into account (both items 

were syllabic and occur before nouns) and as such it suggests a possible research agenda 

for Principles lb, c and d. 

Relevant to the context of this current study are the findings of an action research project in 

which 11 year old learners of German read sentences containing incorrect written subject + 

verb combinations and were engaged in retrospective think-aloud protocols (Mitchell & 

Hogg 2001). Prior to instruction there was a significant tendency for learners not to notice 

these errors but to suggest that lexical items were incorrect. Most relevant as evidence for 

the concept ofCV is that when learners did notice a mismatch between the subject and verb 

all learners always chose to alter the endings to suit the subject, suggesting that the subject 

dictates to the learners what the required ending is, assigning the verb ending inferior status 

in terms of its CV 

e/YAer mga/img/w/ g r a m m a A c a / o r 

This sub-principle rests on limited capacity attention models^^. It also links closely to the 

discussion of the role of learners' developmental stage in input processing in section 2.2.4. 

The evidence for this principle cited by VanPatten and some additional evidence is given in 

this section. 

It is not understood why VanPatten (1996) wrote. "There is as of this time no solid experimental evidence 
that directly supports this principle" (p27), as, although not undiluted, it would Snd considerable tlieoretical 
and empirical support amongst cognitive psychologists (Miyake & Shah 1999, Neumaim & Sanders 1996). 
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VanPatten (1996 & 2003) refers to three SLA studies which, although methodological 

problems render them suggestive rather than conclusive, have the potential to inform and 

refine Principle le: Leow (1993), Berne (1989) and Blau (1990). Leow (1993) and Berne 

(1989) used simplified input (written and oral respectively) to operationalise the notion of 

reducing demands on finite resources. Leow found this had a favourable effect on learning 

to use the Spanish present perfect and subjunctive. However, Berne found that simplifying 

the input did improve learners' ability to perform recalls whilst also noting the 

occurrence of a definite article or a verb inflection. VanPatten (19960 suggested that this 

may indicate that for learners to release attention to form, without adversely affecting their 

comprehension, the input may "require a greaf dea/ of simplification". Blau (1990) found 

that pausing had a more facilitative effect on the detection of less or non meaningful 

features than reducing the rate and syntactic complexity of input. VanPatten (2004) also 

argues that interactionist and input studies (e.g. Long 1985, Hatch 1983) show that 

repeating input (during negotiations of meaning) or simplifying input releases attentional 

resources so that learners are more likely to acquire / notice aspects of form. Other 'dual-

tasking' studies^^ (VanPatten 1990 and Wong 2001a) have suggested that learners' ability 

to both recall propositional content and note occurrences of 'form' improved with hours 

exposure to instruction. 

This sub principle would also find support in Williams (1999), which found, by analysing 

the production and learner-talk of 8 classroom learners, that the degree and type of self-

induced attention to form was positively correlated to proficiency level and the nature of 

the activity (see section 2.2.4 for further discussion of developmental stage influencing 

input processing). However, this hypothesis would perhaps benefit from a sustained 

laboratory-based research agenda, investigating issues of implicit learning and memory. 

Robinson (1995) recommends the use of tlie dual task paradigm to research attentional demands in SLA. 
though it is acknowledged here that the term 'dual-task' is simphstic to describe language input processing. 

This issue is related to perceptual saliency, wliich is discussed in section 2.2.4 (Challenges to the tlieor\'). 
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BarcroA & VanPatten (1997), using immediate sentence repetition with beginner learners 

of Spanish found that utterance-initial position (and stress) rendered items significantly 

more salient for learners. Similar studies, Klein (1986) and Rosa & O'Neill (1998), are also 

cited by VanPatten to support this corollary. 

This corollary would suggest that in French, where subjects or temporal adverbs appear in 

utterance initial position, learners will detect them before other items (e.g. before 

morphosyntactic features in sentence medial or Gnal positions). However, this corollary is 

not discussed further as VanPatten (2004) specifies that it only applies "all other processing 

issues being equal" i.e. when communicative value is held constant. As discussed 

previously, this cannot be done with the target linguistic features of this study given that, 

according to IP, verb inflections have lower CV than subjects and temporal adverbs for 

communicating person, number and tense. In addition, in terms of this study, it was not 

possible to place verb inflections in utterance initial position during PI. 

2 2. CAaZ/ewggf fo TTteoyy 

There are several challenges to IP, some raised by VanPatten and other SLA researchers 

and others by the author. None of these issues can be fully pursued in this study but they 

are mentioned here to acknowledge that the choice to use PI to explore an input-based 

approach to grammar pedagogy does not entail a complete acceptance of the theoretical 

framework claimed to support it. 

First, there is a lack of reference to literature regarding LI processing. VanPatten (1996) 

defends this on the grounds of differences in conceptual and linguistic requirements 

between LI and L2 learners and the different completeness of their learning. He also 

claims that the LI literature does not address learners process certain items and not 

others. Clearly the notion of'search for meaning before all else' is highly congruent with 

the influential notion of top-down processing 6om early LI reading researchers (Smith 

1971 and Goodman 1968). However, more recent work suggests that LI input processing 

is multi-resourced and highly complex (e.g. Perkins 1998 reviews studies which have 

emphasised the importance of bottom-up processes in reading). Here, it is acknowledged 
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that any model of input processing requires more detailed scrutiny of other input processing 

literature. One promising avenue for this is beginning to emerge: VanPatten (2004) draws 

parallels between IP and another 22 input / parsing-based theory that does suggest a 

coalition of mechanisms are involved in input processing which, in turn, makes some 

positive reference to PI (Carroll 1999, 2001^^). 

IP literature makes rather arbitrary references to how PI relates to both aural and reading 

processes. For example, VanPatten (1996) comments ".. the communication goal of the 

learner is . .to understand what the speaker said. (Although input may be written, we will 

focus here on aural input)" (pi7); "in any event, Leow's stimulus was written input, 

whereas our primary concern here is the processing of aural input" (p28) and Cadiemo 

(1995) points out "Preterit forms were always presented first via written input and then via 

oral input" (pi83). However, no satisfactory explanations are offered for these decisions. 

Similarly, the modality of the tests in most PI studies is often not systematic^^. 

IP theory requires further refinement regarding the role of the modality of processing, and 

more connections could be made with related research investigating whether there are 

differences between auditory and visual processing systems, for example: L2 research 

(Wong 2001a, Bernhardt 1991) and cognitive psychology literature (Wickens 1989^ ,̂ 

Neumann & Sanders 1996, Wijers et al. 1996). 

The current study uses both aural and written input in the teaching intervention, in Hne with 

other studies and the PI guidelines. The tests broadly assess whether PI has differential 

Can-oil's (1999 & 2001) "Autonomous Induction Tlieoiy" posits that processing and restructuring is multi-
level (morphosyntacdc, acoustic-plionetic and semantic) and is facilitated by a coalition of resources (e.g. 
parsing strategies, negative evidence, UG, generalising mechanisms, negotiation of meaning). One argument 
in particular (that learning is 'a process which takes place whenever a parse fails. It is designed to restructure 
parsing procedures to deal with a novel input datum' (1999 p365) is compatible with PI, which is designed to 
induce a failed parse. 

Salaberry (1998) also suggests that the issue of modes of instruction and testing should be more carefiilly 
controlled in the studies, pointing out tlmt in VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993 the interpretation task was auraL 
whereas tlie production task was written 

Although Wickens (1989) is cited in VanPatten (1996) to support the idea of multiple pools of processing 
resources, VanPatten does not satisfactorily acknowledge that the dimensions of one resource pool are 
oz/AVwv versus v/moZ. 
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impacts according to modality, though detailed exploration in terms of the impact on 

different language forms in different modes was not possible. 

^ 

IP assigns a vital role for SLA in learning connections between surface forms and their 

semantic content. This raises questions regarding the role of PI for abstract syntactic 

properties. Several studies have suggested that PI may have beneGcial effects on aspects of 

syntax (position of direct object pronouns in Spanish). Furthermore, although IP is not 

conceived of within a UG &amework, VanPatten (1996 & 1997) appeals to the generative 

argument that verbs must 'raise' in order to acquire inflection for person, number and tense 

(e.g. the English dummy verbs 'do' and 'have', or verbs before the negator in French), apd 

suggests that by promoting intake of these meaning-bearing features, learners would also 

acquire the verb movement that 'carries' them^. It was considered that this issue was 

beyond the scope of this study, as it would have required even more classroom time to test 

the development of negation as well as inflection. 

VanPatten (2002) suggests that processing across clause boundaries (e.g. 6}r the Spanish 

subjunctive) may increase the cognitive load as learners must retain information in working 

memory whilst continuing to process on-line^^ thus impeding the processing of Sarms with 

low CV. Again, these issues have not yet been directly pursued by PI studies. 

VanPatten acknowledges that issues of perceptual saliency are of relevance to how an^ 

what is processed in the input e.g. location in the utterance (see sub-principle IQ, acoustic 

saliency (including prosody and boundedness), input 6equeacy and embeddedness. Lee 

VanPaWen (1995), in an earlier version of IP principles, attempted to make statements about 

the interaction of perceptual saliency ("phonological properties (e.g. melodic contours, 

intonational patterns)" p97). There are numerous mentions of phonetic saliency (including 

^ It is acknawledged that botli these syntactic features (movement of objects and verbs) 'carry' semantic 
meaning (e.g. nmnber, person valnes) and so may lend themselves to instruction wbidi hig^ilig^ these 
properties. The effect of PI on truly abstract properties (Le. features witk no semantic value, suck as 
grammatical gender) is not discussed satis&ctorily in Ae IP and PI literature. It is suggested in VanPatt^ 
(2004) that these Matures develc^ very lak w not at aH 

Such a notion Aids support fiom other studies (e.g. Pienemann 1998 and Myles 1995). 
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phonetic distance) in VanPatten (1996 & 1997), though the incorporation of this into a 

more complete model "is left to future research for the time being" (1996 pl40). 

Although some potential avenues for future research are suggested, to date IP does not offer 

testable hypotheses regarding how perceptual saliency actually serves input processing and 

SLA (Sharwood Smith 1991 & 1993). Here, it is noted only that the target inflections in 

this study have several characteristics that, according to IP literature, may adversely affect 

how learners process them (see sections 1.6.3). Intensive instruction on a limited number 

of features holding communicative value and/or perceptual saliency constant in order to 

investigate the interplay of these two concepts would not have been ecologically valid in 

this classroom study. 

The majority of the evidence advanced to support IP is output phenomena (though there is 

some evidence jGrom introspective and input / interpretation studies). Reliance on output 

phenomena as evidence is typical of discussions of SLA (e.g. Harley 1994). It is 

particularly problematic in IP because in some places VanPatten suggests that output 

phenomena do indeed reflect processes involved in input processing (e.g. VanPatten 1996 

pi9, p22, p29) yet in other places he is keen to suggest his model does not account in any 

significant detail for e.g. the developing system, restructuring or output phenomena (e.g. 

VanPatten 1996 pi47, VanPatten 2003 p5^^). Such modularisation has been partially 

accepted in this thesis in order to evaluate the usefulness of an applied theory, even though 

it can result in "leaking" between explanations of different modules, also acknowledged in 

Ellis (1995), Hatch, Shirai & Fantuzzi (1990), Bernhardt (1991 p71). As Ellis (1995) 

concludes, theories should not be evaluated in terms of issues they do not claim to embrace 

(VanPatten &equently reiterates that IP aims to focus researchers on how learners attend to 

input data to develop their language). These phenomenological issues cannot be developed 

further here. 

In VanPatten (1997 & 2003), brief reference is inade to Slobin (1979), Anderson & Shirai (1994) and 
Pienemann (1998) to account for output data and production constraints. 
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However, it will be seen in subsequent chapters that it is of relevance to note that IP could, 

in particular, benefit from further refinement regarding the impact of learners' 

'developmental system' on their processing of input (see figure 1.4 and appendix 7). 

Possibly as a consequence of this, VanPatten and colleagues have maintained relative 

silence on wAg/? PI will be effective in terms of different learners' developmental stages (a 

difficulty facing many FonF/S approaches (Doughty & Williams 1998, Ellis 1993)). 

Although this study has adopted its own criteria for this matter (see section 1.6.2 and 

appendix 6), it is suggested that this is an important area for future research and it is 

discussed further in the next section. 

2 2 J wAew may 

The idea that characteristics of input processing change according to the developmental 

stage of the learner Ends support in, for example, Corder (1978), Pienemann (1998), 

Lightbown (2001)and Robinson (1995). VanPatten also acknowledges this possibility. For 

example VanPatten (1990) suggests "there is also the argument that intake is structured by 

the learner's current grammar" (p297). VanPatten (1997) proposes that "as learners 

progress in acquisition, their developing system takes on a greater role in sentence 

processing" (p97). VanPatten (1996) claims: 

"the developing system may influence input processing itself by allowing 
or disallowing certain form-meaning connections to be made.. input 
processing itself is not guided solely by universal and invariant strategies, 
as language acquisition progresses, input processing is also guided by 
information contained in the developing system itself That is, at some 
point, the knowledge stored in the developing system is utilized during on-
line input processing..." (VanPatten 1996 p 31-39). 

VanPatten (2004) suggests that the state of the learners' developing system is closely 

associated with the availability of resources during online processing (see section 2.2.3d 

regarding the 'availability of resources principle'^^). 

"Just what provides for the availability of processing resources? One 
obvious answer is proficiency level and the nature of learners' ability to 

He also suggests task demands (including features of the interaction) interact with tlie availability of 
resources. 
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access lexical items they have already incorporated into their developing 
linguistic systems." 

Wickens (1989), whose conceptualisation of a limited capacity processor is central to IP, 

suggests that parallel processing can occur when one (or more) of the tasks involved is 

automatised. An example in terms of input processing language items of low CV, such as 

verb inflections, may be when the stage of the developing system is such that 

comprehension of lexical items or overall sentential meaning does not require all attentional 

resources, or when the developing system has already incorporated some representation of 

these items. 

However, the role of the stage of the developing system remains hazy in VanPatten (2002, 

2003 & 2004). For example, "one must keep in mind how effortful comprehension and 

processing are for beginning and even intermediate learners" (2004) (it is unclear whether 

the term "beginners' refers to the number of hours of instruction or learners who are 

'beginning' to process certain forms). Similarly, the guideline "teach only one thing at a 

time" appears to be flexible according to the level of the learner (see VanPatten 1996 pp61-

2 and Benati 2001). Given the claimed pedagogical applications of the theory, this issue 

requires more explicit treatment in the literature (for example, regarding the likelihood that 

the developing system interacts with input processing in the very initial stages of SLA). 

It is acknowledged that longitudinal laboratory studies are needed to explore the 

development of multiple processing over time to inform a "theory of the q/ 

MecAaM/aMj" (Pinker 1982 p667 my emphasis). Nevertheless, in this study 

using two classes &om different schools may offer some insight, in pedagogical terms, into 

the influence of different developmental stages on the effectiveness of PI 

2 2 6 2.2; ZP fAeo/y 

This section discussed IP theory's central claim that for a feature in the input to be 

incorporated into a learner's developing system, the learner must interpret the meaning of 

that feature (i.e. detect it) IP suggests that this is not always likely due to certain 

characteristics of natural languages (e g. redundancy) which force learners' limited capacity 

attentional resources to detect language features selectively on the basis of their 
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Communicative Value. It has been suggested that IP can offer pedagogically usable 

predictions, as in the following French L2 examples: with a limited capacity model of 

attention which selects items in the input for further processing on the grounds of their 

communicative value, IP would predict that early learners of French will not detect the 

semantic meaning available in verb inflections for person, number and tense. Principles la-

Id would suggest that subjects (noun or pronoun), temporal adverbials and other semantic 

cues (e.g. lexical items to guess the meaning) will be used by learners to detect person, 

number, and tense rather than verb inflections. Principle le implies that learners will not 

begin to pay attention to verb inflections until other elements of the sentence are easily 

processed. Principle If suggests that, all other things being equal, learners will process the 

subject before the verb in SV word order, and an utterance initial adverb before other items. 

This section acknowledged that IP requires further refinement in several respects, 

particularly regarding the impact the developmental system may have on how attentional 

resources are allocated to process input. It was proposed that this study may contribute to 

the understanding of the developmental stages at which PI may be effective for the early 

learning of French verb inflections as it was carried out in two classes &om different 

schools. 

2.3 An evaluation of Processing Instruction in terms of Input Processing theory 

Wong (2002), amongst other PI researchers, suggest "PI is theory-driven instruction 

because activities in PI are directly informed by a model of CP" (pi 7). This section argues 

partly in favour of this statement, particularly for the referential activities, though it 

indicates various aspects of PI which are less well supported by an IP framework but 

constitute intuitively appealing pedagogical practice Some additional evidence, collected 

for the purpose of this thesis, is also mentioned, which provides further theoretical and 

empirical justification for PÎ '*. 

Sanz & VanPatten (1998) acknowledge tliat the implications for the classroom perliaps liave a more 
substantial theoretical base than is contained in much of the actual IP and PI literature. 
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2 GromAMAf (EG/) m ĝ/7»â  TP 

In line with many FonF/S approaches, PI provides some description of the target form and 

its function (e.g. "when you refer to 'we' in French, the verb has to end in 'ons'"). The 

rationale for this in IP theory is not immediately clear. IP principles do provide a rationale 

for giving learners information about the ineffective input processing strategies to avoid 

and why learners tend to use them (e.g. "try to notice the 'ons' - you probably don't notice it 

because the 'nous' already tells you who is being talked about"). These explanations are 

basically a learner-Biendly expression of the relevant principle with reference to the 

specific language features. VanPatten (1993) suggests that such explanations raise 

learners' sensitivity to features in the input and that, in turn, increased comprehension of 

input may develop language competence^^. Cadiemo (1995) (replicating VanPatten & 

Cadiemo 1993) draws on two of the roles for EGI suggested by Terrell (1991): I) as an 

advance organizer to aid comprehending and segmenting subsequent input which will then 

assist in the development of competence 2) as a meaning-form fbcuser that aids the learner 

in establishing a meaning-form relationship for morphologically complex forms. IP 

literature does not refer to work such as Jacoby's (1983) notions of data-driven and 

conceptually-driven processing (reviewed and endorsed in Robinson 1995 and Schmidt 

2001). 

The use of the EGI the practice examples shows a preference for deductive language 

learning, though VanPatten has not directly addressed this. It is probably driven by the 

notion of'orientation' within attention as defined by Tomlin & Villa 1994^ .̂ They suggest 

that it can help learners to be made aware before receiving input that, for example, they are 

about to be required to overcome a specific processing tendency. Further evidence for this 

can be found in studies such as Reber et al. (1980)^^ which showed that when relatively 

simple rules underlie a very complex set of stimuli, explicit presentation of the rule system 

Tt is acknowledged here that giving learners explicit reasons why they mis-process items suggests that some 
conscious understanding helpful, despite claims by VanPatten (1990 & 1994) that input processing "may or 

conscious" (my italics). 
Tomlin & Villa's (1994) definition of attentional concepts ;.y adopted by VanPatten for other purposes. 
Studies by Reber are used b)' VanPatten for other purposes. 
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examples leads to better learning than examples presented before rules, examples 

only or rules only. 

/eve/ o/" 

The issue of of the target language feature and how this influences the style, 

length and detail of the EGI is not informed by IP. It seems likely that previous studies 

have used teachers' knowledge of the specific learners, their productive interlanguage and 

their familiarity with metalanguage to design the wording of the EGI. This approach has 

therefore also been taken in this study. 

Published examples of EGIs show that there is often some comparison of the L2 with the 

LI. For example: 

Ellos a Marcos Marcos los 

(They observe Mark) (Mark observes them). 

(VanPatten 1996 p72) 

This suggests a belief that the LI can be a source of knowledge and possible error if 

learners use it to process the L2 (in some ways reminiscent of contrastive analysis). 

However, this does not find theoretical support in IP. For example, the expanded model of 

IP in appendix 7 suggests that learners do not use the LI to assign grammatical roles, or to 

attend to and detect features in the input during online processing. VanPatten's (2004) 

suggestion that the LI only has a role other processing strategies have been used is 

probably overly simplistic. It contradicts those e.g. Kellerman (1983), Andersen (1983), 

Carroll (2001) who argue that many aspects of learners' LI (e.g. phonetic, prosodic and 

morphosyntactic characteristics) probably interact with online input processing. Further 

discussion of this issue is beyond the scope of this study as investigating just one language 

pairing (English - French) cannot inform the IP framework on the possible role of the LI. 

Regardless of the strength of the theoretical base for the EGI in IP, several studies have 

claimed to have isolated and investigated the effects of the EGI component in PI 

VanPatten & Oikennon (1996), Benati (2004) and others in VanPatten (2004) indicate that 
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actually EGI has little or no impact on the measures, Ending that PI without EGI has 

similar effects to PI with EGl/^ 

Referential tasks focus learners' attention on the linguistic target in the aural and written 

input in such a way that they a r e t o make form-meaning connections. For example: 

According to the following sentences, underline who does the activity: 

Le chat / les parents promene le chien 

Le bebe / les parents pleurent beaucoup 

L'enfant / les hommes travaillent dans une banque 

IP suggests that normally learners would focus on the lexical items and so decide, wrongly, 

that the first of these sentences states that parents, not the cat, walks the dog. If learners 

wish to succeed in this task, contextual / semantic processing is not a reliable strategy and 

so they must pay attention to the verb inflection and its link with number in the noun 

phrase. This is in line with the objective of over-coming learners' tendencies to follow 

Principle la: Zeamerj worak ZM /Ae gZyg'. 

It might be thought that referential activities have a surface resemblance to behaviourist 

informed approaches i.e. pattern practice with the reward of communication to reinforce the 

behaviour. The main differences are that in PI learners do not overtly the patterns 

and each item requires the processing of meaning and cannot be successfully completed by 

the mechanical repetition of pattems^^. In order to achieve this, the target feature is 

juxtaposed with another (often structurally or functionally similar) form, encouraging 

learners to recognise the deGning feature of the structure i.e. what is it about feature x that 

makes it have a different function to feature)/? For example, PI activities may help learners 

to unpack y' &om the 'chunk'y'azmg, by contrasting it with zZ mme. 

Two concerns have not yet been addressed by tliese studies: 1) the EGI-only control group lias much less 
exposure to the target feature than the odier groups and 2) the possible interaction of the exact EGI from tlie 
PI package (i.e. eq)ticit instruction on interpretation strategies) with output-based instructiorL 

Whether all PI activities in previous studies have always achieved this is debatable - see Wong (2001b) 
where learners could just listen out for a meaningless cue to interpret the causativere. 
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However, PI researchers tend to refer to these comparison features as 'distractors' (e.g. 

VanPatten 1996 p99) and learning gains in them are not analysed, suggesting that it is not 

considered that these structures may also get reinforced. In fact a close inspection of the 

literature is required to reveal that juxtaposition of two contrasting forms (and their 

meanings) is a deGning feature of re&rential activities, as without it learners can rely on 

mechanical repetition of one target form without being forced to connect it to meaning. 

Cadiemo (1995) noted: "the presentation of the preterit tense Aarms involved presenting the 

preterit forms themselves and the contrasting those forms with present verb forms" (pl83). 

VanPatten (2002) describes Buck (2000) as investigating: "the acquisition of present 

continuous (v$. the present progressive)" (my emphasis). VanPatten & Wong (2001) and 

VanPatten (2002) make clearer statements regarding this issue, possibly due to 

misunderstandings in previous studies, for example: 

"Allen's [2000] PI activities do not 6)rce learners to distinguish between ... 
causative or non-causative faire. Thus, one cannot be sure of what the 
participants were actually learning. It is worth pointing out +hAt in VanPatten 
and Cadiemo, we mixed SVO and OVS/OV sentences in the materials so that 
learners could not apply some "mechanical" strategy of completing the 
activities; they had to pay attention to the sentence in order to determine which 
word order was being used and who did what to whom. In Cadiemo, she 
mixed tenses up in her referential activities so that learners had to rely 
exclusively on the veit ending in each sentence to determine temporal 
reference ̂ ast, present, Aiture)." (VanPatten 2002 p782) 

Benati (2004) also emphasises this feature of referential activities: 

"The [futwe tense] forms were contrasted Wth the present taise verb 
forms. Two things were especially emphasized: 

1. the differences in acoustic stress between future and present verb 
forms;..." 

Studies &om cognitive psychology, e.g. Lee & Magill (1983), Lauer, Streby, & Battig 

(1976), suggest that exposing learners to items juxtaposed with contrasting items helps the 

learning process. It is perhaps therefore surprising that the IP literature does not draw uppn 

such sources even though this is probably a deGning feature of referential activities and 

may well be at the heart of the eGEectiveness of PI. 
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In aGective activities the target feature is often put at the start of the sentence, which is in 

line with Principle If^ the sentence location principle. 

Other aspects of affective activities are less directly supported by IP. Unlike in referential 

activities, afkctive activities do not force learners to contrast the target feature with another 

and so the necessity for right or wrong answers is removed. For example, (material in 

square brackets is mine): 

Each sentence corresponds to something that you might do to your 
parents. Check which ones apply to you. Compare your responses with a 
classmate'̂ ^ 

1) Los llamo con frecuencia por telefbno 
[them call I with frequency by phone /1 phone them often] 

2) Los visito los fines de semana 
[them visit I the ends of week /1 visit them at the weekend] 

(VanPatten& Cadierno 1993 p57) 

The intention is that learners have the opportunity to 'see' the target linguistic feature (in 

this example, the position of object pronouns in Spanish) in some activity that refers to 

their own world. This is, presumably, derived from the notion that once learners have made 

the correct form-meaning connection in the referential activities, they are more likely to 

detect the meaning of the target forms when they see/hear numerous exemplars of them in 

the affective activities. However, the learners do not Aorve to process the target feature (and 

in the example above, the task rubrics even tell the learners who the granmiatical object of 

the statements is). Such a task only forces them to detect the meaning of the lexical verb 

and the temporal adverb - any processing of the target form would be W to the 

task'*^ Although in affective activities the form-meaning connection is sometimes 

explained in a metalinguistic commentary, learners may or may not read this, and may or 

Note tlie instruction "share your responses your classmate", contradicting the claim in VanPatten & 
Cadiemo (1993) that learners did not produce tlie target feature; see also Wong (2001b) (p26). This rubric 
was avoided in tlie current study. 

A reviewer for Terrell (1991) raised a similar issue: why should learners attend if the meaning of the target 
form is stiU redundant? 
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may not understand it, let alone actually attend to the feature. There is no guarantee that 

'detection' will occur, even though this is essential according to IP theory. 

These activities probably indicate a general inclination towards embedding PI within a 

broadly Communicative Language Teaching curriculum (CLT) (Lee & VanPatten 1995). 

In fact, affective activities resemble 'enriched input' in that learners are exposed to 

numerous exemplars of the target feature but any processing of the target feature would 

usually be incidental to the task. If they are to be perceived as driven by IP theory, 

affective activities require some statement regarding issues of voluntary / involuntary 

and/or intentional / incidental learning (e.g. Eimer et al. 1996). VanPatten (2004) 

acknowledges that "perhaps this aspect of activities development needs to be strengthened 

or better yet the roles of each within PI (or any instruction, for that matter) need to be 

investigated". 

The affective activities component was retained in this study in order to maintain treatment 

fidelity with previous studies. It is discussed in section 2.4 how the comparison treatment 

in this study was similar to affective activities (in that any processing of the target features 

would have been incidental to the task) and how this study therefore goes someway to 

exploring the role of affective activities. 

The following commentary summarises the arguments presented in the IP and PI literature 

for each guideline, and provides some additional support A-om other sources'* .̂ 

TgacA om/y o/ze a/ a ///Me 

This advocates the breaking up of paradigms, in contrast to "traditional instruction" (the 

comparison treatment in previous PI studies). Cadierno (1995) cites Terrell (1991) to 

suggest that many examples of one form-meaning relationship help learners to reinforce 

this connection. 

See section 2.1.4 for a presentation of all the guidelines togetlier 
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This concept is intuitively appealing but further support could be sought from cognitive 

psychology where the concept of a limited capacity working memory would suggest 

learners could not process whole paradigms. The advice is also endorsed by Doughty & 

Williams (1998) and error-correction studies (e.g. Doughty & Varela 1998, Mackey & 

Philp 1998 and Lyster & Ranta 1997) where recasting of diverse forms did not lead to take-

up). 

It is pointed out (though not acknowledged by VanPatten) that this guideline can never be 

true for referential activities as they depend on contrasting pairs of features. 

This guideline is motivated by the over-arching statement in principle 1. It reminds 

materials designers to force learners to attend to the meaning of the target items. In 

addition, it is probably motivated by a desire to adhere to CLT's tendency to emphasise 

meaning over form. 

VanPatten (1996) explains this is motivated by the need to have some 'prooF that learners 

have attended to the meaning of the target itern, rather than merely requesting or suggesting 

they do so. 

It is noted here that this guideline is followed in referential activities, though not in 

affective activities (see section 2.3.3). 

VanPatten (1996) comments "a combination of oral and written input is a response to 

claims.. that some learners like to 'see' language while others don't... and is not tied 

directly to the principles of input processing" (p68). VanPatten's appeal to 'learner styles' is 

not elaborated, and, as discussed in section 2.2.4b, the issue of modality is dealt with hazily 

in IP and PI. It is suggested here that this guideline is mainly craft-driven and/or has 

perhaps stemmed &om the intuitive appeal of learners' own comments. 
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6/;\yc<97/r̂ g 

This guideline is motivated by IP's premise that a great deal of processing occurs at 

sentence level. However, principle 2 (appendix 8) does not reinforce this guideline as it 

suggests that event probabilities, contextual cues and lexical semantics, all of which could 

be available at discourse rather than sentence level, can override the 'first noun strategy'. 

Furthermore, the definition of'sentence' is not clariGed in the IP literature, though this is 

particularly necessary in terms of aural input processing. The guideline probably refers to 

providing one exemplar of the target feature per referential task 'item'. 

This is the only guideline to make explicit reference to IP theory and is described as 

"perhaps the most important" (VanPatten 1996 p67). It reminds materials designers to bear 

in mind the processing strategies learners tend to use (i.e. the IP principles) and to develop 

activities which encourage learners not to use them where necessary. 

In summary, as VanPatten (1996) acknowledges, "only the second, fifth and sixth 

guidelines are related in any particular way to issues in input processing and 

psycholinguistics discussed [earlier]" (p67). (In addition, it was noted that some aspects of 

PI materials are inconsistent with guidelines 1, 3 and 4.) The commentary above implied 

that these guidelines probably originated for the purposes of teacher training and materials 

design (see Lee & VanPatten 1995, chapter 5). It is suggested here that they constitute 

'intuitively appealing' rather than 'theoretically-driven' teaching advice (particularly as). 

This interpretation is reinforced by VanPatten's comment that "variations in the application 

[of the guidelines] 6om lesson to lesson may occur" (p67), presumably depending on the 

teacher's view of the learners' characteristics. 

2 j . J .yMwzfMfwy 2 J. EvaAfoffOM m ZP 

It has been argued that IP may inform decisions about which language features to focus 

learners' attention on, and why. 

It has been suggested that some motivation for EGI can be found in IP literature, though 

some aspects of EGI are not clearly supported and others are even contradictory to IP. 
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However, several studies have shown that EGI has no significant impact on the effects of 

PI. 

The design of the referential activities is clearly driven by the need to encourage learners to 

overcome input processing strategies laid out in IP 

The design of the affective activities is partly motivated by IP's ^sentence location 

principle' (in that the target feature is sometimes placed at the start of each utterance). 

However, in other respects, the current IP literature does not satisfactorily justify them. 

They certainly strive to keep meaning in focus and maintain learners' interest, constituting 

sensible practice and compatibility with CLT. It was suggested that aGective activities are 

more akin to an input flood (a type of enriched input), and this will be discussed in the next 

section as it partly motivated the comparison intervention in this study. 

A few PI Guidelines have links with IP theory, and others are driven by intuitively 

appealing 'eraA knowledge'. 

Although the PI package is not an exact operationalisation of IP, this is not necessary in 

order to carry out a classroom-based study. Parts of PI, and particularly the referential 

activities, represent some of the key notions in IP theory in a package that is possible to 

recreate in the classroom and which is intuitively appealing. PI materials are therefore 

considered as one possible operationalisation of IP. 

2.4 The comparative dimension: Processing Instruction versus Enriched Input 

This section provides a rationale for the comparison of PI with Enriched Input instruction 

(EI), a brief description of EI and a summary of the major similarities and differences 

between PI and EI. The lessons in a non-active control class are discussed in chapter 4. 

The research questions in the original PI study VanPattep & Cadierno (1993) were: 

" I. Does aAermg the way in which learners process input have an effect 
on their developmental systems? (my italics) 
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2. If there is an effect, is it limited solely to processing more input or 
does instruction in input processing also have an eSect on output?" 

It is suggested here that these research questions could not be answered by that study as 

there was no comparison of PI with learner exposure to 'unaltered' input. Instead, PI was 

compared with output practice. And yet the researchers concluded: 

"In terms of our research questions, we took our results to mean .that 
altering the way learners process input could alter their developing systems. 
The processing group showed evidence of this on both interpretation and 
production tests" VanPatten (2002) (p771). 

Figure 2.1 summarises the key characteristics of the comparative dimension of most PI 

studies (summarised in appendix 4). 

PI group Output / traditional group 

Explicit grammar explanation Explicit grammar explanation 

Warning about common errors, example and 
explanation of erroneous processing strategy 

No warning about common errors, no example, 
no explanation of erroneous processing strategy 

Structured listening and reading activities 
requiring learners to detect target feature in 
input 

Occasional examples of correct forms to read 
or hear at the start of each output exercise. 

Feedback re. accuracy of form-meaning 
connection (i.e. error correction during 
interpretation) 

Error correction not always reported (or 
variable not controlled). Probably some during 
production tasks. 

structure I practice 

These studies have compared one way of structuring input (PI) with various ways of 

practising production, in terms of their impact on learners' subsequent interpretation and 

production. Even Salaberry's (1997) study, which sets out to avoid "several methodological 

problems" of previous PI studies and "test the hypotheses in IP", compares PI with an 

based FonF. Such studies do not cater for the possibility that IP's claims that 

detecting form in the input is necessary for SLA may be unfounded. 
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To explore more precisely IP's claims about what learners detect in the input, it is 

necessary to compare referential input tasks with other input tasks that do oof intend to 

force learners away from the IP strategies, and to explore whether this results in marked 

differences in subsequent comprehension and production. Although no PI study has yet 

done this, VanPatten (1994) highlighted the same point: 

"the critical questions that research needs to address are a learner can 
attend to form while attending to meaning when processing input, if so, 
liz/KZ/" AzW of form, and under coW/Z/OMj' this is and is not possible. 
Thus, my claim is that research on attention in SLA must be inextricably 
tied to research on comprehension. In this kind of research, subjects must 
attend to input for meaning, they must know that they are supposed to 
attend to meaning and the task they perform must measure their 
comprehension in some way or another" p33. [VanPatten's italics, my 
bold] 

VanPatten emphasises that PI is Mof another form of comprehension-based learning and that 

it is "critically different" to other input-based treatments e.g. "textual enhancement, recasts, 

input flood" (VanPatten 2002 p767). VanPatten suggests that research has not found 

convincing support for input enhancement (as discussed in section 1.5.3). About input 

floods he states: "[Bardovi-Harlig 1995 and Trahey & White 1993] are probably drawing 

learner attention in some way with input flooding, but the technique does not address issues 

of how a form or structure is processed (or not) to begin with" (VanPatten 1996 p305-6). 

Such claims clearly need empirical investigation and this study compares PI with a version 

of the instructional approaches G-om which it is claimed to be distinct: an input flood with 

EGI. 

As laid out in section 2.2, VanPatten's IP states that detection (i.e. understanding the 

meaning) of the target features is essential to learn them, explaining why he suggests that PI 

is more beneficial than input floods or enhancement techniques. He claims that "subliminal 

learning" does not happen and VanPatten (2003) refers to, amongst others, (Dienes, 

Broadbent, & Berry 1991), where processing (i.e. without attention) of letter strings 

did not allow learners to judge the grammaticality of new strings. 
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However, Segaiowitz & Lightbown (1999), Harley (1994) and Truscott (1998), amongst 

others, review the controversial nature of the term 'implicit learning' - is it with or without: 

attentional capacity, conscious awareness, intention to learn, recollection, intention to 

remember and / or noticing?^^. As thi& is a classroom study, it was impossible to specify 

the exact nature of the learning that was happening during online processing. Indeed, 

Hulstqn & DeKeyser (1997) explore how such concepts can be better operationalized in the 

laboratory and N. Ellis (1999) notes, "some issues for example those concerning the roles 

of attention or consciousness in learning, can only be properly conducted in the laboratory" 

(p33). 

In this classroom study the principal defining characteristic of Enriched Input was that tl%e 

tasks forced noticing of the /exacaZ items in the input (i.e. nouns, adjectives, adverbs and/or 

verb stems). There&re, any detection (i.e. interpreting the meaning) of verb inflections 

would have been to the task set. Evidence that interpretation or production of 

verb inflections improved foDowing such tasks may indicate that simultaneous processing 

of lexical items and items of low CV had occurred, contradicting IP principles la, b, c and 

d. In contrast, in the PI re&rential activities detecting the target verb inflection was 

essential to the completion of the task. Learners therefore had to 'intend' to interpret the 

meaning of the inflection. 

There was also a more practical, educational rationale for the design of the EI. Four 

characteristics of EI meant that it was similar to listening and reading activities often seen 

in year 9 classrooms and textbooks, as presented in section 1.4. These were: metalinguistic 

information, non-structured input, high frequency of a particular form and promotion of 

semantic processing (i.e. the verb inflection was non-essential to the completion of the 

task). This is similar to the justification in VanPatten & Cadiemo (1993) (and others) for 

comparing PI with 'traditional instruction' i.e. to explore differences between PI aod 

activities that typically form part of current teaching methods. As EHis (1999) suggested, 

® Doughy & Williams (1998) suggest that "two liiglily implicit tediniques ... are the input flood and the use 
of tasks in wWch the leamiogt^get is essential for success&l task completion." This wonld mean that bqth 
techoiqiies used in this stoi^ could be broadly defned as "implicit'. 
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fbrm-fbcussed instruction research has a dual function - to improve pedagogy and to test 

theoretically-based hypotheses (p65). However, it is acknowledged that EI was not always 

similar to current classroom reading and listening activities in terms of presentation, 

content or sequence of activities. 

A useful practical consequence of comparing PI with other input-based activities was that 

this format was possibly easier in terms of teacher planning, than an input versus output 

comparison. Thus teacher A commented that as all learners would do listening and reading 

activities in their experimental groups, the whole class non-treatment activities could be 

more fbcussed on speaking and writing. 

An additional advantage of comparing PI with another input-based instruction is that sub-

vocal rehearsal'^ (which has not been 'controlled' in previous PI studies and therefore 

renders the distinction between input and output instruction hazy) is more likely to be at 

least 'uncontrolled' in groups in this study. Though this does not resolve the issue 

(which would have to be addressed in a laboratory using sophisticated recording 

techniques), it does improve the study's internal validity. In addition to sub-vocal 

repetition, previous studies have also not controlled for the possibility that learners' output 

could provide input for other learners and even auto-input"* .̂ This issue is also more 

satisfactorily addressed in the current study as neither group were expected to produce the 

target forms overtly. 

The distinction between the two teaching techniques investigated here is thus relatively 

small compared to other PI studies. This section outlines the differences between each 

intervention package. 

Sub-vocal rehearsal was suppressed in Papagno, Valentine, & Baddeley (1991) which found tliat it did 
indeed contribute to retention in short term memory. Bemliardt (1991) also reviews L2 reading studies to 
conclude "sub-vocalizing probably occurs" (p77). 

It is acknowledged however tliat in previous PI studies, even if output (AW unintentionally serve as input, 
tlie 'output' learners still did not per&rm as well as PI learners in interpretation tasks, and only the same in 
production tasks. This may be because such output did not constitute 'structured' input for the learners e.g. it 
contained cues of higher C V. 
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Both groups received identical EGI. This was to eliminate the possibility that explicit 

instruction could explain any subsequent differences found between the PI and EI learners' 

post test scores. VanPatten & Oikkenon (1996), Benati (2004) and Sanz & Morgan-Short 

(2004), amongst others, already provide some empirical support for eliminating this 

explanation. However, the control group in these studies had EGI only (it was not 

combined with Traditional Instruction). They therefore cannot serve to eliminate the 

explanation that, in PI studies such as VanPatten & Cadiemo (1993), the comparison 

(Traditional Instruction) learners did not interpret the target items as well as the PI group 

because they did not receive EGI about errors and strategies'^. The relevant 

point for this study is that both groups should be given the same EGI in order to study the 

interaction of EGI with both packages. 

^ f 7 owef /Ag EZ co/nporfJOM ac/zW/zgj 

The number of target features in the input was held constant in both types of activity but the 

EI activities had the following differences to the referential tasks: they did not make the 

verb inflections essential to the task (learners could process the input 'semantically' by 

focussing only on nouns, adjectives, verb stems or overall sentential meaning, though 

learners may have 'self-directed' their attention to the target forms); the target feature could 

be presented at the sentence or discourse level; the verbs were not necessarily placed in 

sentence initial position; items of higher CV (e.g. temporal adverbs, subjects) were retained 

alongside almost every target verb inflection. 

Despite the criticisms in this chapter regarding the lack of principled connection between 

affective activities and IP theory, the affective activities were maintained for parity with 

other studies (i.e. to create a conceptual replication of PI according to the criteria laid out in 

Polio & Gass (1997). However, to reduce the influence of affective activities in the 

comparison of PI and EI, they were similar fbr both groups in that any processing of the 

target forms would have been incidental to the task. Both types contained an input flood of 

the same number of target forms. In addition, the nature of the tasks was usually similar (in 

They usually performed equally well in production. 



74 

terms of contait and aims e.g. expressing opinions). There were just three differences 

between the PI and EI versions of afkctive activities, summarised in figure 2.2. 

Target feature'^ form and meaning was pointed 
out to the learners by means of a 'speech 
bubble' on the task sheet. The teacher also read 
this out. 

No reiteration of explidt grammar 

instruction 

Target featwe placed at or n ^ the start of each 
sentence whenever possible. 

No structured present^ion of the input 

Input always at the sentence level - learners 
had to do something at the end of each 
sentence. 

Input at either sentence or discourse 
level - leama-s had to do task after each 
sentence or after paragraph (reading) / 
speech turn (hstemng). 

Notwithstanding the differences in the aSective activities outlined above, the design of the 

intervention activities in this study could be summarised as: 

EGI + referential + affective comporecf EGI + input flood + affective 

or as: 

EGI + structured input activities fo EGI + input flood 

2.5 Summary of chapter 2 & research questions 

PI can be seen to be driven to some extent by IP theory, especially the referential activities. 

PI is also a coherent, replicable and intuitively appealing pedagogical package. However, 

PI studies to date, due to the output-based nature of their comparison groups, have not yet 

satisfactorily investigated the eSects of the type of input-based instruction that is 

PI, nor, therefore, IP theory. A refined exploration of IP is not within the scope of this 

study either, as this would require a programme of research accessing internal and online 

processing during PI. Nevertheless, IP theory has suggested one way in which %o 

investigate the use of input in the classroom for the learning of communicatively redundant 

verb inflections: IP theory has provided a principled Gramework for exploring $he 

differential eSiscts of altering what learners are asked to do with input, in this case 
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intentional (i.e. 'forced') versus incidental input processing i.e. structured input versus EI. 

This study's unique comparative dimension was whether or not learners were encouraged, 

by means of Pi's referential activities, to overcome some of the processing strategies 

suggested in IP's principles. This study may also ofler some insight into the impact of 

different developmental stages on the effectiveness of PI as the study was carried out in two 

different schools. Additional design issues, problematic in previous PI studies, are 

discussed in the next chapter (e.g. the measurement criteria and the length of the 

intervention) 

1) Do structured input activities have any favourable effects compared to Enriched 

Input on year 9 learners' ability to in reading and / or aurally French 

present and perfect tense verb inflections, as measured by a battery of 

achievement tests? 

2) Do structured input activities have any favourable effects on year 9 learners' 

ability to in writing and / or orally French present and perfect tense 

verb inflections, as measured by a battery of achievement tests? 

3) Are the same results for questions 1 & 2 maintained in post tests, taken 

between 4 and 6 months after the start of the intervention? 

4) Are the same results for questions 1, 2 & 3 obtained with learners &om two 

'similar' classes &om different schools? 
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Chapter 3 Methodological Discussion and the Current Study 

The research questions presented at the end of chapter 2 require the identification of 

causal relationships between teaching and learning, to study causal links between 

teaching and learning using experimental approaches is discussed at the start of this 

chapter. Following sections lay out the experimental design used, the design and 

implementation of the teaching materials and the tests, scoring procedures used and an 

explanation of the statistical analysis procedures used. The chapter has the following 

structure: 

3 .1 A critical review of literature regarding the role of an 'experimental approach' in 

educational research 

3 .2 The current study: The participants, their settings and the build up to the 

experimental intervention 

3 3 The quasi-experimental design: The intervention period 

3.4 The language sample for the teaching materials and tests 

3.5 Designing the tests 

3 .6 The tests 

3.7 Monitoring the process 

3.8 Procedures for the analysis of the achievement tests 

3 9 Summary & original features of the study 

3.1 A critical review of literature regarding the role of an experimental approach 

in educational research 

This section describes the characteristics of the positivist tradition^ and outlines the 

problems of applying the positivist paradigm to educational research. The strengths and 

weaknesses of an alternative paradigm ('naturalistic', broadly referring to approaches 

' The term 'positivism' was first used by Auguste Comte, a C19'̂  French philosopher, to refer to a 
philosophical position where it was believed that the methods of the physical sciences (i.e. experimental) 
could and should be apphed to social sciences. 
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where there is no intentional, controlled intervention treatment) are then discussed before 

concluding that adapting an experimental approach can serve this study. 

The adoption of an experimental approach usually indicates that the researcher tends 

towards rational, realist, objective, quantitative and deterministic perspectives on the 

nature of social science and knowledge (Burrell & Morgan 1979), and this gives rise to 

certain methodological assumptions (Hitchcock & Hughes 1995)^. This section reviews 

key features of an experimental approach and explains how the influences of context in 

experiments need to be empirically definable and / or controllable in order to maintain 

validity. 

There is considerable consensus in the literature regarding the following defining 

characteristics of true experiments (Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2000, Isaac & Michael 

1995, Hatch & Lazaraton 1991, and Goodwin & Goodwin 1996). 

i) A true experiment investigates testable and falsifiable hypotheses (Kerlinger 

1970). The null hypothesis is normally that the experimental treatment (i.e. the 

independent variable/s; in this study, the instructional type and the class) will have no 

significant impact on the outcome under investigation (i.e. the dependent variable/s: in 

this study, the language interpretation and production measures). The alternative 

hypothesis usually states that the experimental treatment wzYZ bring about a significant 

difference. 

ii) To eliminate rival explanations and to maximise the variance caused by the 

experimental manipulation, there should be rigorous control of variables either by direct 

manipulation or through randomisation (ce^er^ /xzrzAwĵ ) (Fitz-Gibbon 1996). In 

language learning research, for example, many laboratory-based studies have used 

" See Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2000) (chapter 1) and Elliott (2001) for reviews of the philosophical, 
epistemological and methodological debates that have characterised and influenced debates regarding 
experiments in educational research. 
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artificial languages to control extraneous variables such as prior exposure, LI 

transference, influence of cognates e.g. Reber (1967). 

iii) A true experimental design uses a as a baseline for comparison with the 

group receiving treatment as this is believed to reduce researcher bias, maximise the 

reliability of findings and control / define the potential confounding influence of 

extraneous factors. 

One of the principal advantages of the positivist approach can be the high internal and 

external of the conclusions. 

Internal validity is concerned with showing that it was the experimental 

manipulation that was responsible for any perceived difference between groups. This 

requires; i) the ascertaining of homogeneity of the groups being compared (by 

randomisation or creating groups on the basis of a pretest, and / or taking initial 

differences into account in subsequent analyses) ii) using the 'same' pre and post test and 

iii) following a linear protocol to reduce the risk of adding uncontrolled variables. Fitz-

Gibbon (1996) suggests that "experimental research.. forces the researcher to 

operationalize the intervention - to spell out exactly what has to be done to implement the 

'treatment'" (pi05-6). 

External validity concerns the 'generalisability' of the findings (Fitz-Gibbon 1996 

pi 13). This means that the intervention and how change was assessed must be 

sufficiently documented to make it replicable. In addition, probability is applied to 

determine the likelihood that something true has been discovered, or that the prediction 

will come true next time. 

The 1960s and 70s saw many positivist studies in most educational contexts, including 

the UK. Freedman (1978) illustrates the dominant experimental paradigm of the time in 

her study comparing the effectiveness of grammatical drills, rules and language 

laboratory materials in UK secondary schools. 
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Campbell & Stanley (1963) did much work defining the characteristics of experimental 

design. Their analysis of 16 types of research design, to evaluate how effectively each 

overcomes the threats to validity, concluded that the one shot case study (one group post-

test-only design) was the least successful at meeting this criterion and the true 

experimental design was the most effective. 

a/fa-MOffve /fafwra/Mffc 

Experimental approaches in some countries e.g. USA, Netherlands and Korea, have 

never been completely out of favour (Oakley 1998, Lagemann 2000). However, in UK 

educational research, the late 1970s, 80s and the first half of the 90s saw a move away 

6om experiments^. This section details some of the principal technical reasons why 

many educational researchers (and other social scientists) have adopted naturalistic/non-

interventionist approaches since the 1980s (Hillage & et al. 1998) and briefly discusses 

their advantages. Reference is made to language learning studies, where possible, to 

maintain relevance with methods for the current study. 

Post-modem thinking emphasised the complexity, subjectivity and context dependency 

of human phenomena (Schensul, Schensul & LeCompte 1999, Isaac & Michael 1995). 

Proponents of naturalistic research are "united by their common rejection of the belief 

that human behaviour is governed by general, universal laws" e.g. simple causal 

relationships between specific interventions and subsequent behaviours (Pring 2000 

pI9). 

Hammersley (1987) argued in favour of gathering rich data 6om individual contexts 

using ethnographic techniques and qualitative data to describe subjective experiences and 

individuals' perceptions of reality. Such approaches can explore a previously unknown 

phenomenon in a way that experimental hypothesis testing can not. For example, Borg 

(1998 & 1999) documents the complex influences acting upon language teachers' 
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decisions regarding grammar pedagogy and concludes that naturalistic studies give 

greater insight into how to inform teachers' practice than trying to identify and apply a 

'best method'. 

There was (and stUl is, e.g. Atkinson 2000, Hammersley 1999) a feeling that the need for 

experimental evidence of 'what works' in education is a manifestation of political 

partisanship, as it could involve providing evidence post-hoc for policies or making 

value-judgements (for example, assumptions required for this study are that teaching 

MFLs is a desirable thing in the Grst place and that accurate target-language production 

should be part of the curriculum). 

Glass (1979) noted, after a meta-analysis of social science research, that only a third of 

variability in the data can usually be explained by the variables under study and that 33% 

of this could even be predicted given the type of research instrumentation used. His 

conclusion was that such results can not make useful practical impacts. The very appeal 

of the experimental approach seems also to be its downfall - the tight focus on a single 

issue can ignore the influence of other factors (Bryman & Cramer 1995). For example, 

BurstaU et al. (1974), Freedman (1978) and Fitz-Gibbon & Reay (1982) suggested that 

their results may have been influenced by relationships between achievement and the 

students' and /or teachers' attitudes to the experimental intervention. 

The classic "experimenter's dilemma'* (Jung 1971) is that there is a trade-off between 

maintaining control over the protocol (i.e. maintaining internal validity) and reducing the 

artificiality of an experiment (i.e. maintaining external validity). One possible 

consequence of artiSciality is that subjects' behaviour changes as a result of realising 

they are being studied, rather than as a result of the variables being manipulated (known 

as the 'Hawthorne Effect', (Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2000 pl27). In addition, if 

participants 6nd the conditions artiGcial or unsatisfactory they can subvert the proto^l 

^ A educational lesearchers relained a more positivist and quantitative perspective, mainly represented 
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(6)r example Spada & Lightbown 1993 found that the control teacher had given 

corrective feedback and explicit rules instead of just focusing on meaning). Similarly, 

Harley (1989), Lightbown (1991) and Day & Shapson (1991) found that their Fonf/S 

experimental protocol was subverted in some way, illustrating that comparison 

treatment/s are difRcult to 'control'. 

It is oAen found (Isaac & Michael 1995, Goodwin & Goodwin 1996) that 

correlational designs are anyhow the only option in circumstances where the 'more 

powerful' experimental method is not possible: when randomisation is not possible; 

where cgfgrMpwfAK; is highly unrealistic and artiScial (e.g. teachers do not teach the 

same pupils &r extended periods of time (Mitchell 2000a and LeCompte & Schepsul, 

1999 p75); and/or where only small data sets can be obtained. 

A) 

A lack of apparent usefulness to practitioners and policy-makers of educational 

experimental research findings may have contributed to &eir decline'^. The research may 

have been unable to oGer firm conclusions because of insufGcient planning regarding the 

control group e.g. Harley (1989) (where the control group was exposed to some of the 

experimental treatment) or Aljaa&eh & Lantolf (1994) (where the control group ha^ less 

hours tuition than the experimental group). Findings have sometimes been counter-

intuitive, or interpreted^ sucLe.g. BurstaH^aL (1974)^_and Tymms (1999) (which 

suggested homewodc has no measurable benefits). Alternatively, the research reveal̂ ed 

something that the majority of practitioners felt they carried out every day. Stenhouse 

(1975) and Schon (1983) 6voured teacher-as-researcher, non-e7q)enmental approaches, 

as these could directly inform practice and develop educational theory accessible to 

practitioners. 

by Goldsteuk 
Some of these criticisms can^dso be levelled at naturalistic approaches but they are presented here as 

problems particularly Acing experiment^ d e s i ^ Aie to the (kmaids laid oiil in 3.1.1 
^ The results idtowedtlmtlearniQg French at primary school made no statistically sigmGcant gains for 
learners at secondary level. However, the probable reason was lack of co-ordination between the two 
levels. 
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^ ZacA: fggWfj/Mg COMj:/rwC/.y 

The generalisability of claims is reduced if constructs are not deEned satisfactorily 

(White 1999). For example, the lack of an agreement regarding the evidence of learning 

is a common problem in SLA studies: Salaberry (1997) critiques VanPatten & Cadiemo 

(1993) tbr their lack of narrative elicitation tasks; Schwartz (1993) refers to the lack of 

positive results for FonF treatment in delayed post tests; Sanz (1997) summarises the 

variability of measures and illustrates how variables that are frequently left uncontrolled 

(e.g. mode or time on task) can affect results; Spada (1997) and Norris & Ortega (2000) 

point out that the length of time between the intervention, post-tests and delayed post 

tests in FonF/S research is inconsistent; Truscott (1998) eliminates from his critique of 

FonF studies those with no delayed post tests^, those that only measured metalinguistic 

knowledge and those with unsatisfactory internal and external validity e.g. Spada & 

Lightbown (1993). 

The ethical considerations of doing experiments in educational settings are discussed in 

Gall, Borg & Gall (1996), Pring (2000), and Kember (2000). Depriving learners of the 

perceived benefits of a certain type of instruction and teachers of the relevant training can 

be seen as unethical and this can subvert the experimental design. The linear protocol 

also raises ethical concerns if the teacher feels that the treatment is ineffective e.g. Harley 

(1993) found that teachers subverted the protocol as they considered the material 

irrelevant to the syllabus). Kember (2000) argues that as teaching is iterative, the 

research approach should be flexible, allowing revision of techniques during the 

investigation. 

As a consequence of some or all of the factors above, educational researchers have 

tended to work with the small, non-randomised samples available and acknowledge the 

context-dependency of the results. 

° Though, as Harley (1994) points out, the insistence of evidence of progression in delayed post tests rests 
on the assumptions that it doesn't matter that the instruction stops and that 'internalised linguistic 
knowledge' is never forgotten. 
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J. 2 .? 77(g «/%(/ recgmf g<6fca/Z(7»a/ (fg6o!^g 

This section lays out some of reasons why ongoing academic and political debates about 

research quality in the UK have continued to suggest that educational research should 

provide generalisable 'effective practice' advice to practitioners (Hammersley 1999, 

Hillage & et al, 1998, Rudduck & Mclntyre 1998 and Blunkett 2000). 

One complaint has been that data &om naturalistic studies can mean that the perception 

and interpretation of patterns may involve subjective processes (Gall, Borg & Gall 1996). 

This issue relates to the falsifiability (Popper 1968) of some claims made in naturalistic 

studies where 'alternative' explanations are sometimes claimed to abound. Fitz-Gibbon 

(1996) compares the reliability of some qualitative evidence (e.g. selective quotation) to 

statistical data that contradicts the implications from the qualitative analysis (p21). Page 

(1999) illustrates the difficulties of finding relationships in data from a descriptive study. 

Mitchell (2000b) suggested that teacher process data (collected during a project tracking 

linguistic development (Mitchell & Dickson 1997)) was gathered under uncontrolled 

conditions and consequently detailed causal relationships between teaching and learning 

were difficult to infer. 

Glass (1979) and Fitz-Gibbon (1996) suggest that the non-interventionist nature of 

educational research meant that researchers tended to debate the status-quo rather than 

influence decisions. Fitz-Gibbon (2000) suggests that experimentation can address the 

validity issues which often lead politicians to ignore research findings. Indeed, several 

calls have been made for increased use of experimental and quantitative designs which 

can provide measurable evidence to inform (or justify) policy decisions (Hargreaves 

1997, Tooley & Darby 1998). 

One consequence of the decline in controlled trials in UK education is that there is not a 

sufficiently large body of small scale studies which could contribute to 'meta-analyses'. 

This is a method of combining and accumulating small studies to estimate the magnitude 



84 

of experimental effects (Fitz-Gibbon 1999). The EPPI centre's programme of systematic 

reviews of educational research has experienced a shortage of high quality studies with 

comparable research questions and with quantifiable or clear findings (Budge 2002)^. 

Although meta-analysis has been used in SLA 'type of instruction' literature e.g. Norris 

& Ortega (2000), Collentine (2004), one of the main messages of the Norris & Ortega 

review of FonF/S studies was the need for agreement regarding the minimum research 

design requirements for studies to make a usefiil contribution to such meta-analyses. 

The calls from policy-makers may simply be formalising long-standing calls from 

practitioners and applied linguists that research should offer teachers practical advice e.g. 

Borg (1996), Kramsch (1995), Ellis (1995) and Trim (1988). There is considerable 

consensus that the classroom context should be investigated experimentally despite its 

complexity e.g. Ellis (1999) comments "typically grammar lessons are not constructed 

around a single macro-option but rather involve a combination of options.. From a 

research perspective, however, it is useful to try to tease out the relative effectiveness of 

instruction based on these different macro-options" (p64). 

The discussion so far has presented experimental and naturalist paradigms as though they 

were mutually exclusive, a characteristic not uncommon in the literature (particularly 

amongst action research methodologies (e.g. McNiff 1993, Elliott 1991). However, a 

number of researchers have suggested that the two perspectives be combined (Cohen, 

Manion & Morrison 2000, Hillage et. al. 1998, LeCompte & Schensul 1999, Ellis 1999). 

This final section presents arguments, using a range of general educational research and 

SLA / FonF/S literature, which suggest that we are now in a position to adopt relevant 

parts of both approaches. 

' The Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating Centre is part of the Social Science 
Research Unit, Institute of Education, University of London. The current reviews in MFL teaching and 
learning are described at 
http://eppi.ioe.ac.uk/EPPIWeb/honie.aspx?page=/reel/review_groups/MFL/honie.htni 
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Goodwin & Goodwin (1996) suggest that descriptive and correlational designs can act as 

a bridge to "experimental designs yet to be considered" (p42). Findings &om descriptive 

studies are required to inform the design and focus of experimental investigations, for 

example, studies exploring the teaching and learning of grammar (Mitchell & Martin 

1997, Myles 2003), and studies exploring MFL, and general, effective teaching and 

learning literature (Naiman et al. 1978, Cooper & Mclntyre 1996). 

Not only are process-oriented studies needed p/vor to experiments but they are also vital 

(A/rmg the experiment for triangulation purposes, to probe odd' findings and to identify 

the extent of uncertainty around the results, as identified by LeCompte & Schensul 

(1999): "ethnographic research directed to careflil description of the program context and 

process is a necessary complement to quantitative research designs" (p82). The 

interpretation of the Burstall report illustrates the risks involved in focussing on the 

quantitative results of an experimental study without looking at the problem from a more 

qualitative perspective'*. 

Fitz-Gibbon (1996) cites a number of controlled field studies that have directly informed 

policy decisions. Reynolds & Mujis (1999) and Harris (1998) are examples of surveys of 

a mix of process studies, post-facto correlational, quasi-experimental and experimental 

studies in mathematics education. The National Literacy Strategy (DfEE 1998) and the 

National Numeracy Strategy (DfEE 1999) are now supported to some extent by findings 

&om experimentally oriented effective practice research^. Ellis (1999) argues that "as 

illustrated in Chaudron 1988, Doughty & Williams 1998 and Lightbown, Spada & White 

1993, classroom research that is tight enough to inform second language instruction is 

possible" p33. Outcomes of the FonF/S experimental tradition to date are that the 

research agenda is being refined and some broad implications for the classroom are 

already being drawn (Cook 2001, Spada 1997, Norris & Ortega 2000, Mitchell 2000a). 

^Though these were presented implementation e.g. Beard & Willcocks (2001). 
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caM gxp/czm acA/evg/weM^ 

Fitz-Gibbon (2000) suggests that less than 9% of the variability found in the results of 

school cognitive tests can be explained by socio-economic factors. Fitz-Gibbon (1996) 

also suggests that investigations on the department level, not the school level actually 

reveal the greatest variability in effectiveness (p32). Creemers (1994) cites evidence that 

suggests that factors at school and classroom level can explain 9-27% of attainment and 

about 20% of progress. Such arguments point to the potential worth of investigating 

relatively detailed aspects of instructional techniques. 

It is acknowledged that if it is AMOWM that a certain treatment is beneficial then it is 

indeed unethical to deprive a control group of such treatment. However, if the effects of 

a specific intervention are unknown, then withholding it should not be problematic Fitz-

Gibbon (1996). (The PI and EI experiments in the international literature have not, as yet, 

produced clear-cut findings). 

In addition, treatment (in this case grammar pedagogy) is already unevenly distributed 

amongst pupils (see chapter 1). If experimental designs are refused on the grounds that 

differential treatment is unethical, then this creates the illogical position that differential 

teaching styles are acceptable if part of the status quo but unethical if introduced 

systematically as part of an experiment. 

Some of the difficulties of carrying out experimental designs in educational contexts can 

be compensated for by adopting particular techniques. Isaac & Michael (1995) suggest 

that the 'quasi-experiment'^ is as near to the true experimental design as one would hope 

to get working with intact groups in a natural environment. However, the lack of 

randomisation in quasi-experimental work does not have to entail a loss of internal 

validity as careful pre-testing and statistical techniques are often considered sufficiently 

also called the controlled field study 
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rigorous to compensate for the absence of entirely randomised testing (for example, 

Harley 1989). Potential test effects, due to having the same pre and post test, can be 

reduced by withholding answers, using two or more versions of the 'same' test, ensuring 

the time period is considered long enough for learners to forget the items and ensuring 

the learners had no instrumental motivation to obtain / remember the answers. Fitz-

Gibbon (2000) suggests that using indicators that are both 'internally and externally valid' 

can help to overcome some of the difficulties of teachers having to respond to external 

constraints (though this was not possible in this study). The 'motivation / achievement 

cycle" is an important factor when investigating the effects of an intervention, and 

attempts can be made to control this by introducing similarly 'novel' elements in both the 

experimental and comparison groups. Truscott (1998) and Norris & Ortega (2000), 

reviews of FonF/S studies, offer some methodological advice for carrying out classroom 

experiments: the definition of'form' must be clear; some kind of (semi-) spontaneous 

oral use should be measured (or consensus regarding achievement measures is required); 

delayed post tests should be administered; there should be closely monitored comparison 

/ control groups and an effect size should be calculated. Advances in statistical methods 

and software allow the influence of more than one variable to be traced with much 

greater ease and speed (Isaac & Michael 1995, Campbell & Stanley 1963). 

There is broad consensus that routes of SLA do appear to be fairly universal (see 

appendix 6). Thus it should be of interest to see if it is possible to speed up the process 

by isolating and manipulating aspects of the teaching. The FonF/S paradigm, in line with 

positivist tendencies, favours the notion that conceptual replication studies can inform 

the search for universal principles e.g. to see if results hold for different populations / 

settings / modalities (Polio & Gass 1997)'°. In addition, the study of morphosyntactic 

development coM be done quantitatively and can therefore feature as a measurable 

construct. 

Although replication studies are not always perceived as such (see the series of exchanges between Sanz 
& VanPatten (1998) and Salaberry (1998), or VanPatten & Wong (2001) and Alleh (2000)), this very 
dialogue focuses researchers' attention on methodological precision. 
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CMrreMf &Af 

In agreement with some of the literature examined here, it is argued that educational 

research should not concentrate solely on reporting subjectivity and describing processes. It 

can also seek to evaluate the e8ectiveness of dif&rent practices so long as some attempt^ are 

made to enhance external validity by, for example, using intact classes with their normal 

teachers. The 6ct that certain variables (e.g. socio-economic status) may have greater 

explanatory power regarding learner progress than those under examination here does not 

justi^ a refusal to explore the ejects of other variables (e.g. particular teaching approaches). 

This review concluded that successful educational experimentation should 6)llow on from 

and be accompanied by in-depth process monitoring. The following sections outline ho^y the 

characteristics considered in this review as desirable for a successAil educational quasi-

experiment have been operationalised in this study. 

3.2 The current study: The participants, their settings and the build up to the 

experimental intervention 

J. 2. Z 7%e scAook 

The study was carried out in two state secondary schools in an English city. Both schools 

have above the national average A*-C pass rates. School 1 is an 11-16 mixed 

comprehensive in the city's suburbs, and a Language College (i.e. a school with special 

status and extra funding awarded on the basis of a range of language teaching and learning 

initiatives and successes). School 2 is an 11-18 girls' comprehensive in the city. Consent 

for the study was given by the schools' senior management^\ 

3.2.2 The teachers 

Teacher A has 30 years of teaching experience at school 1. 

" As the research was integrated in the regular education the school was offering, consent from individual 
learners was not sought 
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Teacher C taught the 'paraller set to teacher A's group, which was used as the 'non-

active control' (with no intentional experimental intervention). She was in her sepond 

year of teaching and left the school at Easter, just after the post tests in this study. 

Teacher D was employed to replace teacher C on a temporary contract, and had about 15 

years experience as an MFL teacher. Teacher C (then D) taught the non-active control 

group for 3 out of 4 lessons per fortnight. The fourth lesson was taught by teacher E 

throughout the year. She was in her 3"̂  year of teaching. 

Teacher B is a French native and had taught at school 2 for about 25 years. She taught 

the class used in this study throughout the year and also in the previous year. 

J. 2 J fgar/xers 

Three 'top set' (as assessed by the MFLs departments) year 9 classes were involv^ in 

the study^ .̂ 

All pupils had four French lessons per Gartnight (though the distribution of these within 

the fortnight varied). Pupils in school 1 had an official homework allocation of 30-45 

minutes every Monday and in school 2 of 3 5 minutes every Tuesday and once a fortnight 

on Fridays. 

All the pupils were part of the first national cohort to have experienced the National 

Literacy Strategy (started in 1998-1999 in Primary schools). It can be broadly assumed 

that 'some' metalinguistic concepts were introduced to the learners in their 6nal year of 

Primary school. However, the learners' metalinguistic knowledge was not ascertained at 

the start of the study. 

Year 9 learners are 13/14 year olds with 3 years (^proximalely 180 hours) of exposure to classroom 
instroctian in Frendi. 'Top ability sets' are teaching groups created by the schools - leama-s in Ihem being 
deemed more advanced inFrendi than, in both cases here, one other class of their peers. The decision to 
nse thKe learners, and particulady those more likely to be at a hi^er developmental stage, was partly 
motivated by findings reviewed in appendix 6 suggesting that verb morphology appears to be emerging at 
this stage amongst scmie learners, aM partly by pragmatic considerations (e.g. year 9 is not part of die 
GCSE year where external pressures may have prevented teacher participation). The decision to use 'top 
sets' was also taken by the participating schools. 
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A brief questionnaire (appendix 9) was completed by all pupils prior to the intervention, 

giving information about prior and extra-curricular language learning / exposure. Several 

learners in classes A and C in school 1 reported that they had a French pen&iend with 

whom they exchanged letters a few times a year. Several pupils in all classes reported 

that they had been on holidays to France, though no pupil considered that they had -

communicated a great deal in French It was considered that no pupil had significant 

experience of the target language outside the classroom. 

All except 4 learners in teacher A's class had been in a "top set' year 8 class in which I 

had documented some aspects of the teaching and learning of the present and perfect 

tenses for an action research project^^. 

All except 5 pupils in teacher C's class were previously in a top set year 8 class that had 

received 'the same' teaching (scheme of work, materials and teacher) as documented in 

the action research project mentioned above (I also observed this class once, see 

appendix Ic). This class was used as a non-active control (although it is unlikely there is 

such thing as a 'true control' in educational research, it was important to document the 

learning where there was no intentional experimental intervention, particularly as classes 

A and C were 'parallel sets' and had experienced similar FonF/S instruction in the 

present and perfect tenses the previous year. 

I had no contact with teacher B's class prior to the start of the study in September 2001. 

She taught the same intact class throughout years 8 and 9. A semi-structured interview 

with her prior to the start of classes mainly fbcussed on her beliefs about language 

teaching, in particular grammar teaching and also details of what the learners had done in 

year 8, examples of some written work (including accounts of holidays in the past) and 

techniques she had used with them. 

This project is not referenced to maintain anonymit)'. 
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J. 2. J fAg (eacAgM, fAe korMerg awff CArigfrnMS 

Teachers A, B and C were given a 2-side outline of the study, emphasising the 

importance of carrying on with normal teaching whenever possible and describing the 

expected involvement of the teachers and pupils, the broad aims of the study (to compare 

two ways of teaching grammar) and what the teachers / school may hope to gain 6om 

being involved. A timeline for the whole study was also given to the teachers, with 

details about the first third of the study from September to Christmas. Before the 

Christmas holiday, an individual calendar of lessons was drawn up for teachers A and B, 

taking into account school events that were likely to afkct lessons during the 

intervention period. This allowed some potential problems, such as planned teacher 

absence, to be identified. 

When I asked teacher C to participate I explained the following: the precise focus of the 

study and intervention materials would be withheld &om her until after the study; 

'normal' lessons would proceed as far as possible, which would be observed and recorded 

fairly frequently throughout the year; her pupils would undertake the pre, post and 

delayed post tests '̂*. To my knowledge, teacher C did not make efforts to discover more 

details about the project (teacher A also believed this to be the case). There is little 

further reference to class C in this chapter: chapter 4 includes descriptions of their 

lessons throughout the study and analysis of their results is in chapters 5 and 6. 

All three teachers preferred that I introduced myself on my first visit to classrooms. I 

addressed the pupils along the following lines: 

T am a French and Spanish teacher and I used to teach in [an English 
city]. I will be here working with you for a few months on some research 
being carried out at the University of Southampton I am also doing some 
work with another school. I'll be here about every other lesson, at least 
once a fortnight and will be coming round to help and see what you are 
doing. I am not here to assess individuals, I am interested in how pupils 
your age are learning French. Fm sure you'll get used to me. I'm very 
pleased and grateful to be able to come and work with you and I look 

Clearly, my presence, the recording equipment, the three administrations of the battery of tests may have 
affected the teaching and learning, and this is discussed during the analysis of the results. 
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forward to it Do you have any questions at this stage? or you can ask me 
later'. 

J. 2 .6 CoZ/gcflfmg fAg f/* feryg/ff* 

A description of the study prior to the experimental intervention is given here, structured 

according to the two aims at this time: familiarisation and collecting contextual data from 

the different teaching and learning environments in each class. Appendix 10 provides 

details of the lessons observed and records collected throughout the study. 

Familiarisation (perhaps more normally associated with ethnographic techniques) aimed 

to improve certain aspects of experimental validity, for example by reducing the impact 

of artificiality if pupils, teachers and I could become accustomed to each other and get 

used to practicalities such as moving between rooms, being video and audio-recorded 

and classes being split into groups^^). Every learner wore a lapel microphone during 

French lessons for about 30 minutes at least twice (in preparation for being recorded 

during the oral elicitation tasks). Lessons were also video or audio recorded, using a 

mounted camcorder in a comer at the back of the room or a digital IC recorder with a 

lapel microphone on the teacher. To help the learners and myself become accustomed to 

me being their teacher in a split class situation (see later), in October and November we 

split each class in half on 4 separate occasions for at least half a lesson. Every learner 

experienced my teaching twice. I followed the class teacher's lesson plan and made 

attempts to adopt some key characteristics of the pupils' normal class teacher e.g. error-

correction, target language use, pace. In both schools we told the learners that they 

would be doing the same activities as the other group and that working in these smaller 

groups would help them get used to this arrangement in preparation for the next term. 

The second aim of this period of observation was to collect data about the instruction the 

learners had prior to the experimental treatment (see appendix 10 for details) 

' ̂  An additional measure taken against HawUiome eSects was that both experimental groups experienced 
'novelty' to a similar extent in the design of the PI and EI materials, see sections 3 .7.2 and 4.3 .2. 
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Observation notes (see appendix 11 for an example) were made in reference to: general 

classroom management (e.g. time on task, homework, apparent commitment of the 

pupils), teacher and pupil use of target language, materials and activity types, error 

correction strategies and when and how the target features occurred in the lessons. 

Occasional notes were made regarding how some activities compared to PI and EI 

Systematic observation schedules were not used as it was unknown at the time which 

specific issues may affect the interpretation of the test results. With both teachers it was 

agreed that, if necessary, I would help during the lessons (e.g. by circulating to correct 

work and respond to questions). On the few occasions when asked to do so, I tried to 

respond to pupils in a similar way to their class teacher. 

I observed teacher C's lessons &om late September until Christmas four times, making 

field notes each time and three audio-recordings. I used the same techniques as 

described above for familiarising the pupils with being individually recorded. 

(Lessons were observed in each class in the same way between the post and delayed post 

tests, to help with the interpretation of the results). 

3.3 The quasi-experimental design during the intervention 

The following diagram illustrates the design of the study during the intervention period, 

late January to early March. 
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School 1 School 2 School 1 

Class A of 29 Class B of 27 Class C of 30 

split class split class 

PI-15 EI=14 PI =14 EI=13 'Non-active Control' 

Merged EI group = 27 Merged PI group 

Figure 3.1: The Experimental Design. 

29 PI and 27 EI pupils completed the study, though these were split between the two 

different schools. The number of participants was similar to the first PI study, VanPatten 

& Cadierno (1993); PI group (n = 27), Traditional Instruction group (n = 26), control (n 

= 27). 

To divide classes A and B up into roughly comparable groups, randomised matched pairs 

were used'^. The pre test scores were ranked and the pupil achieving the highest score 

was 'matched' with the pupil with the next highest score, and so on'^. Each pupil in these 

matched pairs was then randomly assigned to a PI or EI group using Excel to generate 

random codes. The pupils were told that these groups had been formed because their 

averages in the tests had been exactly the same (there was some concern from the pupils 

that the groups were 'ability' groups). We referred to the PI group as the green group 

and the EI as the blue group. Each group was asked to move to another classroom the 

same number of times. 

16 Henceforth, 'class' refers to intact classes, 'group' refers to one of the subsets of a class after it has been 
split, and 'merged group' refers to all the PI (or EI) learners taken from classes A and B. 
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Statistical analyses were carried out to ensure that the randomised matched pairs 

sampling had successfully generated groups with statistically equivalent scores at the 

outset. This was to eliminate the possibility that initial lack of parity could explain 

differences between groups at post and delayed post tests. Appendix 15 shows the 

results of these analyses for each measure: reading, listening, writing and speaking (see 

section 3.6 for a description and discussion of these measures and section 3.8 for a 

discussion of the statistical procedures used). 

One analysis compared the PI and EI merged groups and class C at pretest using one way 

ANOVAs and post hoc tests, as in previous PI studies. It was 6)und that the merged EI 

and PI groups had similar scores at the outset. However, class C had statistically 

significantly difkrent pretest scores to the two merged instructional groups in the reading 

and writing measures but not in the speaking and listening tests. This issue will be 

addressed in chapters 5 and 6, as it suggests that treating class C as an equivalent 

'instructional group' alongside the PI and EI merged groups will require special attention 

to ensure that any statistically signiGcant impact of 'instructional group' on the test 

scores is not due to class C, but due to the experimental groups PI and EI. 

The second analysis compared the PI and EI groups in each of classes A and B at pretest 

using independent samples t tests for equality of means. It was found that within each 

class there was no statistically significant difference at pre test between each instructional 

grouping for each of the measures. 

These analyses have suggested that the randomised matched pair design resulted in 

statistically homogenous samples for learners experiencing EI and P't. This strengthens 

any claim in chapters 5 and 6 that any differences found involving the EI and PI groups 

at post and delayed post tests were due to factors other than differences in initial scores. 

Scores used for the matched pairs procedure were: readiqg, listening and spntence Wei writing (a total 
of 150 test items). The speaking tests were excluded ttocausg they were not taken by all pupils; time 
constraints meant that the discourse level writing scores could not be included. 
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J. J. 7 fwo acAook 

Using two classes from different schools for the experimental intervention strengthened 

the reliability and validity of the study. Gall, Borg, & Gall (1996) suggest that the 

internal validity of an experiment in which intact groups are used can be maintained if 

there is more than one class per experimental treatment and the classes (though in this 

case, it was learners) are randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups (p. 

490). Although the experimental classes were top set year 9' classes in similar schools, 

class A and B's mean achievement in the pretest scores used for the matched pairs was 

different (26.9% in class B and 43.5% in class A). This is analysed in detail in chapters 5 

and 6. Using two classes therefore o6ered an opportunity to explore the effects of PI 

versus EI amongst pupils at slightly different developmental stages. Essentially, two 

'mini studies' were available within each of which almost all learners had the same 

exposure to instruction outside the experimental intervention throughout the study and in 

the previous year. 

In addition, amalgamating the PI and EI groups 6om the two schools to form 'merged 

groups' can be likened to using two similar 'mixed ability' classes. Furthermore, taking 

pupils &om two classes meant that some account was taken of 'grouping efkcts' (or 

'intraclass correlation') i.e. pupils in one class tend to have results more alike than if they 

had been the same students but scattered into different classrooms (Fitz-Gibbon 1996 

pl29). 

J. J. 2 7%^ fAe (eocAwg ri/ig fAg f MfervgwfzoM 

After the pre tests, class A (school I) and class B (school 2) were divided into two 

groups for most of their lesson time for 6 or 7 weeks - one P l ^ d one EI group. 

According to Doughty & Williams (1998) this is a relatively 'long' FonF intervention 

(p250). There were 12 'units' of experimental intervention materials, and, generally, each 

was taught in a different lesson. During the experimental intervention the PI and EI 

groups in both schools were video or audio recorded ibr^pvery unit and any whole class, 

non-experimental teaching was also monitored (see a p p e a l 10). Teachers A and B 

were given guidelines about how long each PI and EI acti^^ should take and about how 

to carry out each activity, including how and when to give feedback to the pupils. The 
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class teacher and I alternated between teaching the PI and EI groups, to discourage the 

learners 6oni associating one approach with one teacher - see appendix 14 (a & b) fbr 

details^^. Mwe details about the design of the teaching materials are given i& subsequent 

sections (e.g. the language sample). An example of a PI and EI unit are provided in 

appendices 12 and 13. 

During the same period, all lesson plans 6)r class C were collected and two lessons were 

observed and recorded with teacher C. 

J.J.J A W g n o k 

As all previous PI studies have been carried out with older and more advanced learners it 

was important to adapt the design of the PI materials e.g. the complexity and conten t̂ of 

the task and the range of vocabulary. Pilots of about one sixth of the draA PI and EI 

materials were carried out in four year 9 classes in two schools not participating in the 

main study. These pilots led me to reduce the EGIs to very short Overhead 

Transparencies (OHTs), gave me an impression of the timing of the activities and the 

suitability of the lexical items used and emphasised the importance of general issues such 

as creating enjoyable activities that 'made sense' and whose objectives were 

communicated to the pupils. 

Both instructional packages (PI and EI) were balanced exactly for types and tokens of 

vocabulary and of the target structures. The number of illustrations used was kept as 

constant as possible. The length of the tasks (number of items and time required) was 

usually similar, though the nature of the re&rential activities did not always allow this. 

The reader is reminded that the main difference between the PI and EI materials was as 

follows: the referential activities in PI required the learners to attend to the meaning of 

verb inflections whereas all EI tasks^^ required the leamers to attend to the meaning of 

the lexical items or overall sentential meaning, thus any attention to the verb inflections 

would have been incidental to the task. 

There were teacher Usance but PI and EI pupils sdHhad equal exposure to 
the same teachers. 

and the affective PI tasks 
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Each unit generally had one or two 'topic areas' e.g. in the classroom, describing other 

people, the environment, describing towns, at the campsite, expressing opinions. All of 

these broad areas were included at some point on each school's scheme of work, 

although as the order of topics was different in each school, it was not possible to follow 

the sequence suggested by these schemes of works. Instead, the sequence of units was 

mainly driven by the target linguistic features. In most units, the teachers followed the 

experimental guidelines and informed the learners of the 'grammar' 0?%;̂  'topic/situation' 

objectives before each lesson, in line with recommended practice at both schools. 

Appendix 16 gives an outline of sequence of linguistic futures taught. Note that each 

unit fbcussed on one 'pair of form-meaning contrasts', though most of the inflections 

were included in more than one unit of work but 'paired' with different 'contrasting 

features'. As Doughty & Williams (1998) stress: "multiple encounters are required for 

engaging learning processes, such as noticing, hypothesis formation and testing, 

comparison and restructuring" (p253). 

In line with previous PI studies and current IP theory^° pair and group work was not 

promoted by either of the instructional types, except for about five of the final affective 

activities (PI and EI versions) where pupils could discuss the opinions they had 

expressed^\ 

3.4 The language sample for the teaching materials and tests 

The vocabulary used in the instructional materials and tests was broadly taken 5-om the 

schemes of work, worksheets and language used in the lessons prior to the intervention, 

and the textbook used by teachers A, C and D (McNab 1994). Each teaching activity 

included glossaries for vocabulary that the learners may not have known. The teachers 

^ VanPatten (2004) makes some attempt to incorporate a role for interaction (e.g. negotiation of meaning) 
in input processing in that it can free up working memory to allow detection of items in the input that may 
not have been attended to otherwise. However, this has not yet been developed further in IP or PI. 

Learners were not required to produce the target features. 
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were also asked to check comprehension of items they thought their pupils may not 

understand. 

J. 2 eg OMf 

Most of the verbs included in the teaching materials and tests were regular 'er' verbs as 

this represents 90 % of French verbs. However, some of the materials featured 

irregularities in present and perfect verb inflections. This was for several reasons: to 

support the notion that the instruction and tests were promoting / eliciting system (not 

item) learning; to maintain external validity (the schemes of work 6om both schools 

included a wide range of structures); in PI referential activities, certain irregular verbs 

were usefiil in terms of promoting the meaning for tense carried in auxiliaries (see 

section 2.2.3)^^. 

One short PI unit focused on the regular 'er" past participle, the referential activities 

forcing learners to interpret the meaning carried by the difference between the oral null / 

'ow' inflections verj'Mf [e] and written forms er / e / ons / ez verity e. After this unit, the 

PI referential tasks fbcussed attention on the auxiliary as carrying meaning for tense. 

Only reading activities were used to encourage learners to attend to written inflections 

which are not realised orally (e.g. 'ent' to convey 3"̂  person plurality, 's' to convey 2""̂  

person singular). The materials and tests included verbs with obhgatory contexts for 1^ 

person plural and .2'"' person reference, lacking in many studies to date (see appendix 6). 

The teaching materials and tests promoted / elicited both simple and progressive 

functions of the French present tense. This increased the breadth of the target system 

under study, but it was beyond the scope of this thesis to analyse the acquisition of these 

different functions in the test results. 

^ i.e. when the lexical verbs are homophonic (and veiy similar in written forms) in both tenses e.g. yeya/f / 
y 'ofjZi/Y, yg 'oz jy) b ; a n d the second person plural e.g. vowf vm/g ovez 
The phonological ̂ igiiiarity betweeh y y o«er and y 'a; y o«^ also oSered opport^ties to promote 
comprehension of the auxiliary. 
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The range of 'semantic types' of verbs was intentionally broad (including, for example, 

state, activity, accomplishment and achievement verbs). This took some account of any 

possible bias caused by lexical semantics influencing the acquisition of tense and aspect 

(Anderson & Shirai 1994, Housen 1998). It was, however, beyond the scope of this 

thesis to investigate this issue in the test results. 

The sampling of language for the teaching and test materials had to provide opportunities 

for learners to engage in and demonstrate system learning (Harley 1994), rather than 

learn and recall items of routinised formulae which may over-represent learners' 

underlying morphological knowledge. Both the materials and tests attempted to avoid 

the use / elicitation of routinised formulas common in teaching and interlanguage as 

documented in, for example, Myles, Hooper & Mitchell (1998) and Page (1999)^^. 

3.5 Designing the tests 

This section 6rst discusses some general issues associated with the tests. In the 

following section, each test activity is described, with details of their objectives, 

linguistic content, timing, administration and scoring. Both sections are mainly 

descriptive, though some reference is made to general and SLA assessment literature and 

to FonF/S and PI studies. 

J. J. j Zmy 

The learners were reminded before every battery of tests that results would not be passed 

on to their teachers or parents and that the main objective of the tests was to obtain a 

cAzyj' m/gmge (so individual scores would not be highlighted). Low stakes tests were 

considered most suitable (contrary to Fitz-Gibbon lOOÔ '̂ ) for the following reasons: i) 

ethical considerations (learners were obliged to carry out the tests, with no warning, and 

did not receive feedback) ii) validity issues (low stakes tests could be used when the 

^ Although this was not always possible in a couple of items in the less controlled productioa tests, 
appaidices 23 and 24 explain that certain 'chunks' were eliminated from the scoring. 
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teacher had not approved them and was therefore less able to 'teach to the test') iii) to 

lower aSective Slters and iv) to reduce any temptation to remember and learn test iteqis. 

It was desirable to reduce the extent to which learned knowledge could influence scores 

as this is usually believed to reflect explicit knowledge, to be short-lived and not to 

represent the underlying developing system. Pupils were encouraged to do their best by 

appealing to their appreciation of the importance of research. In addition, it was lively 

that any lack of motivation would not adversely affect the experimental protocol as it 

would a@ect both PI and EI learners in similar ways. Pupils appeared enthusiastic and 

engaged throughout the tests, with one exception: during the written post tests at school 2 

the pupils appeared unusually distracted as they were visibly and audibly annoyed at 

having to do a French test^^. Many learners appeared to 'rush through' the tests, in 

comparison with their behaviour in the pre and delayed post tests. This is discussed in 

the analysis of the written production results in chapter 6. 

Skehan (1998) suggests task familiarity must be taken into account when designing tasks 

and tests as it can influence learners' performance. Previous PI studies have 

acknowledged that particular tests 6voured either the PI (the interpretation tests) or the 

traditional groups (the production tests). This issue was less problematic in this study as 

both groups had input-based instruction. Care was taken to ensure that neither the pi or 

EI activities trained' the learners to do the tests. For example, the layout and the 

question format of the tests were signiGcantly different &om the teaching materials. The 

tests were designed to ensure "world knowledge' did not influence the tests or the impact 

of the teaching materials, by making them as socially, culturally and gender-'appropriate' 

as possible (Bachman & Palmer 1996). 

J. J yerMOfw 

Two versions of the same listening, reading, speaking and writing tests were used. This 

was to increase the sample of the language systems being tested and to reduce the 

who suggests that tests used, for 'eEectiveness' research should be cuiricalum-embedded, authentic and 
high stakes, in order that learners take the tests seriously. 
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likelihood that any improvement was due to learners becoming more familiar with 

particular test items. Half of each class took test 1 and half took test 2 for each 

administration of the test, except for the listening tests which were taken by all the 

learners in each intact class (though as class A had test 1 and class B had test 2, at the 

pretest, it was still the case that half of the scores for the 'merged PI and EI groups' were 

&om test version 1 and half &om version 2). 

For the post tests the learners took the version of the test not taken at pre test. For the 

delayed post test they took the same version as in the pre test, but up to 6 months had 

elapsed between the pre and delayed post test. 

To ensure equivalence of versions 1 and 2, the tests were piloted in 4 classes in three 

different schools (not those used in the main study). Each pen and paper test was taken 

by at least 20 learners and the two versions of the same test were compared. If items 

obtained different results by more than about 3 or 4 learners then the items were changed. 

Usually this entailed the use of a more common lexical item or reducing the complexity 

of the linguistic context for the target item. This piloting also led to re&nement of the 

stylistic presentation of the tests so that they were identical. 

A subsequent analysis of the actual test scores, using independent samples two tailed t 

tests^^, showed that the two versions of the tests had obtained statistically similar scores. 

The results are given in appendix 17. Any differences in scores found in the next 

chapters cannot, therefore, be explained by the use of two test versions. The only 

exception was the listening test. As this was administered to intact classes, these results 

are heavily influenced by a class and/or school efTect (the same test version was taken by 

classes A and C and these classes achieved higher scores than class B at pre, post and 

delayed post tests, see chapters 5 & 6). 

^ The pupils were expecting a history lesson, but reanangements were necessary due to timetabling 
changes. 
^ See section 3 .8 for a description and discussion of the statistical techniques used. Parametric tests were 
used tor pahly with previous PI studies. However, as some of the data was not normally distributed 
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J. 

A meta-analysis of 49 FonF/S experiments (Norris & Ortega 2000) concluded that the 

impact of instruction may "be directly associated with the type of [test] response required 

from learners" (p486): studies using 'selected-response' and 'constrained-constructed' 

outcome measures had eGect sizes between 0.38 and 0.91 standard deviation units higher 

than those using 'metalinguistic judgements' and 'free-constructed' response measures. 

VanPatten & Sanz (1995) also recommend that different modalities and task types be 

used to assess impacts of instruction, as they found that PI was more likely to have an 

impact on a written narrative task than on an equivalent oral narrative task (see also Sanz 

1997). Skehan (1998) suggests a range of processing conditions (planned to unplanned, 

formal to informal, spoken and wri#en modalities) in order to obtain a representative 

sample of different types of competence / performance. 

A battery of tests was used in this study to elicit as comprehensive a range of language as 

possible, with a sample of different modes, modalities, levels of'spontaneity' and text 

(word / sentence / narrative). The aim was to create broad measures, each comprising a 

range of task types (see section 3 .6). Sentence oW narrative level tests were used as IP 

theory is largely concerned with sentence processing, as emphasised by Sanz & 

VanPatten (1998), and as the PI 6amework has been criticised for its lack of use of less 

controlled (narrative) conditions. (Difkrential impacts of PI or EI according to task type 

are briefly analysed in section 6.2.2). 

J. J. J omf (gyA 

Figure 3 .2 shows the timescale of the tests and experimental intervention. 

2 weeks 7 weeks 2 weeks 12 weeks 2 weeks 

2 9 11 23 25 

(possibly not checked in other studies) non-parametric tests were also used where necessaiy. Both the 



104 

Post tests were carried out over the two weeks immediately following the intervention 

i.e. assessing the impact of instruction that took place between 1 day and 9 weeks before. 

The delayed post (dp) tests in this study took place approximately 12 to 16 weeks after 

the post tests, therefore assessing the impact of instruction between 14 and 24 weeks 

before. This is later than all PI studies published to date and most FonF/S studies 

reviewed in Norris & Ortega (2000) (where dp tests are usually administered a few 

weeks after the intervention). However, it is acknowledged that even dp test evidence 

may well be prone to backsliding and may not necessarily indicate acquisition in a 

'permanent' sense^ .̂ 

J. J. 6 

I administered all the pen and paper tests (listening, reading and writing), all the sentence 

level oral tests and one third of the one to one oral tests (narratives and guided 

conversations). The remaining one to one oral tests were administered by my supervisor 

and a native speaker university lecturer, both accustomed to carrying out such elicitation 

procedures. They were both given detailed guidelines and met with me prior to the test 

to familiarise themselves with the tasks. Most pupils had the same interlocutor for all 

three tests, though this was not possible in 4 cases. 

The battery of tests took place during a fortnight's lessons. Any potentially relevant 

prompts (e.g. verb paradigms) on the classroom walls were removed. In all three classes, 

the reading and listening activities were always carried out first. The second lesson in the 

'test fortnight' was the 45 minutes writing test, though twice this had to be delayed until 

the end of the fortnight. The third lesson was used for the one to one oral tests. The 

remaining one to one oral tasks and the group orals (i.e. sentence level tasks) were 

carried out in the fourth lesson^^. 

parametric and non-paiametiic tests produced similar Andings. 
Certain interlanguage phenomena can be documented amongst learners with difkrent amounts of 

exposure to the target language (see appendix 6), suggestive of re-structuring and backsliding. 
^ Pupils who missed tests did them either during the 3"̂  and 4"̂  lessons, during lessons beyond the 
fortnight' or, on some occasions; pupils were wiUing to do tests during their breaks. 



105 
3.6 The language tests 

Pre, post and dp tests were used to measure progression in the comprehension and 

production of French inflectional verb morphology in the present and perf^t tenses. 

Test activities were grouped together according to their modality (oral / written) and 

mode (production / interpretation), in line with the research questions (section 2.5), so 

that there were 4 separate measures: listening, reading, speaking and writing. Most other 

PI studies have generally used just one short, assessment task in one modality for each 

mode (see appendix 4). However, in this study, claims regarding the results are 

strengthened as performance in both modalities was assessed and each measure is 

derived &om more than one task, thus representing a wider sample of the language 

system under investigation and a wider range of performance types (see appendices 18 

and 19 for breakdowns of the tests according to mode, modality, task type, verb type, 

person, number and tense). Tests used in previous PI studies informed the design of 

these tests (particularly the listening tests, as they were concerned with eliciting bottom-

up processes, whereas most listening assessment literature focuses on the testing of 'top-

down processes' (Brindely 1998)). 

All learners took all of the tests, except the oral tests which were carried out with a subset 

of learners for practical reasons^^. Here, brief descriptions of the tests are given, 

structured according to mode and modality. The language sample in the tests was 

discussed in section 3 .4. Fuller descriptions of the tests, including details of timings, 

distractor items, presentation, administration and rubrics are given in appendix 20. The 

actual tests (version 1) are provided in appendices 21 (listening and reading tests) and 22 

(writing and speaking tests). 

J. 6.7 

This was assessed in 4 activities, with 6, 10, 8 and 24 multiple choice items in each. The 

scoring was 1 or zero, out of a total of 48. Learners had to select the subject that was 

^ Overall, missing test data was: 1 class A PI pupil in the listening and reading pretests; 1 class B EI pupil 
in the wntuig pretest; 3 class C pupils in the writing post test; 2 class C learners in the writing delayed post 
test; 1 class C learner in the oral delayed post test 
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appropriate for the verb they heard or decide whether the sentence they heard was in the 

past or present. The category 'not sure' was added in each activity to reduce the effect of 

the learners guessing (Alderson 2000 p217). In addition, statistical analyses were carried 

out to assess the likelihood that chance selection was playing a significant role in the 

results (see chapter 5). 

This was assessed in 6 activities with 8, 10, 10, 5, 5 and 17 multiple choice items in each. 

More response options were offered than items, so that learners using a process of 

ehmination did not benefit towards the end as they 'use up' the options (Alderson 2000 

p218). Scoring was 1 or zero out of a total of 55, excluding 8 distractors. Multiple 

choice formats where the same stem with different inflections is oGered in a list format 

underneath the gap were not used as this would have forced learners to notice the 

difkrent inflections. Instead, each activity was designed so that all the options offered 

(i.e. lexical verbs or subjects) were compatible on a 'semantic level' with any of the test 

sentences i.e. learners could operate at a semantic level of processing if they so wished, 

but every sentence would only be correct if learners demonstrated target-like 

interpretation of verb inflections. Pupils were told each time that they could ask me on 

an individual basis the English meaning of single French words and that, most of the 

time, I would be able to tell them. This was to reduce the effects of individual 

difkrences in vocabulary comprehension, even though the pilots had striven to eliminate 

such effects. 

3.6.3 Written production 

This was assessed via five tasks: three word/sentence level gap-611 tasks (28 sentences, 

with two points available for each verb) and two narrative level tasks (where the total 

was dependent on the obligatory contexts provided by each learner, see section 3 .6.6). 

Before the sentence level tests learners had timed exposure to revision Hsts with English 

and French infinitive verbs. They could use an English verb prompt given at the end of 

each sentence to write the correct verb in the space provided. The narrative tasks required 

learners to describe what particular people do or did at the weekends or on holiday. The 
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scoring for both sentence and narrative level tasks was graded to allow for progression 

towards the target-like production (see section 3.6.5 and appendix 23). 

J. 6 ^ (TroZ cff OM 

This was assessed using two types of tests: a) more controlled sentence level tasks and b) 

one to one narration and guided conversation tasks. The sampling procedure used to 

select 'representative learners' is described below. The scoring for both sentence and 

narrative level tasks was graded to allow for progression towards the target-hke 

production (see section 3.6.5 and appendix 24). 

/eve/ AzyAj 

16 learners were selected &om classes A and C and 17 &om class This was done by 

selecting two boys and two girls (only in school 1, as all pupils were girls in school 2) 

j&om each quartile of the total reading, listening and sentence level writing pretest scores. 

As the pretest data was not available in sufBcient time &om class B, a score created &om 

data provided by the school was used^\ Equal numbers of pupils 60m PI, EI merged 

groups and class C completed the tests. Each pupil was given a tape recorder and lapel 

microphone and I directed groups of about 8 through the tasks. 

The learners completed 3 sentence level semi-spontaneous oral production tasks, with a 

total of 27 sentences (with two points available for each sentence), where symbols had to 

be replaced with verbs inflected according to the context. Before two of these activities 

learners were given timed exposure to revision lists of the symbols used, the French verb 

inAnitives with English translations, again to reduce the effect of familiarity with 

symbols and vocabulary, as in Benati (2001) and Houston (1997), amongst others. 

The difkrence in numbers was due to an administrative error, but the extra learner was retained in ihe 
analysis as it was deemed that more data constituted a stronger design than the slight difkrence in sample 
sizes, which could be accommodated by using suitable statistical procedures. 

This score consisted of: English, Maths and Science National Curriculum levels end of year 8, the 
diSersnces between pupils' chronological age and reading and spelling ages on emiy to the school, 3 
Cognitive Ability Test scores (verbal, quantitative, non-verbal) and an NFER StandW score (MALL). 
This data was collected by both schools fbr the 'Hampshire school data / value added scheme', deemed a 
reliable system of its type (Goldstein 2001 p440). Althou^ these scores are not based on foreign language 
learning, they are 60m standaitlised tests that give a normal disOibution of scores. 
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gi/fdecf com;er;;aAoM oraZ pr(xA/cAo» 

Nairative level semi-spontaaeous oral production has only been elicited in one previous 

PI study (VanPatten & Sanz 1995), though insufRcient tokens of the target form were 

elicited, as acknowledged by the researchers. Skehan (1998) points out the difGculty of 

trapping forms in tests whilst also maintaining spontaneity. In this study, one to one oral 

production tasks included two narration tasks and two prompted conversations (e.g. 

'normalement le weekend, nous...'). Although the latter perhaps elicited less 

spontaneous production, they were deemed necessary to elicit first and second person 

plural contexts, particularly as other studies with similar learners have not elicited 

significant numbers of these and, given their distinctive phonemes, they are important for 

documenting an emerging inflectional system. 

The one to one oral tests adapted some features of those used in Mitchell & Dicksop 

(1997), Page (1999) and VanPatten & Sanz (1995). For both the narration tasks, learners 

heard a 'model' response to activate recall of lexical items and to lower aSective Glt^s. 

The risk of learners being able to 'imitate' target-like morphosyntax was considered to be 

minimal, given the use of such practice in other studies (Mitchell & Dickson 1997X the 

reliance on elicited imitation procedures in SLA research (Henning 1983, Naiman 1974, 

Myles 1995) and cognitive psychology studies which show the limitations of s^ort ^erm 

phonologic^ memory (Papagno, Valentine & Baddeley 1991). 

Scoring of these tasks was done, as in other PI studies, out of total^ased on the 

obligatory contexts^ produced by each learner. 

From each class, eight of the learners who had taken the sentence level task (4 PI ^ d 4 

EI learners &om classes A and B) undertook these semi-spontaneous tasks (two pupils 

&om each quartile: a boy and a girl from the classes in school 1, 2 gu-ls from schooj 2). 

Their scorep were amalgamated with the sentence level tasks to make one 'oral measure'. 

The numbers &om each sample of learners taking each type of test are given in tablp 3.1. 

See section 3.6.6 for a deSnition of 'obligatoiy contexts'. 
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M Sentence 
level 

» Narratives / 
conversation 

Class A EI 8 4 
PI 8 4 

Class B EI 7 4 
PI 10 4 

Class C 16 8 

J. 7 gacA ZaA/ng omZ Azy&g 

Chapter 6 presents analyses to show that there was no statistically significant difference 

between the results obtained by the sentence level and narrative level elicitation 

techniques and that learners who undertook both the sentence and narrative level tasks 

and those who undertook just the sentence level tasks were &om the same population i.e. 

that although the spoken production score was derived &om two task types for some 

learners but &om one for other learners, it can be considered a valid measurement. 

The interlanguage^^ of this level of learner (appendix 6) suggests that accuracy is often 

not a sensitive enough measure to reveal progression e.g. because target-like non-

routinised oral production of the petfect tense is unlikely. Skehan (1996) and Doughty & 

Williams (1998) both argue that the emergence of many non-target IL forms often 

reflects increasing complexity in the interlanguage system. Intermediate effects, such as 

increased use of inflections (regardless or their target-likeness) must also be measured. 

Many studies have documented advances in IL development as an increase in attempts at 

the target form, for example. Day & ShapSon (1991), Williams & Evans (1998), Doughty 

& Varela (1998), Leeman et al. (1995). Several PI studies have a 'graded scoring 

system', sensitive to partial effects of instruction: 1, 0.5 or 0 points depending on the 

degree of accuracy e.g. VanPatten & Ca(iiemo (1993), Benati (2001) and Cadiemo 

(1995) (the latter two involving verb inflections for tense, person and number). Sanz & 

VanPatten (1997) criticise Salaberry (1997) for using an 'all or nothing' type scoring 

system, where all errors received -1. 

For scoring it is considered that IP theory is only testable if the steadiness of IL (rather than 
unconstrained variation as in Tarone 1988) is assumed to hold at the time of testing within learners, as in 
other FonF/S and PI studies. 
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The graded scoring procedures used in this study are detailed in appendices 23 and 24. 

They are summarised as follows: 2 points were awarded for a target-like inflected verb, 1 

point for a verb with a non-target like inflection and 0 points for an infinitive or no verb. 

For perfect tense inflections, half points were awarded for non-target like attempts at 

auxiliaries and, in written production, past participles. 

To improve the reliability of the scoring, a few weeks after the data had been scored, 

tests from four learners were re-scored and the results were almost identical. In addition, 

my supervisor was consulted on some scoring decisions. Although it would have been 

preferable to obtain inter-rater rehability, this was beyond the means of the current study. 

J. 6.6 

As in most FonF/S and PI studies (e.g. VanPatten & Sanz 1995), the scoring for this-

study was based on use of forms in obligatory contexts for narrative and guided 

conversation oral and written tasks. Obligatory contexts did not include utterances 

(written or oral) that did not have a verb or a subject, were inaudible or were repeated 

verb types with same subject (there were very few examples of this as learners were 

asked to use a different verb for each utterance / sentence). In writing, if there was a full 

stop, the subject had to be re-stated '̂̂ . 

3.7 Monitoring the intervention process 

As discussed in section 3 .1, monitoring the implementation of the experimental protocol 

and participants' attitudes towards it was essential for the purposes of vali^ty and 

reliability. 

Z J ^ fAg o y g n m a w W maflgnaZy 

Measures were taken to ensure that the teachers conducted similar and valid 

operationalisations of PI and EI. Three PI researchers (including VanPatten) looked at 

some of the P% te^phing materials and gave me some advice about their design. The 
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teachers were given fairly rigid guidelines (shown in appendices 12 and 13) about how to 

direct the activities. In addition, teachers A and B were asked to watch a video of me 

carrying out the 6rst PI unit. Teacher A commented on the video, showing that she had 

watched it. I watched videos of both teachers teaching the second unit of PI and made a 

couple of comments to each teacher regarding the videos. After the intervention, a 

sample of four video or audio recordings of each teacher carrying out the PI and EI 

materials was analysed (see appendix 14 for a record of the protocol and evidence 

collected). I was satisSed that teachers A, B and I had met the criteria to classify the 

instruction as PI and EI. Furthermore, any possible efkcts of teachers' subverting the 

protocol were reduced by the fact that half of each package was delivered by me^^ 

Unfortunately, inter-rater reliability was beyond the means of the current study. 

3. 7.2 Pupils' attitudes & opinions 

Likert ratings and a questionnaire were used to make a very general assessment of the 

'novelty effect' of the intervention. If PI and EI groups demonstrated a positive 

attitude towards the materials then this would help to support the claim that any 

differential improvement was probably due to the specific nature of the different task 

types. If ow/y the PI group showed a positive attitude oW greater linguistic progress then 

the improved learning may not necessarily be due to the usefulness of the pedagogy in 

terms of its underlying theories, but perhaps due to increased motivation (or the increased 

motivation may be due to a sense of achievement) Clearly this in itself would be a 

useful Gnding, given that motivation is a m^or challenge facing MFL teaching in the 

UK. 

Z/Aerf gMgjAo/zy 

Two Likert rating scale questions (appendix 25) about learners' perception of difBculty 

and preference of French compared to other school subjects were Glled in three times: 

before the pre, post and dp tests. These are analysed in chapter 4. 

See appendix 23 for further details regarding obligatory contexts in the narrative writing tests. 
In ad&tion, two likely reasons teachers may have had Ar subverting the protocol (their deductive 

approach and absence of production practice) were equally present in both PI and EI. 
No speciSc motivation research Aamework is adopted here. It is emphasised that the data can only be 

used as a f^ ly crude indication of attitudes and opinions. 
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Pupils in classes A and B completed a questionnaire eliciting their opinions of the 

experimental intervention materials during the same lesson as their last unit of work 

(appendix 26). It is acknowledged that the data will probably be affected by the fact that 

I was involved in the teaching and also in handing out the questionnaires. The 

questionnaires were not filled in anonymously as I wanted to match up comments with 

individuals' scores, attendance and behaviour. However, I reassured the pupils that I 

wanted them to be very honest with me, that I had no influence over their school 

assessment, that their class teacher would not see their responses and that any use I made 

of them would be anonymous. Furthermore, any possible pollution of the data is likely 

to have affepted both PI and EI learners equally and so should not aGect the 

interpretation of the results of the questionnaire. It is acknowledged that pupils' 

enjoyment of the activities may have been influenced by the fact that they were aware of 

their involvement in an experiment (the Hawthorne effect). Again, this is Hkely to have 

affected both groups in similar ways. In addition, the questionnaires included questions 

to elicit a self-report on whether the learners thought the lessons been different to 

their normal lessons. This data is also analysed in chapter 4. 

Several pupil focus groups were also carried out, towards the end of the intervention, 

regarding the pupils' feelings about the PI and EI materials. 12 PI pupils and 10 EI 

pupils, in equal numbers &om each school, participated in the discussions in groups of 2 

to 4. The results generally supported the Gndings from the questionnaires. A few issues 

raised in these discussions are mentioned in subsequent chapters. However, a detailed 

analysis of this data is not included in the thesis, partly because the self-selection 

procedure and my direct involvement in both the focus groups and the teaching may have 

affected the reliability of the comments. 

These were semi-structured audio-recorded interviews for about one hour (see appendix 

30). The interview with teacher A was almost 3 weeks after the post tests and with 
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teacher B it was almost immediately after the post tests. Samples of the teaching 

materials were used in the interview to prompt discussion about the aims, strengths and 

weaknesses of each activity type. Three points 6om this data relevant to this thesis are 

discussed in chapter 4̂ .̂ 

j . Z ̂  rgggwcAgr d fwy 

I wrote a diary noting a range of issues (lustrations, problems, successes) including 

comments &om teachers and pupils that were not recorded, one of the advantages of 

participant observation (GrifSths 1998 p40). The only significant use of the data &om 

this diary in this thesis is to provide evidence of pupils' distress during the writing post 

tests in class B, as described in section 3 .5.1 and in chapter 6. 

3.8 Procedures for the analysis of the achievement tests 

A range of analysis techniques was used to check for differences between the test scores 

in the PI and EI groups and in classes A, B and C. Literature used regarding statistical 

techniques included: Jones & Byrant (1998), Diamond & Jef&ies (2001), Cohen, Manion 

& Morrison (2000), Woods, Fletcher & Hughes (1989), Field (2000), Kanji (1993), 

Holmes (2000) and Bryman & Cramer (1997). Some aspects of the statistical analyses 

were checked by two university lecturers who specialise in statistics for the social 

sciences. Detailed mathematical discussion of the statistical procedures is beyond the 

scope of this thesis and it is emphasised that procedures used are common in social 

science, FonF/S and PI research. The key statistical procedures used in the following 

chapters are described and their use justiAed here. A few procedures that are less 

recurrent in the thesis are described as they are used in chapters 4, 5 and 6. This section 

discusses the following issues: creating measures of language ability, eliminating data, 

choosing parametric or non-parametric tests, testing the normality of distributions, 

ANOVA (including single and repeated measures, planned contrasts and post hoc tests), 

equivalent non-parametric tests and effect sizes. 

Data was also collected regarding the impact on teachers and pupils of carrying outa quasi e)q)erinient in 
an educational setting, although it was beyond the scope of this thesis to analyse this data. 
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Some studies in the FonF research tradition eliminate data that are considered to be 

'outliers' (e.g. if they render the data not normally distributed). In addition, PI studies 

eliminate learners' scores on the grounds that their pretest results were 'too high to show 

improvement'. However, this removal of data is contentious with small sample sizes 

(e.g. apparent outliers in small data sets may actually be well represented in the 

population as a whole). In addition, as Salaberry (1998) points out, there is inconsistency 

in the cut off point used in PI studies (despite the fact that the same tests and educational 

level of learners was used as in the original study, VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993). For the 

purposes of this study it was considered preferable to include all data points in the final 

analyses, particularly as one of the research questions was to investigate the 

generalizability of the effects of PI and EI between two classes at the same general 

educational level. In addition, the observation, interviews, questionnaires and 

researcher's diary helped to provide some richer data capable of explaining some 

variation if necessary. 

Parametric tests are usually considered to be more powerful than non-parametric tests 

(i.e. they can detect more 'differences', Bryman & Cramer 1997, Field 2000) and most 

FonF/S and PI studies use parametric tests. There is therefore a preference to present the 

results of parametric tests in this thesis. However, data must usually satisfy several 

criteria if parametric tests are to be used, involving issues related to data type, sample 

size, distribution and variance. 

The achievement tests produce interval data and this is the right type for parametric tests. 

Several guidelines exist on sample sizes necessary in order to carry out parametric 

inferential statistics. Diamond & Jeffries (2001) recommend a sample size of about 10 or 

more if the population is normally distributed, although Bryman & Cramer (1997) 

recommend non-parametric tests for samples under 15 (pi 18). A sample of 25 or more 

for parametric tests is suggested if the population is, skewed (\yoods, Fletcher & f^a#ies 

1989). Qpodwin & Goodwin (1996) suggest that for every 'pr^ictor', 10 subjects ar^ 
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needed (p41). In this study n=86 and three predictors will be used in final analyses: time 

of test, type of instruction and class. Overall, it seems that the sample sizes are 

appropriate for parametric tests, including for the data from instructional groups within 

classes (n = about 15) (though the oral and combined production scores are possible 

exceptions, described in sections 3 .6 and chapter 6). 

It has been suggested that parametric tests should only be used on data which also satisfy 

the following criteria: the distributions of the samples are normal and the variances of all 

variables are homogenous. Therefore, each of the variables for each of the samples is 

checked for these assumptions. The outcome of these checks is not always strictly 

respected i.e. parametric tests are presented where some of the assumptions were not 

upheld consistently. This is for three main reasons, as follows. 

First, there is a preference for parametric tests as they are considered to be more powerful 

than non-parametric tests. Parametric tests give information about the size of the 

differences between scores by using the mean, standard deviation and variances of the 

group scores (not just the rank of each score) and are there&re more likely to detect a 

significant difference where there is one. 

Second, it has been argued that it is not necessarily vital that data meet these 

assumptions. Bryman & Cramer (1997) suggest that there is recognition that some 

variables in the social sciences do not exhibit the characteristics of a normal curve and 

therefore variables have to be treated as though they were normally distributed (p96). 

They also review the statistical literature which suggests that these criteria do not have to 

be met for many parametric tests to remain valid (ppl 17-8). Moore & McCabe (1989) 

maintain that the ANOVA F test, used in this study, "is relatively insensitive to moderate 

nonnormality and unequal variances" (p732). Field (2000) allso suggests that most 

multiple comparison procedures perform relatively well und#r small deviations from 

normality. However, he points out that some can pefbrm badly when grqup sizes are 

unequal and when population variances are difBereot but gives a range of possible post 

hoc tests that have been developed with these aswrnption vioWons in mipd. Overall, the 
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literature suggests that parametric tests can be used with caution when some of the 

assumptions are not entirely upheld. 

Third, all previous PI studies have used parametric tests and they are therefore used in 

this thesis iî  order to maintain parity with other studies. (In fact, only one PI study (Sanz 

& VanPatten 1998) has discussed the need for normally distributed data, and it is 

possible that this issue has been neglected by most PI and FonF studies (e.g. see Allen 

2000 p81.)) 

However, if the assumptions necessary for particular parametric tests are not upheld, 

non-parametric tests were also used (as recommended in Bryman & Cramer 1997 pi 18). 

Their results were usually in hne with the parametric tests, in terms of statistically 

significant findings, and therefore they are not presented in the body of the thesis but are 

provided in appendix 27. 

J. & J f Aa 

Although many parametric tests stand up well to small deviations in normality, some 

caution is required if the data are heavily skewed. For each measure, the normality of the 

distribution of the scores &om each sample (PI, EI, classes A, B and C) was assessed 

using the Kohnogorov-Smimov (K-S) test (and the Shapiro-Wilk statistic for borderline 

cases and small n, as suggested by Field 2000 p46) to test the similarity of the samples to 

a normal distribution^^. The results of these tests are shown in appendix 29 and are 

summarised in the body of the thesis before the analysis of each measure. It is 

acknowledged that the calculation of the K-S statistic relies on the sample data (i.e. the 

observed means and standard distributions, rather than data &om a known population) 

and that this can be regarded as unhelpful as the observed values are the very values that 

are being assessed for normality. However, the K-S test is a widely-used and 

recommended statistical procedure (Field 2000 p46) and is therefore considered 

sufficient for this study. 

As repeated measures ANOVAs, one of the principal analysis procedures used in this thesis and in PI 
studies, exclude missing cases listwise (i.e. learners' scores are excluded if they missed any one of the 
tests), tests of normality carried out in this study also excluded cases in this way. 
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P values above 0.05 indicated that there was no signiGcant deviation from normality at 

the 95% confidence level. However, if p values were above 0.01 it can be considered 

that the data are not signiGcantly different to a normal distribution at the 99% conGdence 

level^^. Increasing the conGdence level makes it easier to assert that there is no 

diSerence between the observed distribution and a normal distribution (i.e. to accept the 

null hypothesis). However, this clearly increases the chances of making a type n error 

i.e. accepting the null hypothesis when it is false. A 99% confidence level can only 

therefore be used to assert borderline normality. 

ANOVAs are suitable for studies where more than two means are tested (pre, post and dp 

tests). They are also appropriate because there were two independent variables each with 

more than two 'levels': instructional type (PI, EI and the non-active control) and class (A, 

B and C). A repeated measures (two-way) ANOVA was used because there were 3 

'repeated' measures (pre, post and dp tests) for each learner (the few exceptions to this 

were treated as 'missing data' and excluded). Although individual related t tests could be 

used to compare the mean difference between pairs of scores, this is not valid if used 

repeatedly on the same data set, as there is increased risk of making Type 1 errors (i.e. 

rejecting the null hypothesis of no difference when in fact it should be accepted'"'). 

ANOVA procedures compensate for this before paired comparisons can be carried out. 

The ANOVA test produces an F-ratio which compares an estimate of the between-groups 

variance'*^ with an estimate of the within-groups variance by dividing ihe Sxmer by the 

latter. When the F-ratio is higher (because the estimated variance between the groups is 

considerably higher than the variance within the groups) then the differences between the 

means of two or more groups is unlikely to be due to chance. To assess whether the F 

This is because increasing the level of statistical conSdence level before accepting the null hypothesis 
(i.e. that there is no diSerence between the observed data and a normal distribution) reduces the possibility 
of rejecting this null hypothesis when it is really true. 

Repeated paired comparisons increase the error rate across statistical tests conducted on the same 
experimental dala due to the fact that the 95% chance of not making a type 1 error is multiplied over 
several tests, which increases the chance of making the error (see Field 2000 p243-4). 

Variance shows the dispersion of data around the mean and is the square of the standard deviation. 
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value is 'high' it is compared to the critical value of the F statistic which depends on the 

total n, the number of dependent variables and the desired confidence level of wrongly 

rejecting the null hypothesis. The F statistic gives an indication of whether there is any 

difference between of the various groups of data. 

Planned contrasts (Field 2000 pp258-271) were then carried out to see wAerg this 

difference lay in terma of the instruction type (PI, EI, class C) and class (A, B, C). 

Previous PI studies have relied on post hoc tests, rather than planned contrasts. Planned 

contrasts are distinct 6om post hoc tests in that they test directional hypotheses (e.g. that 

the post test scores will be higher than the pre test scores) rather than non-directional 

hypotheses (e.g. that the post test scores will be different to the pre test scores). Another 

advantage of planned contrasts is that they facilitate paired comparisons on interaction 

efkcts (e.g. to test whether instructional type AND class had an impact on scores at post 

test compared to pre test). Previous studies have not had this 'class' variable, each study 

being carried out at just one institution. Planned contrasts also maximise the use of 

repeated measures (i.e. the analysis o f b e t w e e n each test). In previous PI 

studies two separate o/ze way ANOVAs and post hoc tests were required on the post and 

dp test scores to analyse whether there were difkrences between instructional groups oi' 

each of the tests (as post hoc tests can not compare the impact of 'instructional type' on 

post test to its impact on pre test). Such a procedure runs the risk that any initial 

differences between groups, although not statistically significant at pretest, may still 

render differences between groups at post test and dp test statistically significant. 

In this study, two within-subject planned contrasts were carried out between each pair of 

dependent variables for every measure: a simple contrast (where the post and dp test 

measures were each compared with the pre test) and a repeated contrast (where each test 

was compared with the last i.e. post to pre, dp to post'̂ )̂. 

One way ANOVAs were carried out to compare the PI and EI samples at pre test (section 

3 .3 .1) and the classes at pre test (section 4.2). One way tests were suitable for these 
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analyses as there were no repeated measures but there were 2+ MweZarW groups. For 

these, a variety of post hoc tests were used according to, for example, whether the sample 

sizes and variances were equal (Field 2000 p276). 

Each time an ANOVA was carried out certain assumptions were checked as follows. 

First, the normality of the distribution was assessed using K-S tests (described in section 

3.8.4f . 

Second, the homogeneity of variance of the between-subjects effects (i.e. the test scores 

in the different groups of instructional type and class) was checked using Levene's test 

for homogeneity of variances (available on SPSS, Field 2000 p238). The results of these 

tests are shown in appendix 32 and are summarised in the relevant sections. To rectify 

differences between variances the data can be transformed. Field (2000) (p284 & p365) 

and Howell (1997) (p323-329) recommend the widely-used procedure of using the 

square root of the data (thus making the range of data more 'compact') and this was used 

in this study where necessary. However, if the results of the analysis using the 

transformed data were no different (in terms of statistical significance) to that of the non-

transformed data, then the results of the analysis of the non-transformed data are 

presented. This was because transformed data can be difficult to interpret (e.g. the 

impact of instruction is on 'the square root' of the test results) and there is no tradition of 

using transformations within FonF/S research. For the same reasons, other types of 

transformations have not been attempted in this thesis. 

Third, for repeated measures ANOVAs it was also checked that there was no sphericity 

in the data, using Mauchly's test of sphericity (also available in SPSS, Field 2000 

p333)'^. This assumption requires that the variances of the between the 

repeated measures are homogenous. If this is not upheld, the test can lose power and the 

Though cleaHy the contrast of the post to pre tests was a repetition of the simple contrast carried out for 
this comparison. 

Transforming the data using the formula used in VanPatten & Sanz (1995) for the production data 
scores: y'=2arcsin(sqrly), did not render the data any more normally distributed. 
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F statistic may not be valid. However, 'corrections' are produced by SPSS to overcome a 

violation of this assumption, by changing the degrees of &eedom (used to compare the 

observed F-ratio against the ̂ distribution). These corrections are widely used and 

considered a reliable procedure in social statistics (Field 2000 p333-4). Field 

recommends the Greenhouse-Geisser correction (if none of the corrections make a 

difference to statistical significance) as this is the most conservative of the estimates of 

sphericity having the tightest hold over type 1 errors (where the null hypothesis is 

wrongly rejected). Results of Mauchly's tests are given in footnotes at the relevant 

points in chapters 5 and 6. 

J. & J vaZieMf 

When the procedures above suggested violations of the relevant assumptions, equivalent 

non-parametric tests were carried out in addition to the parametric tests as they are 

'assumption 6ee' in that they do not require normally distributed data and can be used 

with ranked data. Usually the results did not contradict the parametric tests, and so they 

are presented in appendix 27. Otherwise, they are discussed in the relevant section. 

The equivalent procedure to the repeated measures ANOVA is the Friedman test for 

finding differences between 3+ related samples (Siegel 1956 pp 166-172, Bryman & 

Cramer 1997 pl38). Friedman (1937) (in Siegel 1956) showed that there was little or no 

loss of power with this statistical test when compared with the F test (the ANOVA). 

Siegel (1956) writes "it would be difficult or even impossible to say which is the more 

powerful test" pi72. The Friedman test ranks all the scores &om all the repeated 

measures. If there are statistically significant differences between the total ranks within 

each factor (i.e. pre, post or dp test) then this indicates that one or more of the factors had 

some impact on the scores. Once the Friedman test has found some statistically 

significant jdifference, then comparisons can be carried out on pairs of the variables (e.g. 

pre and post) - this helps to control for the fact that simply carrying out multiple paired 

comparisons would increase the likelihood of finding a statistically significant difference 

where there is none (see section 3.8.5). 

For both Levene's and Mauchly's tests the p values should be above 0.05 in order to accept that there 
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These tests were done in several 'layers', as interaction efkcts are not available in non-

parametric tests. Once the Friedman test found a significant diSerence, then Wilcoxon 

matched pairs signed ranks tests were carried out (Jones & Byrant 1998 pp67-70, 

Bryman & Cramer 1997 ppl38-9, Siegel 1956 pp75-83). This test can take account of 

both the dir^ion and the magnitude of differences between pairs of related scores - the 

non-parametric equivalent of the t test - by ranking them and then summing those with 

the same sign (i.e. direction of difference). One tailed tests were carried out to test the 

hypothesis that the post and dp test scores were statistically significantly higher than the 

pre test scores, to ascertain whether the different instructional types and classes had 

different effects on the scores. As there was no experimental intervention between the 

post and dp tests, two tailed tests were carried out to test the null hypothesis that there 

was no statistically significant difference between these tests. 

The Kruskall Wallis H test was used for comparing 2+ unrelated samples (the non-

parametric equivalent of the one-way ANOVA test), and is necessary to compensate for 

the increase in the probability of Type 1 errors involved in carrying out the subsequent 

multiple paired comparisons (Siegel 1956 pp 184-193). Once the Kruskall Wallis test 

found a statistically significant difference, the Mann-Whitney U test was used to 

compare the mean ranks of pairs of unrelated samples (Field 2000 pp49-54, Jones & 

Byrant 1998 pp65-70). According to Bryman & Cramer (1997) the Mann-Whitney test 

is about 95% as powerful as the t test (i.e. the t test requires 5% fewer subjects to rqect a 

false null hypothesis) (pi45). 

Norris & Ortega (2000), amongst other social scientists (e.g. Fitz-Gibbon 2001, 

Rosenthal 1991, Glass, McGaw & Smith 1981) recommend using e9ect size as an 

indication of the magnitude of the effect of interventions. Cohen, Manion & Morrison 

(2000) and Hunter, Schmidt & Jackson (1982) provide introductions to effect sizes and 

were no signiGcant difkrences between the vaiiances. 
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their uses. They are a calculation of the difference in means between two groups in 

terms of the standard deviation. 

Effect size = ^mean of experimental group - mean of comparison group) 

pooled between-groups standard deviation 

This gives some indication of the size of any difference in impact of interventions, 

which, according to Fitz-Gibbon (1984) is often a more useful indicator in any evaluation 

of educational practices as it does not rely on some 'arbitrary' level of statistical 

significance. In addition, the calculation of the efkct size is essential if small scale 

studies are to contribute to a growing body of knowledge which can be synthesized using 

meta-analytic techniques e.g. Norris & Ortega (2000) (discussed in section 3.1.3). 

To date, Collentine (2004) is the only PI study to use this technique. Collentine uses the 

method of calculating e@ect size recommended in Norris & Ortega 2000 i.e. Cohen's 6̂  

(Cohen 1977). In this study, in line with Norris & Ortega (2000) and Collentine (2004), 

the pooled standard deviation was used as the denominator in the calculation of Cohen's 

d'̂ .̂ This reduces some of the sampling errw due to the relatively small sample size and 

lack of random selection (Norris & Ortega 2000 p443, Fitz-Gibbon 1984 pl39). 

Following Norris & Ortega's (2000) adaptation of Hunter & Schmidt (1990 p271): 

Pooled standard deviation = (ni-l)Si + (nz-1)S2 

(ni-l) + (n2-l) 

where n is the sample size of either group and S is the standard deviation of either group. 

The work of Norris & Ortega (2000) was used to establish 'benchmarks' on effect size 

for this study. They found that L2 instruction in particular language forms induced 

target-oriented gains of 0.96 standard deviation units (sdu) compared to a control group 

which did not have any exposure to the target form. When the control/comparison group 

was exposed to and interacted with materials in which the L2 forms were embedded they 

(as opposed to the control group's standard deviation, as recommended in Fitz-Gibbon 2001 and Glass, 
McGaw & Smith 1981). 
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found a mean effect size of 0.75 sdu. They conclude that these effects are 

"probabilistically rare" (p500). 

In this study, in order to eliminate the impact of differences between groups at pre test on 

effect sizes at post and dp tests (the comparison groups did not begin at 'exactly' the same 

baseline), the gains'*^ between the tests were used to calculate the efkct size between 

particular pairs of groups i.e.: 

(mean gain of PI - mean sain of ED 

pooled between-groups standard deviation of gain 

The efkct sizes of pre-post, of post-dp and of pre-dp test gains is presented for each 

measure. Three pairs of experimental groups were compared: the merged PI and EI 

groups and the PI and EI groups in classes A and B. In addition, the effect sizes of gains 

between pre and post tests in class A compared to class C were also calculated for 

reasons presented in chapters 5 and 6. 

3.9 Summary & original features of the study 

This chapter began with a review of carrying out educational experiments. It argued for 

a mixed-mode approach to carrying out experiments, including the analysis of process 

and attitude data. The second part of this chapter described the data collection 

procedures, the design and implementation of the quasi-experiment and the analysis 

procedures used. 

Drawing on chapters 1, 2 and 3, the first summary below (section 3.9.1) suggests features 

that have upon PI (and FonF/S) research to date in educational settings in terms 

of its generalisability, reliability and validity. The second summary (section 3 .9.2) 

suggests how this study has made a z/wgwe contribution to the PI and IP research agenda. 

There were a very few occasions where the diSerence between tests was not actually a gain but a slight 
loss, but for the sake of consistency and clarity the 'difkrence between tests' is re&rred to as 'gains'. 
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J. 9. J f g o A f w A f c A Aave Âe /Y (amf research ArwGffOM 

* PI had not previously been investigated in UK secondary schools 

* The learners are younger and are at an earlier stage of linguistic development than in 

other PI studies. 

» The experimental exposure was longer, and over a more extended period of t(me, 

than in other PI studies, more reflective of normal educational practice. 

* The range of linguistic features is broader than in previous studies, again ipore 

reflective of normal educational practice. 

» This is the 6rst study to explore the impact of PI on French verb inflections. Oth^r PI 

studies using French have looked at syntactic features. The only other PI research 

looking at verb inflections was a study of the (less redundant) Italian future and 

Spanish preterit tenses. 

* The time between the experimental intervention and the post and dp tests was longer 

than in other PI studies, and than in many other FonF/S studies. 

* The materials ensured that in the PI referential activities one language feature was 

compared with another to draw learners' attention to the meaning carried by this 

diKerence in form (several PI studies have failed to do this). 

* Satisfactory numbers of target feature tokens were elicited in semi-spontaneous oral 

production (unlike VanPatten & Sanz 1995 where, in any case, the comparison group 

had no exposure to the target f ^u re ) . 

* The e@ect size was calculated for each measure. 

* PI was compared to another input-based approach, which, amongst other objectives, 

will allow exploration of the principles of IP as operationalised by PI i.e. 'forced' 

detection of target features compared to 'incidental' detection. 

* Carrying out the study in two different classes (in diSerent schools) may help to 

develop our understanding of the role of different developmental stages in t];ie 

processing of input. 
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Both groups had identical EGI, reducing the number of potentially extraneous 

variables. 

Broad measures of language development were taken which included a range of 

performance conditions (e.g. different modes, modalities, levels of control). 

Data regarding the affective impact of the materials on teachers and learners has been 

collected. 
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Chapter 4 The Learning Contexts and Participants' Attitudes 

This chapter contains analyses of the data collected on the learning contexts and the 

attitudes of the learners and teachers to the intervention materials and French in 

general. Research question 4 is: "Do the same results obtain in learners from two 

similar classes from different schools?". Therefore, it was necessary to explore how 

the two experimental classes and the non-active control class compared to each other 

across a range of issues to assess the validity of the study e.g. to what extent was the 

experimental protocol adhered to?, Wiat was the extent and nature of contextual 

variation? More specifically, as it transpired that PI and EI had different impacts in 

each class (see chapters 5 and 6), it was of relevance to know whether these classes 

were substantially different in certain key aspects outside and within the experimental 

protocol e.g. general organisation and approach to the non-experimental teaching and 

grammar pedagogy, learners' interpretation and production of the target verb 

inflections at the outset, learners' and teachers' attitude to French and the 

experimental teaching materials. 

An analysis of the classroom contexts is provided in section 4.1. It presents 

'portraits' of the three classes involved in the study, before, during and after the 

intervention, as background to interpretation of the test results in chapters 5, 6 and 7. 

Section 4.2 presents statistical analyses of the pre test scores, in each of the measures, 

examining the comparability of the three classes at the outset\ Section 4.3 presents 

analyses of the attitude data i.e. the scores obtained from the Likert scale questions 

(completed at pre, post and delayed post test) and Ihe questionnaire data (completed 

by EI and PI learners after the experimental intervention). This data was required to 

assess whether one of the instructional types was favoured by the learners and/or 

teachers as this can aGFect the validity and reliability of findings from educational 

experiments (see section 3.1.2). 

' Section 3.3 and appendix 15 presents analysis showing that the experimental groups (merged PI and 
EI groups and the PI and EI grot^)s in classes A and B) were statistically similar at the outset. 
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4.1 Poiiraits of the lessons 

This section presents a portrait of the lessons in each of the three classes prior to, 

during and after the intervention. Descriptions of the actual experimental intervention 

activities (EI and PI) are very brief^ as they were described in detail in chapters 2 and 

3 and examples can be seen in appendices 12 and 13. Belbre Aese portraits are 

given, as many of these issues could be linked with departmental and whole-school 

pohcies and practices, there is a brief description of the environment outside the 

classroom in terms of matters such as schemes of work, departmental co-ordination 

and whole school policies regarding MFL learning in each school. 

The portraits are based on detailed observers' notes (for example see appendix 11), 

audio and some video recordings. Appendices 10 and 14 give details of the evidence 

collected. In addition, the diary I wrote during the study and the interview with 

teacher B at the start of the academic year have provided further material for these 

descriptions. 

These portraits give a general picture of how the three classes differed from each 

other, how Ae planned intervention compared to their normal instruction and the 

extent to which the target language features of this study figured in the lessons. An 

important aim was to indicate the expectations learners in each class probably had 

regarding the content, structure, demands and sequence of activities, and, in 

particular, their expectations of how formal accuracy is approached in MFL learning. 

The portraits are used in later chapters to suggest that contextual characteristics may 

oSer some explanation of why the test results presented diSerent patterns in the two 

diSerent schools. 

These aims motivated the choice of issues discussed, 'general classroom 

management', 'target language', 'error con-ection', 'resources & activity types' and 

'focus on the forms targeted by the experimental intervention'. 

These issues have their roots in both general 'effective teaching" literature and 
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'FonF/S'^ frameworks, though reference to speciGc frameworks or theories is not 

made as this is not within tlie objectives of this study. These portraits were not 

intended to provide a detailed analysis of the teaching and learning and it is 

acknowledged that, mainly due to their broad coverage of a range of issues, they 

cannot be used to assign causality between specific teaching and learning 

characteristics and the test results. 

On the whole, reference to indindual observation records is not included, due both to 

lack of space in the thesis and the fact that each aspect of the descriptions is derived 

from several sources. The only exception to this are the discussions regarding 'focus 

on the forms targeted by the experimental intervention', as it was important to provide 

more detailed information about how often the teaching outside the experimental 

conditions fbcussed on these target forms and the specific activities which this 

involved. 

Descriptions of language covered in the lessons usually adopt the terminology used 

by the teachers themselves, both to me and the learners, or by the text book or 

worksheets (with a few exceptions such as 'inflection', 'syntactic'). This is so that the 

portraits give a clearer picture of the pedagogical and theoretical &amework in which 

the teachers operated, consciously or unconsciously. 

Classes A and C were parallel 'top ability' year 9 classes in an 11-16 Language 

College. The school is re-^plying for this status. All pupils were obliged to study 

for GCSE French the year following this study, and this may have impacted on their 

motivation, though it is beyond the scope of this thesis to interpret this further. 

Departmental meetings were regular and peer observation was carried out, at least 

once a year for all teachers, by the two senior teachers in the department (one of 

whom was teacher A). I was aware that there was considerable communication 

between the teachers in the MFL department regarding lesson plans and resources. 

There were across year tests in years 7, 8 and 9. The school employed a French 

assistant and there was an MFL computer suite. 

" As defined in chapter 1, this re&rs to any implicit or explicit, reactive or proactive, attempt to focus 
learners' attention on speciAc language items, including metalinguistic description and error coirection 
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Class B was a 'top abilit)"' year 9 class in an 11-18 girls' school. Pupils were not 

obliged to take GCSE French the following year - seven of the twenty-seven learners 

in this study chose to continue to study French in year 10, and this may have 

impacted on the motivation of the learners. Departmental meetings were fairly 

regular. I was not aware of peer observations occurring at any time within the 

department. 

Teacher A participated in a collaborative action research project in the year prior to 

this study (researching the teaching and learning of knowledge and use of German 

verbs to year 7 pupils). Reports on the action research oSer insights into her 

approach to grammar pedagogy^ and they provide references to observations carried 

out by others (university, Ofsted and school-based colleagues) which constitute 

additional testimony to many of the characteristics described below. I was aware that 

the head of department viewed teacher A as a very reliable and effective teacher. 

a) f n o r fo a W f/ze / v e 

As mmtioned in section 3 .2.4, most of the learners in class A (and class C) 

participated in a collaborative action research project on grammar pedagogy for Gve 

months in the year before this study, though with another teacher. I was involved in 

all stages of this project as a research assistant. The learning experience they had is 

fully documented in the teachers' project report^. The linguistic focus was present 

and perfect tense verb inflections, though a broader range of inflections was included 

in the teaching and test materials than in this study. A wide range of FonF/S'^ 

techniques were used (for example, see ^pendices l a & b). There was a great deal 

of paradigmatic output practice in short pairwork and teacher fronted Q&A pattern 

practice, as well as a Sequent reactive focus on forms via a variety of error correction 

strategies. Some of the listening activities in the pre and post test resembled PI 

materials in that they required learners to attend to the inflection in order to indicate 

the referent or the tense. This st)de of activity was also practised at least once. There 

was no attempt to disguise the linguistic objectives of the tests. 

strategies. 
^ To maintain anonyniity, these cannot be referenced. They are available if requested. 
^ As defined in section 1.3.1, a mix of Focus on Form and Forms techniques. 
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The following descriptions refer to observations carried out for the current study. 

The m^ority of lessons began within a couple of minutes of the ofScial starting time. 

In general pupils would have out on their desk the necessary equipment, and would 

be seated chatting quietly to their neighbours. During whole class work the teacher 

stood at the &ont in the middle of the class and, with her eye and head movements, 

addressed aU learners in the room. She usually spoke very quietly in fairly low tones 

and the atmosphere was generally very calm. She moved up and down the central 

aisle several times during most lessons and would circulate amongst individuals 

during individual, pair or group work. Routines were usually strictly adhered to e.g. 

the pupils were required to sit in the same place every lesson, the four learners who 

came from a 'middle ability' year 8 class were each seated between pupils who came 

from the 'top sef year 8 group, the teachers' questions usually required learners to 

volunteer answers, pupils would raise their hand and wait until the teacher had 

solicited their response. On most occasions, the teacher repeated the learners' correct 

respoiKe. Meanwhile the other pupils remained quiet and, ^parmtly, attentive. 

Individual, pair and group work was carried out several times during the observations. 

After pair or group work, the whole class would go over the work, usually by 

listening to the work of a few volunteers. There was little fidgeting or oG-task 

behaviour whilst the teacher was talking, though a little more from a few pupils 

during pair or group work. In general there was tight control over discipline during 

the lessons. The teacher carried out a few very minor discipline procedures. 

Con^leted homework was almost always worked over together in class and 

sometimes it was handed in to the teacher and returned marked either the next or the 

following lesson. The teacher sometimes made comments to individuals during the 

lesson regarding missing work, giving the impression that she was monitoring the 

completaiess of work in pupils' exercise books. 

The teacher gave the impression of having very clear targets about \\iiat learners 

should be achieving in each lesson and also over a longer period of time, in terms of 

pages to be covered in the text book (for vocabulary and phrase learning) and in terms 
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of grammar structures. The moping of these aims onto activities completed in class 

and at home was clear i.e. the broader targets were realised through speciGc activities. 

She designed the scheme of work for all learners of French in year 9 and it was 

possible to match the work done in class with these schemes. In almost every lesson 

the teacher wrote "Aims for today" on the blackboard and would sometimes direct 

pupils' attention to these. 

Pupils were expected to communicate in French with each oAer and with the teacher 

during the learning activities where practising the language itself was the objective, 

and as noted above, time during the lessons was usually on task. There was very li#le 

use of French for classroom management and, in terms of IP theory, comprehension 

of verb inflections was never necessary for learners to understand instructions. 

Error corrgcOom 

An incorrect oral response in class was usually corrected by the teacher using a range 

of strategies. She would often engage in a metalinguistic discussion in English 

regarding the error, and if the pupil in question could not resolve the problem, other 

pupils were asked to contribute. Teacher A's planning was such that errors were 

&equently pre-empted by phrases such as 'now what do you have to remember here?' 

'remember what we were saying last lesson about...'. Models of the expected target-

like language were nearly always given to the learners before they would be given the 

opportunity to use it (perhaps by substituting lexical items). These measures meant 

that error-correction and metalinguistic discussion were frequently proactive. 

acfzvzYy 

Many of the activities were &om the text book McNab (1994). The activities were 

sometimes adapted a little and supplemented with notes on the board and/or whole 

class oral practice using flash cards or model dialogues for rehearsal. Worksheets 

were given to the pupils only occasionally. Usually activities used &om the text book 

emphasised the function of Gxed phrases. Listening and reading activities required 

learners to focus on lexical items. Speaking and production activities generally 

required accuracy. Most lessons involved some, 6irly limited, reactive 

metalinguistic discussion/explanation, led by the teacher. However, several lessons 
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had a proactive focus on form objective and these usually involved a small number of 

forms in the activities and discussions. Occasionally more than one whole paradigm 

was covered. Approximately once every fortnight the Foreign Language Assistant 

(FLA) took small groups of learners out of the lesson, usually in order to rehearse 

planned Q&A routines. The learners used the IT suite twice before the pre tests -

both times for word processing some work they had already planned or handwritten. 

A few of the lessons prior to the pretests involved a considerable amount of focus on 

the 'forms targeted by the experimental intervention' (henceforth, 'target forms' or 

'target features') - 1 7 Sept, 5 , 1 0 & 24 Oct. The first two of these involved learners' 

production of present tense verb inflections and the second two the production of 

perfect tense constructions. However, in between and during each of these lessons 

there were other objectives e.g. one of the lessons focussing on the perfect tense (Î ^ 

& 3̂ ^ person singular, avoir, etre and irregular verbs) also involved practising a range 

of 6xed phrases in order to arrange to go out (e.g. on pourrait, est-ce que...), 

following the structure suggested in McNab (1994) pp 16-26. On 24 Oct the FLA 

took out groups of about 6 learners to practise perfect tense verbs. A dice was used 

where shaking a 1 elicited Grst person singular inflections, a 2 2"^ person singular etc. 

When six (of the eight) narrative level oral pre tests were being carried out vyith 

learners 6 o m this class, the ongoing lesson from Wiich learners came involved 

explicit grammar presentation and revision practice on the perfect tense, though 

further details are not known. It was noted that some learners seemed to pause before 

or during their productions for longer than in subsequent tests and more than learners 

in other classes. However, no systematic measurement was taken of this. It is 

pointed out that any effect this may have had on pretest scores is likely to have 

affected both PI and EI learners alike. 

During mrerveMfYOM 

All the PI and EI activities were completed in every session, except on one occasion 

when the last EI activity out of 6 was not done. I believe that teacher A read through 

all the intervention materials prior to using them (e.g. she made comments prior to the 

activities). Teacher A adhered very closely to the guidelines I pronded for carrying 
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out the PI and EI materials. The arrangements for the intervention (e.g. for rooms and 

equipment) were carried out smoothly every lesson. 

For administrative reasons, there were two lessons and four parts of lessons where the 

teaching was not part of the experimental intervention From observation records, 

teachers' comments and lesson plan notes, it is known that these lessons did not 

involve any proactive FonF/S concerning the present and perfect tenses. 

The general classroom management style described above was maintained between 

the post and dp test. 

The programme of work centred on the teaching of the imperfect tmse and 

contrasting its use wiA the perfect tense. There were many examples of 

metalinguistic discussions around the formation of the imperfect inflections in a wide 

range of regular (er, ir, and re) and irregular verbs. Many of the activities involved 

some kind of written translation, and, for interpreting the French, there was almost 

always a possibility for learners to use some cue other than the intended verb 

inflections (e.g. by using 'pendant que' as a lexical cue or by noticing the lexical 

semantics of the verb). Two lessons (with no observ ation records but according to 

self report &om the teacher and the worksheets used) consisted entirely of explicit 

FonFs. The first lesson provided a description of the formation of the 3 regular 

present tense paradigms and the perfect tense including the 3 regular past participle 

formations and both avoir and etre verbs. The learners also had about 10 minutes to 

translate 16 sentences into French. 8 labelled 'le present' and 8 labelled 'le pass6 

compose'. The teacher then read out the correct French translations. The second 

lesson consisted of a similar approach for the imperfect tense and ways of expressing 

the future without the fiiture tense. Throughout the lessons between post and dp test 

there was a hea^y emphasis on written production On the rare occasions where 

listening and reading work were carried out, learners' attention was directed to lexical 

items. 



134 

4 7 . J ^ 

Almost all of ± e learners in class B were also taught by teacher B the year before this 

study. However, these descriptions are based solely on observations carried out for 

the current study. I was aware that the head of department was pleased with the 

objectives that teacher B set, the enthusiasm she brought to the planning process, the 

energy she conveyed in lessons and her apparent popularit}^ with pupils. 

The m^ority of lessons began at least 10 minutes after the official starting time, 

during vvtich time pupils arrived, chatted to their friends and stood around the 

classroom. During Wiole class work teacher B stood at the front to the left/middle of 

the room She almost always spoke loudly or very loudly and the atmosphere was 

usually very animated, the teacher sometimes banging the table in &ont of her to get 

pupils' attention. Occasionally, teacher B moved along the rows of pupils, paying 

attention to individuals and small groups. Some pupils were more difRcult to reach 

as there was no central aisle and a few pupils on the back row would not often 

interact with the teacher. Individual, pair and group work was carried out several 

times during the observations, with considerable on-task interaction between the 

pupils. 

Classroom routines were not used systematically e.g. generally the pupils sat where 

they liked; homework was given frequently but often explained after the lesson bell 

had rung and many pupils' attention was elsewhere; I was not aware of systematic 

procedures to pursue incomplete class and home work^; although the queries Wiich 

pupils shouted out were often not relevant to the task in hand, the teacher almost 

always responded to the query. During Q & A sessions, most often pupils would call 

out an answer whilst or v\dthout raising a hand. Teacher B often answered her own 

questions. While the teacher talked to the whole class, there was frequently 

considerable chat and fidgeting amongst groups of pupils. There was often apparent 

confusion amongst the pupils over criteria to be used for marking their o^m work. 

^ though a frequent general instruction in lessons 'A'as to do/redo/complete homework 



135 

Teacher B had broad, communicative / functional / task-based objectives, based on 

planning and carr)ing out a visit to France which, the pupils were told, would happen 

at the end of year 9. She expressed the aims of each lesson to the learners in terms of 

which worksheets or specific tasks (e.g. a letter to the tourist information ofRce) had 

to be finished. This sometimes implicitly involved a particular set of vocabulary or 

phrases. However, teacher B's objectives rarely manifested themselves in specific 

sets of morphosyntax to be learnt via a thread of activities. 

Tbrggf /oMgwagg 

Pupils were expected to use French at moments where practising the language itself 

was the objective. Some classroom management was carried out in the target 

language and there were several incidents where the teacher used French in order to 

respond to pupil queries. However, the French used was not usually essential to the 

actual message and, in terms of IP theory, comprehension of verb inflections was 

never necessary for learners to understand classroom events. 

The teacher very Aequently gave out worksheets which were taken from a range of 

sources. Text books were never used in the lessons. Most pupils had a vocabulary 

book, and some pupils had written a few words in it. On two occasions the class 

worked in the IT suite, searching for tourist information via a website they were 

directed to. There was a strong emphasis on written work and on written and spoken 

accuracy. Reading and listening activities usually required learners' attention to be 

focussed on lexical items and phrases with fixed transactional functions. Teacher B 

carried out one gap Ell reading activity which she said was to train the learners to 

realise that knowing the "grammatical category" of word/s was necessary for such 

activities. However, the activity could actually be done by relying on semantic cues 

and so the assignation of grammatical categories became a general cognitive activity, 

vyith little or no relation to meaning. Teacher B frequently referred to mnemonics 

intended to remind pupils of a grammatical 'rule'. She also relied heavily on making 

notes on the board, often covering it with notes, diagrams and phrases. 
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Error correcn'oM 

Error correction was Sequent, boA in written and oral work. The teacher would tend 

to provide an explicit commentary in English, including metalinguistic explanations, 

translation, transliteration and mnemonics, when learners produced non-target-like 

language. Learners were usually expected to produce one or two words, rarely full 

sentences, in &ont of the class. The teacher would usually repeat correct responses. 

Incorrect responses were usually corrected in some way, often by repeating the 

question until a learner called out the right answer or the teacher provided a recast. 

The observation records suggest that there was very little, if any, teaching of the 

target features prior to the pre tests. The lessons were mainly driven by topic and/or 

functional language and at the start of most lessons teacher B began with fairly 

communicative goals. However, a wide range of grammatical features were 

discussed in lessons. Some of these appeared to be incorporated proactively and were 

presented didactically: prepositions (en face de, A^cote de), isolated forms of particles 

with determiners (du, au, de 1', d'un), question formation and modal verbs + 

inGnitives. The vast m^ority of explicit grammar discussions arose reactively. 

Teacher B was frequently distracted 6 o m initial goals into quite complex 

form/function explanations in English and Aom checking comprehension of one 

grammatical explanation to providing another. 

There was fairly extensive usage by the teacher of metalinguistic terminology, 

including^!"'' clause', 'subject', 'conditional', 'article', 'negation', 'imperfect'. Pupil use 

of these terms was usually inaccurate, or speared to be a 'trial and error' hsting of 

terms. Sometimes pupils asked each other or the teacher what they meant after the 

terms had been used. 

All the PI and EI activities were carried out, except that two EI activities (in different 

units) were not completed by all pupils. In the first two units, teacher B imposed her 

teaching style a little on the materials i.e. expanded the EGI and provided fuller 

explanations when checking the responses at the start of the PI referential activities. 

She then adhered more closely to the guidelines. 
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Class B had one entire lesson and two slots of about 25 minutes with no experimental 

intervention. In these lessons, the activities were carried out with a non-specialist 

teacher (as teacher B was absent) and they did not involve any FonF/S on the target 

features. 

The characteristics of the lessons remained similar to those described prior to the pre 

test. 

The lessons were topic and task driven, with chunks of language and their English 

equivalents being presented to and then used by the learners in order to perform 

certain fimctions related to eating in a restaurant. First learners worked on lexical 

items on menus in reading and writing tasks, and then they wrote a text message to a 

French friend inviting them to a restaurant. The m^or task during this period was to 

prepare (i.e. write down and rehearse during several lessons) a role play in a caK, 

following a model with key phrases provided (including the verb). The role plays 

were then performed over two lessons, one of which I observed. The learners either 

read their script or had memorised it. Finally, they wrote a letter to a fhend 

describing what the meal was like (following a template letter). The two last 

activities involved the teacher providing an explanation of the formation and use of 

the imperfect tense and some learners used a couple of Gxed phrases in the imperfect 

in their written and oral work. Towards the end of this period the pupils worked 

individually or in small groups through several GCSE role plays (i.e. prepared their 

responses in writing) and two GCSE foundation reading papers. In addition, some 

worksheets (reading and writing tasks) on the topic of'buying presents' were 

completed. 

During this time, the observation notes and comments from teacher B show that 

specific teaching of the present or perfect tenses did not feature in the lessons. 

As described in section 3.2.2, class C had three teachers during the course of this 

study: for 3 lessons per fortnight they had teacher C then teacher D (after the post 
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this portrait refers to f/ze fgacAer wAo fAe TMo/onfy o/"/egMna ie . teacher C then 

teacher D. 

f r /or fo 0?%/ i^wn/ig 

As described in sections 3.2.4 and 4.1.2, almost all of the learners in class C had, in 

the previous year, received extensive FonF/S instruction regarding presait and par&ct 

tense verb inflections over a period of Sve months (as received, by a parallel class that 

was participating in an action research project). 

The following descriptions refer to observations carried out 5)r the current study. 

The m^ority of lessons began about 6ve minutes after the oSicial starting time, 

though this varied considerably. As pupils entered thg; would generally get out the 

necessary equipment and chat quietly to their Mends. During wto le class work the 

teadier stood at the 6ont in the middle of the class and would usually move up and 

down the two aisles to monitor individual and group work. The atmosphere was 

generally quite calm t h o u ^ it could be very lively at tioKS. Routines were fmrly 

strictly adhered to e g. the pupils sat in the same place every lesson; there was a 

register routine in most lessons where learners had to provide a phrase linked with the 

current topic when their name was called out (e.g. on peut + inGnitive); the teachers' 

questions usually required learners to volunteer answers (occasionally she would 

name individuals who had not volunteered) and pupils would generally raise their 

hand and wait until the teacher had solicited their response. Pupils were usually 

required to say one or two words in response to the teachers' questions, thoug)i 

occasionally they had to use a ^ o l e phrase, particularly vdien carrying out the 

register routine dacribed. above. There was a little 5dgedng and o@-task chat v^tilst 

the teacher or other piqiils were talking. Individual, pair and groi^ activities were 

carried out several times during the observations and pupils generally worked 

conscientiously. After pair or groiq) work, the whole class would go over;the work, 

usually by listening to the work of a few volunteers. 

The teacher gave the impression of having clear targets each lesson in terms of 

activities and pages to be covered in the text book 6)r vocabulary and phrase learning. 
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Occasionally teacher C had nx)re grammatical targets (e.g. paradigms of tenses). 

Usually the teacher wrote "AioB 5)r today" on the blackboard and she would 

sometimes direct pupils' attention to them. 

Homework was usually set from the text book e g. true / 61se exa-cises, matching 

beginnings and endings of sentences, and was usually pursued in some way. 

The target language w ^ more prominmt in ihe teacher's management talk than in the 

other two classes. Pupils were expected to communicate with each other in French 

during activities where practising the language itself was the objective and also to ask 

permission to take ofTtheir blazer, and occasionally for one or two otha: classroom 

requests. The majority of teadier E's management talk was in English With both 

teachers learners did not often have to understand the French in order to respond or 

carry out the activity (other cues could be used such as context, parahnguistic 

features, or peer or teacher translation or modelling). A typical feature of both 

teachers" talk was a matrix of English sentences with a few key nouns in French, 

particularly cognates, hi terms of IP theory, it was rarely if ever essential to 

und^^tand the meaning of verb inflections in order to understand the message. 

Error correc/zoM 

Oral error correction was not a very prominent feature of the lessons with teacher C, 

though nK)re so with teacher E. Teacher C rarely gave an exphcit correction and 

explanation of the error, though this was more common with teacher E. With both 

teadiers, most oral and written production was based around 6xed phrases with 

'replace the slot' type responses, and this probably reduced the amount of non-target 

like language produced. 

& acAvzfy 

The teaching was generally driven by the topics and some of the grammatical 

structures suggested in the text book McNab (1994). One of the main topics was 'the 

enviroimient', including descriptions of seasons, global environmental problems and 

what the pupils did or should do to protect their environment. The activities were 

sometimes adapted a little and supplemented with notes on the board or worksheets. 
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Usually the materials presented fixed phrases and provided activities which 

eirg)hasised their function. Speaking and production activities generally required-

accuracy in terms of verb inflections and were based on models given to the learners 

e.g. drawing a poster about environmental protection with an imperative instruction, 

copied f rom a range of phrases provided. Production activities occupied most of 

class time and homework activities. Listening and reading activities required leathers 

to demonstrate their understanding of lexical items. There was relatively little 

metalinguistic discussion/explanation. Approximately once every 6rtnight the^ 

Foreign Language Assistant (FLA) took small groups of learners out of the lesson, 

usually in order to rehearse planned Q&A routines. 

There was some proactive and reactive FonF/S teaching, some of which involved the 

target Matures in this study. Forms that received proactive 5)cus were present 

imperative vous 5)rm of verb, verb (peut, il faut) + inGnitive, je + pr^ent verb, and a 

wide range of perfect tense inflections. Two lessons in particular involved a 

considerable amount of proactive 6)cus on the target &rms - 7 December (not 

observed) and 12 December (observed). On 7 December, teacher C leA some cover 

work involving worksheets v*ich required the written production of the perfect tense. 

On 12 December, the 6rst 15 minutes aimed to gaierate conceptual thinking 

regarding the uses of avoir and etre, by asking pupils what 'ideas/things' could be 

expressed using avoir and etre e.g. nationality, personality. The learners then had to 

underline avoir and etre verbs in a passage wrrttai in the presait, be&re carrying out 

a dictation about a weekend routine in the present tense. They were then asked to 

transform this into the perfect tense, which the whole class carried out together, some 

pupils referring back to notes made the previous year. The teacher briefly reminded 

the learners of the mnemonic 'MRVANSTRAMPED' for deciding when to use etre 

in the perfect taise. The writing was conq)leted for homework. Teacher C told nK 

that this work was to prepare 5)r some writing, A e foDowing lesson, in the perfW 

teise using both avoir and Btre as auxiliaries, which would be assessed using National 

Curriculum criteria. 
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The description above remains relevant for the lessons observed during the 

intervention, in terms of classroom management, use of target language and activity 

type. The lessons continued to be driven mainly by the topics and activities presented 

in the text book. The topics covered were: parts of the body, illness, teenage 

problems, food hkes & dislikes, healthy eating, sports, describing personalities, at the 

campsite and describing one's school bag. As can be seen from McNab (1994) pp 54-

84, a wide range of vocabulary and functional phrases was involved during these 

activities (and one lesson contained some explicit teaching and mechanical written 

practice on the use of particles with determiners e.g. du, des). However, there was no 

focus on the target forms between the pre and post tests. 

The general classroom management (e.g. time on task) remained broadly similar to 

the description above for teacher C. One slight difference was that teacher D wrote 

the aims for Ae lesson on the board more frequently than teacher C. Also, teacher D 

did not continue the 'register routine' where pupils would practise a structure / phrase 

after their names had been called. Teacher D engaged in a few more "naturalistic' 

question and answer sessions with the pupils in the target language, where learners 

were not told in advance the meaning of the teachers' questions and were not given a 

model answer. Teacher D used more target language than the other teachers, for 

instructions and whole class question and answer sessions. 

Error correction was a more prominent feature of teacher D's lessons than teacher C's. 

Teacher D was more willing to let pupils try to produce language for which they have 

no model, which elicited more non-target-like language than in teacher A and C's 

lessons. Teacher D used a range of error correction strategies, for example recasting 

or, more implicitly, repeating the error with raised intonation. She did not often 

insist that the learner articulate the correct form 

The text book continued to lead the planning of vocabulary and grammatical 

structures. Topics covered this term included freetime, holidays, clothes and prices 

(including a 'fashion show' where pupils brought in different clothes and their friends 

described what they were wearing). 
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Teacher E had three lessons with class C between post and dp test. One included a 

grammar practice worksheet filing in blanks with 'du% 'des% 'de la% another a 

narrative in the perfect tense describing some holiday's where pupils had to correct 

person and number errors in the verbs that were underlined; and the third, in the IT 

suite, where learners had to find information regarding the profiles of various football 

stars from the internet, coinciding with the World Cup. 

With all teachers reading and listening tasks always fbcussed learners' attention on 

lexical items (including during the FonF/S activities described below). There were 

very few, if any, moments in the lessons where the tasks were such that (intentionally 

or not) learners Aaaf to attend to the target features of form in order to complete the 

task. 

Between the post and dp test there was a considerable amount of FonF/S. This 

included the syntax and agreement of adjectives and future expressions using 'aller\ 

Most relevant to this study is that a considerable amount of class and homework time 

was given to learning the perfect and, to a lesser extent, imperfect tenses. The 

emphasis was on written production, though some oral production, of 'avoir' and 

'etre' regular and irregular verbs in the perfect tense. In one reading activity learners 

had to underhne verbs that were in the perfect tense (for this, they could look for 

specific forms without attaching meaning to them). Another reading activity asked 

learners to pick out, &om a vyritten narrative, the French for some English past tense 

phrases (and this could be done by finding the relevant verb stem or temporal 

adverb). There were no taped listening activities. Teachers D and E and the FLA 

said a few sentences to the learners in the perfect tense. The reading and listening 

activities did not resemble PI activities: the interpretation of the verb inflections, in 

terms of the tense, person or number, was rarely essential to the task. The exceptions 

were when the teacher directed learners' attention to a written verb (ending in 'ez') 

and asked "am I talking to one of you or all of you?" and, on another occasion, the 

teacher said "[the FLA] va chanter - what tense?" and "nous allons 6couter - what 

tense?". These bear some resemblance to referential PI activities, as the learners 

probably listened to verb inflections in order to get the required information, although 

it is possible that they were able to guess from contextual clues. 
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4 7. J Af/Mwiary forA-a;!!; f̂ Ae /eMom^ 

One of the aspects of the lesson portraits most relevant to this study was whether and 

how the target features in ± i s study occurred in ± e lessons. The following is a 

summaiy of this for each class^. 

Class A; considerable FonF/S (extensive in the previous year) 

Class B: no FonF/S (some in the previous year) 

Class C. some FonF/S (extensive in the previous year) 

Classes A and B: no FonF/S outside the experimental protocol 

Class C: negligible FonF/S 

jggfwggM a W fgj'fj 

Classes A and C. extensive FonF/S (for perfect taise) 

Class B: no FonF/S 

This suggests that the experimental design had reasonable internal validity in that in 

classes A, B and C any differences found between the pre and post test are likely to 

be due to the experimental protocol (i.e. PI and EI in classes A and B and no FonF/S 

in the non-active control class C). 

Between the post and dp tests, in classes A and C, any learning gains (or apparent 

maintenance of gains made between pre and post tests), may be due to the FonF/S 

received in lessons with their class teachers. In class B any gains made, or 

maintained from post test, are unlikely to be due to lessons after the post test, as there 

was no FonF/S once the experimental intervention had Snished. They are therefore 

most likely due to the experimental intervention (PI and/or EI). 

The portraits also implied that classes A and C may have better metalinguistic 

knowledge of the target structures than learners in class B, although this is a fairly 

impressionistic judgement based on observations of the lessons prior to the pre test 

and data from the action research project. 

' In this summar}', FonF/S refers to the target forms 
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The lesson observations indicated that the learners had not been exposed to 

instruction resembling PI before this study. It was suggested that listening and 

reading activities rarely, if ever, required learners to interpret the meaning of 

language items of low communicative value such as verb inflections. 

These portraits have suggested that learners in class B are less accustomed to tightly 

planned sequences of activities based around a small set of grammatical features. 

Class B learners are more accustomed to lessons based around functional tasks (e.g. 

writing a letter to a tourist ofBce), where most key phrases are provided for them, and 

a wide range of language features may be discussed reactively at any point in the 

lesson. In contrast, learners in class A and (pahaps to a lesser extent) class C are 

accustomed to class teaching and research projects in which a small set of 

grammatical features are Ae explicit focus of an intensive sequence of activities. It is 

considered that these learners are more hkely than learners in class B to expect 

activities to be structured so that a few language features are made salient (in some 

proactive way) with the aim of the pupils attending to them and being asked / tested 

about them by the teacher or subsequent activities/tests. Henceforth, this is referred 

to as an 'ethos of teaching and testing grammar'. 

4.2 Assessing the similarity of the classes at the outset 

It was important to see vAether the different classes were comparable at the outset in 

terms of the pre test scores in aU measures: listening, reading, writing and speaking 

(see sections 3.6 and 3.8 for descriptions). Oneway ANOVAs and post hoc tests were 

carried out on the pre test data in order to ascertain the statistical significance of any 

initial diSerences between the classes^. The results of the ANOVA and post hoc tests 

are presented in tables 4.1 and 4.2 respectively. It is acknowledged that two of the 

conditions required for these tests were not met: the variances of the different classes 

and groups were not equal except for the speaking pre test scores (according to 

Levene's test, see section 3 .8 .5 and appendix 32) and some of the sample distributions 

could not be considered normal (see chapters 5 and 6 and ^pendix 29). Non-

parametric tests were therefore also carried out (Kruskall Wallis and Mann-Whitney 

' See section 3 .8.5 for a description of these tests. The post hoc tests used the Games Howell 
adjustment for multiple comparisons as the variances and sample sizes were unequal, except for the 
speaking test scores where the Sidak adjustment was used as variances were equal and this correction 
has good control over the Type I error rate (Field 2000 p276). 
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U tests, see section 3.8.6 for a description). However, as they produced similar 

findings to the parametric tests, only the parametric tests are presented here^. Non-

parametric tests were carried out for the speaking test results for the additional reason 

that the n was small. One aspect of this analysis differed from the parametric test 

results and is presented below. 

Pre tesi 
measure 

Sum 01 
Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

f Sig. 

Listening Between Groups 1804.962 2 902.481 5.000 .009 
Within Groups 14801.808 82 180.510 

Total 16606.769 84 
Reading Between Groups 11494.584 2 5747.292 24.242 .000 

Within Groups 19440.364 82 237.078 
Total 30934.948 84 

Writing Between Groups 8641.937 2 4320.969 13.444 .000 
Within Groups 26355.066 82 321.403 

Total 34997.003 84 
Speaking Between Groups 764.400 2 382.200 2.106 .133 

Within Groups 8346.332 46 181.442 
Total 9110.732 48 

cZoj'.ygj-

Pi% tesi 
measure 

Mean 
Difference 

Std 
Erroi 

Sig 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Pi% tesi 
measure 

(I) 
CLASS 

(J) 
CLASS 

(I-J) Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Listening A B 10.7420 3.70609 .016 1.7535 19.7304 
A C 1.9155 3.92302 .877 -7.5603 1 11.3912 
C B 8.8265 2.99242 .013 1.6151 16.0379 

Reading A B 24.7189 3.63686 .000 15.8451 33.5927 
C A .4937 4.68694 .994 -10.7907 11.7782 
c B ^ 25.2127 3.63897 .000 16.3575 34.0678 

Writing A B 14.6718 3.54402 .001 6.0220 23.3216 
A C -10.1864 5.44245 .157 -23.3068 2.9340 
B C -24.8582 4.55761 .000 -36.0178 -13.6985 

Speaking A B 5.0915 4.69182 .632 -6.5339 16.7169 
A C -4.5262 4.76238 .721 -16.3264 7.2740 
B c -9.6177 4.69182 .132 -21.2431 2.0077 

a// meoj'u/'g.y m 

See appendix 27 for the aon-paramethc tests 
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It was found that, for all measures except the speaking, the differences at pre test 

found by the ANOVA were due to di@erences between classes A and B and between 

classes C and B: class B started from a statistically significantly lower baseline score 

than the other two classes and classes A and C had the same (statistically speaking) 

pre test scores. 

Although the ANOVA found no statistically significant diSerences between the 

classes at pre test in the speaking scores, post hoc tests were carried out to explore the 

data for trends. A one-tailed test of the hypothesis that class C's scores were 

statistically significantly higher than class B's found that the difference was 

approaching significance at the 95% confidence level (p=0.66). In support of this, 

the Mann Whitney U test found that class C had a statistically significantly higher 

speaking pre test score than class B, (81.000, Wilcoxon W 234.000, Z -1.982, 

p=0.025). It is noted that this is the only measure where there are no statistically 

significant diSerences between classes A and B, and where a two-tailed test is not 

sensitive enough to register a statistically significant di@erence between classes B and 

C. These findings for the oral production measure are pediaps indicative of the fact 

that verbal inflection in oral performance is usually late to develop compared to other 

measures. 

This analysis has suggested that classes A and C were from the same population at 

the outset of the study, reinforcing the fact that class C's scores are a useful 

con]{)arison for class A's scores, at least between pre and post test where there was 

negligible FonF/S on the target features in class C 

This analysis has also shown that class B was probably from a diSerent population to 

classes A and C at the outset in terms of aural and written interpretation of and 

written prpduption of verb inflections, despite being 6 o m a similar general 

educational stage and establishment. This suggests that this study will provide some 

underst^ding of possibly differential impacts of PI and EI at different developmental 

stages. It has also sugg%te(^ that to aisure that initial differences between class B and 

the other two (jasses did not a ^ c t the analysis of all the data together, additional 

analyses should be carried out for each measure (see chapters 5 and 6 and ^pmdices 
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33 and 34) First, analyses were conducted on the two intervention 

classes (A and B). Second, analyses were carried out on classes A and B together but 

without class C, as it was not directly necessary for the comparison of PI with EI 

(and, as shown in section 3.3, it was not comparable with the PI and EI merged 

groups at Ae outset). Third, analyses were conducted on the made by different 

groups and classes of learners between each pair of tests (in addition to analyses of 

the actual scores). 

43 Analysing the attitude data' 

An analysis of the attitude data was necessary to explore whether the learners and 

teachers preferred one instructional approach (PI, EI or class C) to another. This will 

contribute to our understanding of whether the pattern of results in the achievement 

tests were correlated with any pattern of reported preferences, depmdent on, for 

example, class or instructional groupings. Such a correlation could imply that 

'motivation' (pupils' and or teachers) may have contributed to any influence PI and 

EI had on the learners' test scores. Three sets of data are used in this section: Likert 

scales administered after each set of tests, questionnaires administered to PI and EI 

learners just before the post tests, and semi-structured interviews with the teachers 

following the post tests (see chapter 3 for details of the collection of this data). 

The two short Likert scale questions were used to give a very broad indication of the 

attitudes of the learners towards French and whether these changed to a m^or extent 

during the intervention and between the post and delayed post test. It is 

acknowledged that many factors could cause a diange in expressed preferaices of a 

subject and percq)tion of difficulty. For example, in class C, there was a change of 

teadier after the post test; in school 2 French was not an obligatory subject in year 10. 

The purpose of the data ehcitation was to confirm that there had been no marked 

change which correlated with experimental instructional type (EI or PI). 

^ As the experimental groups were equivalent at the outset (section 3.3 and appendix 15 show how the 
randomised matched pairs sampling produced homogenous groups) an analysis of all three classes 
together was valid. It was necessary to include class as a (actor to explore its influence on the impact 
of PI and EI in different classes. 
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One set of Likert scales (appendix 25) asked learners to rate their preference for 

French compared to other subjects according to 5 phrases with the 6rst saying French 

was the favourite and the EAh saying it was the least favourite. The other set asked 

them to rate the difficulty of French compared to other subjects, with the first phrase 

saying French was the most difficult and the Gfth phrase saying they found it the least 

diKcult. The results are presented in tables 4.3 and 4.4. 

Data &om Likert scales can be analysed as categorical, rank-ordered, or continuous 

scale data (Brown 1988, Hatch & Lazaraton 1991). These would entail, respectively, 

chi square, another non-parametric test (such as Friedman or Wilcoxon signed ranks 

test) or parametric tests (such as t tests or ANOVAs). The Friedman and Wilcoxon 

tests were most suitable for analysing this data^ .̂ Both these tests are 'assumption 

Aee' in that they do not require normally distributed data and can be used with ranked 

data (see 3.8.6 for a description of these tests). 

Chi square tests require that each subject only contributes to one cell (i.e. not repeated measures) and 
that the expected frequency in all cells is above 5 (see Field 2000 p66-9 and Jones & Byrant 1998 
p62). However, this data was repeated measures (each subject had 3 measures) and, even with merged 
categories (e.g. making one category out of learners who selected either phrase 1 or 2), some of the 
cells in some of the analyses fell below 5. The t tests and ANOVAs require inten'al data and for it to 
be normallv distributed - neither of these conditions were met by this data'". 



149 

/eommg y^g^cA fo o/Aer j'w^ecA 

Tesi Grouping 1 
(favouiite 

2 3 4 5 
(least 

favourite) 

total Mean Std. Dev. 

Pr( Overall 1 16 38 21 6 82 3.18 0.88 
Pos Overall 0 23 34 21 8 86 3.16 0.93 

Df Overall 0 14 27 25 10 76 3.41 0.94 

Pre Class A 0 7 14 5 0 26 2.92 0.69 
Class B 0 3 9 9 6 27 3.67 0.96 
Class C 1 6 15 7 0 29 2.97 0.78 

Posi Class A 0 12 12 5 0 29 2.76 0.74 
Class B 0 5 6 8 8 27 3.70 1.10 
Class C 0 6 16 8 0 30 3.07 0.69 1 

Dp Class A 0 8 12 5 0 25 2.88 0.73 1 
Class B 0 4 3 8 10 25 3.96 1.10 1 
Class C 0 2 12 12 0 26 3.38 0.64 

PrQ Merged EI 0 5 7 9 4 25 3.48 1.00 
Merged PI 0 5 16 5 2 28 3.14 0.80 

Post Merged EI 0 9 6 6 27 3.33 1.18 
Merged PI 0 8 12 7 2 29 3.10 0.90 

Dp Ma-ged EI 0 5 6 4 7 22 3.59 1.18 
Merged PI 0 7 9 9 3 28 3.29 0.98 

Pre Class A EI 0 4 4 4 0 12 3.00 0.85 
Class A P r 0 3 10 1 0 14 2.86 0.53 

Post Class A EI 0 7 4 3 0 14 2.71 0.83 
Class A PI 0 5 8 2 0 15 2.80 0.68 

Dp Class A EI 0 3 6 2 0 11 2.91 0.70 
Class A PI 0 5 6 3 0 14 2.86 0.77 

Pre Class B EI 0 1 3 5 4 13 3.92 0.95 
Class B PI 0 2 6 4 2 14 3.43 0.94 

Post Class B EI 0 2 2 3 6 13 4.00 1.15 
Class B PI 0 3 4 5 2 14 3.43 1.02 

Dp Class B EI 0 2 0 2 7 11 4.27 1.19 
Class B PI 0 2 3 6 3 14 3.71 0.99 

7<367e 4 3 c^ fTzg Z,zAie/'r jcâ ĝ y rggar̂ î zMg ' /-^orfg^^^r^/'gMce 
Zgaf/z/Mg frg/zcA 

Friedman tests (Table 4.4) were carried out to 6nd if there were statistically 

significant differences between diSerent sample groupings' expressed preferences 

over the three tests. 
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Overall Class Class Class Merged Merged Class Class Class Class 
A B C EI PI A, El A, PI B,EI B, PI 

N 72 22 25 25 20 27 9 13 11 14 
Chi- 6.748 .933 4.000 8.150 3.300 .667 4.800 .200 2.57T 1.636 

Squarê ^ 
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. .034 .627 .135 .017 .174 .717 .091 .905 .276 .441 
Sig. 

4 A ? w /ka/Tigr;' r^orfaf j?re^g/ ;cg /or 
karmf/ig flrafcA 

The results in table 4.4 show no statistically signiGcant impact of the type of 

instruction (PI or EI) on the pupils' reports of how they liked French compared to 

other subjects, regardless of which class learners were in (A or B). 

In contrast, in the overall dataset and in class C there were significant changes in 

pupils' preference ratings. Paired Wilcoxon signed ranks tests were carried out to 

And the source of these diSerences (Table 4.5). 

Sample group pre - post post - dp pre - dp 

Overall scores Z -.308 -2.874 -2.141 
Asvmn. Sie. .758 .004 .032 

Class C Z -1.414 -2.309 -2.352 
Asymp. Sig. .157 .021 .019 

It was found that the difference in the overall preference scores was due to changes 

between the post and dp tests and between pre and dp tests. The direction of this 

difference was that there was a decrease in the learners reporting that they liked 

Fraich. There were no differences between the pre and post tests, reinforcing the 

fmding above that the e?q)erimental intervention (PI and EI) did not have a marked 

impact on learners' reported attitude to French lessons. 

For class C the Wilcoxon tests showed that the differences were also due to changes 

in expressed preferences between post and dp test and between pre and dp test. It is 

The Freidman test uses the chi-square statistic, but it does not use Chi-square test procedures. 
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suggested that this was due to the change of teachers in class C just after the post tests 

and this was supported by informal pupil reports about their French lessons between 

post and dp tests. It is suggested that the change in the overall dataset's preference 

ranking may have been due to these changes in class C. 

Although these findings do not have any direct impact on the Interpretation of the 

findings in this study, it is useful in that it has suggested that although these Likert 

scales are relatively blunt instrumaits, they did seem to reflect this change of mood. 

This adds strength to the finding 6 o m these analyses that between pre and post tests 

there were no significant changes in any group of pupils' reported preferences. 
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6^ ZearMg/'j'' c^fAg (A^cwZfy q/"Zgammg ̂ gmcA co/?^rec;^ fo 

of/zgr 6'u6ygcfj' 

Test Grouping 1 
(most 

difScult) 

2 3 4 5 
(least 

difGcult) 

Total Mear Std. 
Dev. 

Prt ; Overal 4 38 31 8 1 82 2.56 0.79 
Pos Overal 3 31 45 7 0 86 2.65 0.68 

Df Overal 2 38 33 3 0 76 2.49 0.62 

Pre Class jA 0 8 16 2 0 26 2.77 0.59 
Class B 4 16 4 3 0 27 2.22 0.85 
Class C 0 14 11 3 1 29 2.69 0.81 

Posi Class A 0 6 20 3 0 29 2.90 0.56 
Class B 3 13 10 1 0 27 2.33 0.73 
Class C 0 12 15 3 0 30 2.70 0.65 

Dp Class A 1 8 16 0 0 25 2.60 0.58 
Class B 1 14 8 2 0 25 2.44 0.71 
Class C 0 16 9 1 0 26 2.42 0.58 

Pre Merged EI 2 11 10 2 0 25 2.48 0.77 
Merged PI 2 ^ 13 10 3 d 28 2.50 0.79 

Post Merged EI 3 7 15 2 0 27 2.59 0.80 
Merged PI 0 12 15 2 0 29 2 . ^ 0.61 

Dp Merged EI 2 10 10 0 0 22 2.36 0.66 
Merged PI 0 12 14 2 0 28 2.64 0.62 

Pre Class A EI 0 3 8 1 0 12 2.83 0.58 
Class APli 0 5 8 1 0 14 2.71 0.61 

Post Class A EI 0 3 10 1 0 14 2.86 0.53 
Class A PI 0 3 10 2 0 15 2.93 0.59| 

Dp Class A EI 1 4 6 0 0 11 2.45 0.69 
Class A PI 0 4 10 0 0 14 2.71 0.47 

Pre Class B E; 2 8 2 1 0 13 2.15 0.80 
Class B PI 2 8 2 2 0 14 2.29 0.91 

Post Class B EI] 3 4 5 1 0 13 2.31 0.95 
Class B PI 0 9 5 0 0 14 2.36 0.50 

Dp Class B EI 1 6 4 0 0 11 2.27 0.65 
Class B Pt 0 8 4 2 0 14 2.57 0.76 

7b6/g 4 7(ĝ wZfj' q/fAg Zztgr^ j ' c a / g ^ / g a m e r s ' /-gpo/Tg f̂ opzMfOM^ rggaMzng 
cfz^cu/ry freMc/z 

Friedman two-way analysis of variance tests were carried out to assess whether there 

were any changes in the opinions of learners between the diSFerent tests (see Table 

4.7). 
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Overall 
Class 

A 
Class 

B 
Class 

C 
Merged 

EI 
Merged 

PI 
Class 
A, EI 

Class 
A, PI 

Class 
B, EI 

Class 
B, PI 

N 72 22 25 25 20 ̂  27 9 13 11 r 14 

Chi-
Square 

2.641 2.364 5.019 3.000 1.805 1.733 2.000 .857 2.138 4.750 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.267 .307 .081 .223 .406 .420 .368 .651 .343 .093 

TlaA/g 7 fWaAwam A ? m fgaf«gr$' reporWj^grc^zKon o/̂  

This analysis has suggested that over Ae course of the study, learners' reported 

perception of ± e difBculty of French compared to other subjects, according to the 

Likert scales used, did not change signiGcantly, regardless of class and/or group. 

This implies that PI and EI did not alter learners' sense of achievement or 

progression. This, to some extent, suggests that any differences found in the test 

scores at post and dp test are unlikely to be due to motivational issues. The next 

section provides more quantitative and qualitative evidence from the questionnaires 

supporting this claim. 

4 2 Afp/A' 4̂ <6 ̂  

The data collected from the questionnaires (appendix 26) was analysed to obtain an 

impression of whether the two types of activities (PI and EI) were difkrent in terms 

of eryoyment and sense of learning felt by pupils This was necessary to explore 

whether they may have motivated learners in different ways. 

Although I asked pupils to complete the questionnaire in silence with their own 

opinions, there were a handful of incidents where learners did communicate with each 

other, and in the EI group in class B a couple of learners vyrote identical comments. 

Nevertheless, due to the infrequency of this and the impossibility of being able to tell 

whether the copied comments were genuinely felt, these have been included as 

separate opinions. 

As discussed in section 3.7.2, any pollution of the data caused by the fact that I was involved in 
teaching and handing out the questionnaires, or by the learners' awareness of their involvement in 
research, thesg are likely to have affected both PI and EI learners equally. Section 3.7.2 also discusses 
measures taken to avoid such pollution 
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A tabular summary of the pupils' responses to each question is provided in Table 4.8. 

Appendix 37 presents further quotes 6 o m the pupils' responses, in particular 

regarding whether they felt PI and EI had been helpful and changed the way they 

noticed French grammar. 
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EI groups (of PI groups /of 
Class A (n=14) Class B (n=13) 27 Class A (n=15) Class B (n=13) 2^ 
10 (4 didn't - 1 due to 
friendship groups, 2 because 
boring, 1 'don't like tests') 

10 (3 learners didn't - 2 due to 
fhendship groups, 1 said she 
didn't like French) 

20 15 (of these, 3 said also 
boring) 

11 (1 didn't due to 
friendship groups, 1 
because 'boring'). 

26 

14 10 - (3 didn't - 2 identical 
comments) 

2^ 14(1 didn't because 
'knew it already') 

13 27 

Mormaf? 13 (1 no) 11 (2 no - identical commaits) 2^ 13 (2 no) 13 26 
^^owW acffvA*g& 
coMfmwg? 

11 (2 no, 1 no response) 9 (4 no - 2: 'not all the time', 2: 
identical comments) 

20 13 (2 no) 11 (2 no) 2^ 

fosffive 12 11 2J 13 6 79 
JVe^o^he opmioMg 2 6 S 2 4 6 
CAamgaf 
j^awowar? 

12 (2 didn't) 8 (4 didn't - one was highest 
pretest score) 

20 14 (1 didn't) 11 (1 didn't) 2:9 

wwuM^w 
cAawj^e m acfn iffe;? 

V 'MOf TMWc/;' 5 2 7 3 1 
Do j'pea/:7Mg 3 3 1 2 3 

More wrze(y 
acfzy/fy %)e, ^More 

/wM/zM/'grê !̂  

5 3 g 4 3 7 

/STzo/rer, / ^ e r ] / | 5 5 

f^rou/pg, rgacAerj^ 
3 J 3 3 

o^Aer 2 3 (2 about EGIOHT, 1 too 
easy) 

5 1 (too easy) 3 (2 "no opinion type 
[affective] activities" 

4 

/wp/k' ^weiTfOMMO/rê  rggartfzMg f/ze f j a / W E/ mferyeM /̂oM /Moferzo/^ 

As some learners gave both positive and n^ative comments, these figures do not necessarily add up to the n for that group. 
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QugjTzoM ^ v g vow 

Slightly fewer EI learners enjoyed their activities than PI learners. However, this is 

mainly due to a diSerence in class A, where two of the reasons given by the EI 

learners were organisational rather than directly related to the EI activities and 3 

learners in the PI group also commented that they found the activities boring. Note 

also that there was one more EI learner than PI in class A 

There were three fewer EI learners than PI learners in class B who reported they 

found the activities useful and helpful. Although this is a small number, it could 

indicate that EI did not give an equal sense of progression to both EI and PI learners 

in this school. However, two of these three learners were the pupils who had 

produced identical comments and both explained Aat they had not enjoyed being 

split up from their friends, which their behaviour had also demonstrated during the 

sessions. The reason they gave for not having found the activities helpful were that 

they found them too straightforward, yet both these learners achieved quite low 

scores in the tests. The third pupil was distressed during the questionnaire 

completion because teacher B, contrary to the agreed protocol, approached this pupil 

and read her responses. During the focus groups Ihis pupil was very positive about 

the activities, giving detailed explanations about why she thought they were useful 

and had helped her. See appaidix 37 for examples of responses to this question. 

3 Do (AmA: fAg acov/ngf wgrg OM); yrom Aavg 

(foMg 6^rg.^ CWerZmg.' TTig ocf/v/neg wgfe o / wgrenY acZwnJZy f/zaf 

There were a similar number of responses to these from both instructional groups. 

This was reassuring in that almost all learners felt that they had experienced 

something new, confirming the likelihood that any differences in performance were 

not due to perceived novelty. This finding also suggested that although the EI 

activities had been designed to imitate the input processing induced by 'typical' 

listening and reading activities, the learners actually reported that they thought these 

activities were different from anything they had done before. However, the reasons 



157 

given were very wide ranging - including many organisational reasons (such as 

working in smaller groups, increased time eSiciency, the use of worksheets 

compared to the text book or working from the board). Nevertheless, a handful of 

responses, mainly &om PI learners, were related to where their attention had been 

fbcussed in the activities (e.g. ''on the little bits"). 

MO 

There were four more EI learners than PI learners who did not wish to do any more 

such activities. This difference can be accounted for by the two learners who filled 

in the questionnaire together and wrote identical comments and two learners who 

implied that they would hke to do more but just less intensely. 

J. q / " a c n A a v e 6ggM ijbzMg w/zaC Opm/OM 

^"^Overall there were slightly more positive comments &om the EI learners than PI 

learners. This is due to differences in class B, and may have been because the PI 

learners vyrote fewer comments overall. 

(f. ji/avg (Ag c/zanggcf way jwz Mozzce .FrgMcA gro/M/Mar oz" 

Tgj' a 6zY / n o rgaZ/y. g g;g?ZazM. 

Roughly similar proportions of PI and EI learners in school A reported Aat the 

activities had helped them to notice the grammar more. In class B, four more PI 

learners than EI learners reported this. It is possible that this may indicate that the 

EI learners did not notice the target features (presented in the EGI) in the subsequent 

EI activities. Three learners from the EI group in class B expressed this in the focus 

group discussions, commenting that they would have liked some practice of the 

language items presented in the EGI in the activities that followed (implying that the 

flood of items in the EI was not salient and/or helpful to them). In addition, the EI 

learners in class B frequently commented on the amount of new words they had 

Responses to the first part of question 5 were not analysed as they were not relevant to this thesis: 
they offer some insight into learners' articulation of their awareness of the acti^dties they undertake. 
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leamt (suggesting they were aware of the lexical / semantic focus of the EI 

activities). However, as the numbers are small, and the sample for the focus groups 

was self-selecting, this phenomenon (EI learners in class B reporting that they did 

not attend to the target verb inflections) cannot be claimed with any certainty at this 

stage. Nevertheless, these findings do suggest furAer investigation of the learners' 

awareness of what they pay aMention to in the input would be worthwhile. See 

appendix 37 for examples of responses to this question. 

Table 4.8 shows that there was one type of response to this question that was 

different in the PI and EI groups in class A: five PI learners expressed the feeling that 

the activities became monotonous, compared to just one EI learner. However, this 

did not seem to have a negative impact on the learner outcomes (analysed in chapters 

5 & 6 ) . 

In summary, no conclusive marked differences were found in the responses to the 

questionnaires 6 o m pupils who had experienced PI and those who had experienced 

EI. Both groups reported that they eryoyed the activities and that they thou^t the 

activities were 'new' and 'different'. Any differences found in more specific 

responses were either considered inconclusive, due to the nature of the comments, or, 

as will be seen in chapters 5 and 6, irrelevant, in that they did not correlate with the 

test results. Overall, it is suggested that any differences in the test scores at post and 

dp tests are unlikely to be due to motivational / athtudinal issues as a consequence of 

the PI and EI materials. 

(kacAery v4 a W ^ 

Semi-structured interviews (appendix 30) were carried out at the end of the 

inter\^ention phase of the study. They are not analysed in detail, as one of their main 

functions was to discuss the administration of the experiment. However, three key 

issues discussed were essential to the interpretation of the test results and so are 

discussed briefly here. Before each finding from the interviews is presented, an 

explanation of its relevance to the thesis is given. 
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It is acknowledged that in these interviews the validity of the teachers' responses 

may have been compromised by the fact that I had designed the materials. However, 

both teachers offered positive and negative criticism about the materials, including 

suggestions about improving them, and this implies that they felt reasonably 

comfortable talking to me honestly about their attitude to the intervention 

i) As explained in diapter 1, one of the reasons for comparing PI with EI was 

that the EI materials were designed to place similar input processing demands on 

learners to those placed by 'typical' reading and listening materials i.e. they required 

learners to attend to lexical items in the input or overall sentential meaning in order 

to carry out the task and any processing of verb inflections would have bem 

incidental. Both teachers agreed that the EI activities encouraged similar language 

learning processes to typical reading and listening activities found in text books and 

classroom resources. They confirmed that they felt that the essential focus of the 

activities was similar to normal comprehension exercises in that it mainly fbcussed 

learners' attention on lexical items or 'key vocabulary', althoug)i other details of the 

activities were diO^ent e.g. the presentation of the materials, the length of the text 

and the lack of closed questions in some of the EI affective activities. 

ii) It was important to control and assess any preference teachers may have had 

for either EI or PI. As laid out in diapter 3, this was mainly done in three ways: by 

asking the teachers to follow the guidelines and materials provided mth each unit of 

work, by recording the lessons and aisuring that there was no apparait bias in the 

teachers' attitude and by sharing the teaching of both EI and PI between myself and 

the teacher. In addition, the teachers were asked about their attitude in the interviews 

and were generally equally positive about both sets of materials. However, teacher B 

did express some reservations about the EI activities in that she would not have 

followed the EGI with the EI activities, but would have done production practice or 

more explanations of the grammar points. Nevertheless, she thought that the two 

types of approaches were both useful and had helped the learners, and despite some 

initial concerns, she had been happy doing both EI and PI. The recordings of the EI 

lessons that she taught do not suggest that she expressed any reservations about the 
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materials to the pupils and they show that she administered the activities according to 

the guidelines. Both teachers suggested that the EI activities might be more suitable 

for learning vocabulary and PI for practising grammar. Both teachers said that they 

would re-use some of the EI and PI activities. 

iii) As one of the broader objectives of this study was to explore an innovative 

approach to grammar pedagogy (PI), it was of interest to assess whether the teachers 

felt that PI really was 'new" to them. In the interviews, both teachers reported that 

they thou^t that they had never seen or used activities like PI before this study, 

agreeing that PI placed input processing demands on learners which other listening 

and reading activities do not. 

4.4 Summary of chapter 4 

Section 4.1 provided descriptions of the lessons in classes A, B and C prior to, during 

and after the intervention. These suggested that there were some key differences 

between class B and the other two classes in terms of general classroom 

management, sequencing of activities and approach to grammar pedagogy. It was 

suggested that learners in class A, and probably also in class C, would be more likely 

to expect learning activities to be sequenced according to language (either 

grammatical or lexical themes). They would also probably expect to be asked 

about/tested on a small set of target language features often embedded in learning 

activities, verb inflections in particular, on a regular basis. Learners in class B would 

be more likely to expect class activities to be organised in broadly deSned 

communicative tasks. They would probably e7q)ect a wide range of grammatical 

features to be raised at any point in lessons, and would not normally then expect 

these to be reviewed / practised proactively. 

In terms of adherence to the experimental protocol between the pre and post test, 

there was negligible focus on the target forms outside the experimental intervention 

in any of the classes, therefore it is considered that any differences betwem EI and PI 

groups at post test are likely to be due to differential impacts of these instructional 

approaches. There was no evidence of FonF/S on the target forms betW'eai the post 
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and dp test in class B, therefore the scores at dp test can be ascribed to the 

experimental intervention. However, the other two classes experienced extensive 

FonF/S in the target features after the post tests and any gains at dp test may be due 

to these. 

Section 4.2 showed that the pre test scores were statistically significantly lower in 

class B compared to classes A and C in school 1 in the listening, reading and writing 

measures. However, in the speaking measure, classes A and B had statistically 

similar pre test scores. Classes A and C had statistically similar scores at pre test in 

all measures. This suggests that class C's post and dp test scores will be a useful 

comparison for class A's scores. It was also suggested that as class B was probably 

from a different population at the outset, in terms of the interpretation and written 

production of verb inflections, this study will provide some understanding of 

differential impacts of PI and EI at different developmental stages in these measures. 

In addition, several supplementary analyses will be necessary to ensure that these 

initial differences did not threaten the validity of the study. 

Section 4.3 suggested that during the study there were no important changes in 

diSerent groups' and classes' ranking of French lessons in terms of ayo^ment or 

difQculty. A few slight differences between PI and EI learners' opinions of the 

intervention materials were either considered inconclusive or do not correlate in an 

intuitive way with the results presented in chapters 5 and 6. There was, however, 

one diGerence that may be relevant to this thesis: some data suggested that EI 

learners in class B did not find it helpful or may not have noticed (in a general sense) 

that the materials contained a flood of the target items presented in the EGI in order 

to promote the learning of them. The interviews with teachers A and B suggested 

three main points: both teachers felt that EI materials did simulate the input 

processing demands of normal listening and reading activities carried out in MFLs 

classrooms; both teachers felt that the PI and EI materials were useful for the learners 

but that EI was perhaps more useful for teaching vocabulary and PI for teaching 

grammar; PI was an innovative approach to grammar pedagogy for the two teadiers 

interviewed. 



162 

Chapter 5 Kesults and Analysis of the Interpretation Language 

Tests 

This chapter contains the results, analysis and discussion of the data from the aural 

and written interpretation tests (presented in sections 5 .1 and 5.2 respectively). Both 

listening and reading measurements were used to investigate the possibility that the 

impact of PI depends on modality. As the research questions suggest (see section 

2.5), analyses were carried out to assess the impact of the following independent 

variables on the language measures: time of test (pre, post and delayed post test), 

type of instruction (PI, EI, and Class C) and class (A, B or C). Section 3 .8 described 

the analysis procedures used, thus there is limited explanation of procedures 

underlying statistics provided in chapters 5 and 6. It is emphasised that the 

procedures are used extensively in the social sciences and FonF/S and PI studies and 

detailed mathematical discussions of the procedures are not within the scope of this 

thesis. The pattern of analyses is similar across all measures and is described in 

section 5.1 and then repeated without further explanation throug^iout. Analysis is 

mainly quantitative, including descriptive, and boA parametric and non-parametric 

inferential statistics. Parametric tests are used throughout in line with the tradition in 

FonF/S studies and PI studies. However, as discussed in chapter 3, due to violations 

of the assumptions required for certain tests, non-parametric tests were also deemed 

necessary in most cases. 

Some interpretation of the results is given alongside their presaitation, though each 

section ends with a summary which establishes preliminary implications for the 

research questions. 

5.1 Analysis of the listening tests 

The total of aU listening test activities (including all target features and all pupils' 

data) was calculated as a percmtage score from the total raw score of 48. A 
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percentage was used for all measures so that descriptive statistics are more easily 

compared (this was particularly necessary for the narrative production measures 

where the total scores depended on the individual learner). 

5.7. i Gam fefA af ? 

The statistics for aU tests of the normality of the distributions are given in appendix 

29 and a summary is given in the body of the thesis. The normality of distribution 

tests for the listening scores showed that most of the scores of the merged 

instructional groupings (PI and EI), the intact classes and EI and PI within classes A 

and B at pre, post and dp test tests are not statistically significantly different to a 

normal distribution of a sample with the same mean and standard deviation at the 

95% confidence level. The only exceptions were the merged EI post test scores and 

the overall pre and post test results, which are not normally distributed at the 95% 

confidence level, but could all be considered normal at the 99% confidence level. 

The possible non-normality in the merged EI post test scores is due to a positive 

skew (i.e. more learners achieving low scores when compared to a normal 

distribution). As the m^ority of the relevant samples of data can be considered 

normally distributed (and given that the normality assumption can be shghtly 

violated without compromising statistical accuracy), the listening scores could 

undergo parametric tests. ^ 

Graphs showing the mean listening test scores^ in the merged EI and PI groups, 

classes A, B and C, and PI and EI groups in classes A and B provide an overview of 

the scores e.g. to see the direction of the differences between the tests. This section 

also presents an analysis of the effect sizes of the gains made by particular groups. 

Descriptive statistics (the mean, standard deviation and n of each sample) for the 

total listening scores are given in appendix 31. 

' Although non-parametric tests were also earned out to provide extra support for ± e results of the 
parametric tests, to ensure that the few slight deviations 6om normality did not affect the 
interpretation of the Gndings. 
^ The lines are not intended to imply any linear relationship in progression between the tests. 
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b) Ejfect sizes of gains 

The effect sizes provided here give an indication of the magnitude of the mean gains 

made by PI compared to EI learners. As explained in section 3.8.7, mean gains 

between tests were used in order to eliminate slight differences betwem the groups at 

pre test (although these differences were not statistically significant, as shown in 

section 3.3 and appendix 15). 

Section 3.8.7 also explained that 0.75 standard deviation units (sdu) is used as a 

benchmark, as found in Norris & Ortega (2000) when the comparison group was 
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exposed to and interacted with materials in which the target L2 form was embedded 

(as in the EI in this study). 

Three effect sizes were calculated for each of the gains: a comparison of the effect of 

the merged PI group over the merged EI group and comparisons of the effect of the 

PI group over the EI group wiAin classes A and B. 

merged PI over merged EI 0.47 -0.30 0.07 

class A PI over EI 0.49 -0.78 -0.48 
class B PI over EI 0.59 0.13 0.53 

J. 7 fzzej q/"ga/w 

There was a positive eSect size of the PI merged group in the pre-post gains, 

although by the time of the dp test there was no efFect size between the merged PI 

and EI groups. The reader is reminded that the results of the merged group scores at 

dp test probably reflect the fact that betweai the post and dp tests half the merged PI 

and EI groups (i.e. learners in class A) had FonF/S in the perfect tense (see section 

4.1). 

In class A, PI had an advantage in the pre-post gains. These gains were countered by 

those made by EI after the post test and, at dp test, the negative effect size suggests 

that the EI instruction may have had favourable effects over PI. However, as 

mentioned above, attributing gains betwem post and dp tests in class A to the 

experimental interventions cannot be conclusive due to the considerable FonF/S in 

this class after the post test. 

In class B the advantage of PI over EI at post test was maintained at dp test, v\^ere 

the PI gains had an eGect of about two thirds of the magnitude found by Norris & 

Ortega (2000) (0.75 sdu). 
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J. 7. ̂  A/VO a$â g$f wAgfAer fAg ()yg a«aM?r 

Amf awj? ^Wkf/ca/Zx fw^ocf o« fAe /^gmm^ ĉorgâ  

To assess the impacts of instructional type (EI and PI) and class (A, B and C) on 

overall tendencies in Ae aural comprdiension of verb inflections, a repeated 

measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the test scores, using 

SPSS version II, with class (CLASS) and instructional group (GROUP) as between 

subject factors and the three listening test scores as within subject measures (LIST). 

Levene's test of equality of error variances showed that the variances of some or all 

of the sample groupings within the post test listening scores cannot be considered 

equal (appendix 32). However, transforming the scores using the square root did 

render the variances equal (see section 3.8.5). The subsequent analyses of the 

transformed scores (with equal variances) produced the same results, in terms of 

statistical significance, as the analysis of the non-transformed scores (with unequal 

variances). The analysis of the non-transformed scores is presented here for ease of 

interpretation. 

The ANOVA (table 5.2) showed that there was some variance between samples that 

was statistically significantly different from the variance within each sample, 

showing a significant effect for the time of the test (pre, post, dp) and for the class 

(A, B, C), though not for the instructional type (GROUP: merged PI, merged EI or 

class C). The interaction between the class and group was only approaching 

statistical significance at the 95% conGdence level, though it was signiGcant at Ae 

90% level, and may indicate a tendency for the instructional type to have different 

impacts depending on the class learners were in. 
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Source Type m Sum ol 
Squaies 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig/ 

LIST 7967.829 2 3983.914 47.088 .000 
LIST * GROUP 285.360 2 142.680 1,686 .188 
LIST * CLASS 1721.868 2 860.934 10.176 .000 

LIST* GROUP* CLASS 435.766 2 217.883 2.575 .079 

J. 2 W q/"/Ae /fa f̂eo/mg feâ f rê w/A^ 

ANOVAs do not suggest where differences are in terms of the repeated dependent 

variable (between pre and post, pre and dp and/or post and dp tests), nor in terms of 

the different classes (CLASS) or instructional types (GROUP). For Ais, planned 

contrasts were necessary (see section 3.8.5 for a description). The results are shown 

in table 5.3. 

Source LISTTEST Type n i Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

LIST Post vs. Pre 9810.359 1 9810.359 76.438 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 13759.873 1 13759.873 67.275 .000 
Post vs. Dp 333.253 1 333.253 1.907 .171 

LIST * GROUP Post vs. Pre 523.794 1 523.794 4.081 .047 
Dp vs. Pre 30.368 1 30.368 .148 .701 
Post vs. Dp 301.919 1 301.919 1.728 .192 

LIST * CLASS Post vs. Pre 1922.388 1 1922.388 14.978 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 3102.642 1 3102.642 15.169 .000 

Post vs. Dp 140.572 1 140.572 .804 .372 
LIST * GROUP * CLASS Post vs. Pre 3.728 1 3.728 .029 .865 

Dp vs. Pre 701.040 1 701.040 3.428 .068 
Post vs. Dp 602.530 1 602.530 3.448 .067 

These planned contrasts found that the differences between the tests found by the 

ANOVA were due to differences betwem the pre and post, and between the pre and 

dp test listening scores. 

They also found statistically significant differences due to class effect between pre 

and post and between pre and dp test. 

" Mauchly's test showed that this data does not violate the assumption of sphericity (see section 3.8.5) 
(Mauchl/s W statistic 0.931, Chi-square 5.619, df 2, p=0.060p>0.05) and so theF statistic can be 
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Although the ANOVA did not find statistically significant effects for the interaction 

LIST*GR0UP - the effect of instructional type on the scores - the planned contrasts 

imply there may have bem a tendoicy for type of instruction to have an effect 

between pre and post test, but not between the other tests. 

The contrasts may also imply that a combination of class AND type of instruction 

may have impacted on learners' scores between post and dp test and between pre and 

dp test. However, these planned contrasts cannot be considered completely reliable 

as the ANOVA did not find overall significance in those effects. Nevertheless, this 

tendency was worth further investigation. 

As the research aim was to discover the impacts of PI compared to EI, the analyses 

were also carried out without class C, as this 'instructional group''* could have 

a@ected the findings for the interactions tat*group and test*cIass*group. The 

results of the analysis were, in general, no different to those &om the analysis 

including all the data, and are therefore not shown here t h o u ^ they are included in 

appendix 33^ . 

As there were difkrences between some of the samples at pre test (some of which 

were statistically significant and others which were not) an analysis using the gains 

between the tests also supported the findings above (appendix 34). 

jL 7. ̂  .ygcarafg gy azcA 

The above tests provided some evidence that instructional type had an effect in one 

class but not in another. Chapter 4 had previously suggested that class B was 

probably from a different population. Therefore, separate repeated measures 

ANOVAs were carried out on each class i.e. as though mini-studies had been carried 

considered valid. 
For the analysis in SPSS, class C was coded as an intact 'class' and as an instructional 'group', so as 

to compare the merged PI and EI groups with class C as a non-active control. 
^ The only slight diSerence was that the planned contrasts between the pre and post tests for the 
interaction list*gg0Up found slightly different results: F=4.032,1, p=0.050 (rather than p=0.47 when 
class C was included). This is not ctmsidered suSiciently different to cast doubt on the existence of 
tendencies due to the diSerent instructional types. 
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out on diSerent populations. Planned contrasts (simple and repeated) were carried 

out in order to investigate the source of any differences found by the ANOVA. 

For class A, Levene's test of equality of error variances showed that the variances 

within the pre and post tests were homogenous at the 95% confidence level, though 

at dp test only at Ae 99% conf dence level. In class B, the variances in the pre and 

dp test variables were homogenous at the 95% confidence level, but at post test only 

at the 99% confidence level (appendix 32). The results of the ANOVAs must again 

be interpreted with some caution. 

Source Type i n Sum df Mean F S ig / 
of Squares Square 

Cla&sA LISTTEST 6314.456 2 3157.228 43.386 .000 
LISTTEST * GROUP 447.819 2 223.910 3.077 .055 

Class B LISTTEST 443.785 2 22 L 892 2.100 .133 
LISTTEST * GROUP 276.539 2 138.269 1.309 .279 

Class C LISTTEST 3548.351 2 1774.176 23.019 .000 

TTzree .yepamre j'ef ybr 

Source jLISTTEST Typel l ] 
Sum ol 

Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

S:g. 

Class A LISTTEST Post vs. Pre 8343.484 1 8343.484 63.582 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 10478.413 1 10478.413 74.383 .000 

Post vs. Dp 121.472 I 121.472 .738 .398 
LISTTEST * GROUP Post vs. Pre 223.797 1 223.797 1.705 .203 

Dp vs. Pre 224.023 1 224.023 1.590 .218 
Post vs. Dp 895.639 1 895.639 5.444 .028 

ClassB LISTTEST Post vs. Pre 795.563 1 795.563 6.189 .020 
Dp vs. Pre 502.198 1 502.198 1.838 .187 

Post vs. Dp 33.593 1 33.593 .145 .707 
LISTTEST * GROUP Post vs. Pre 302.245 1 302.245 2.351 .138 

Dp vs. Pre 502.138 1 502.138 1.838 .187 
Post vs. Dp 25.233 1 25.233 .109 .744 

Class C LISTTEST Pre vs. Post 2755.592 1 2755.592 21.940 .000 
Post vs. dp 949.444 1| 949.444 7.061 .013 
Dp vs. Pre 6940.019 1 6940.019 34.290 .000 

' Mauchly's test of sphericity showed that this assumption was upheld (.982, .466, 2, p=.792) 
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In class A the repeated measures ANOVA suggested that there were statistically 

significant differences betweai the different tests. The contrasts suggested that the 

diHerences were between Ae pre and post and between the pre and dp test. The 

ANOVA indicated that the effect of instructional group was approaching statistical 

significance (p=0.055), but the planned contrasts showed that this was between the 

post and dp test only, despite the fact that there was no differential experimental 

intervention for the PI and EI groups between these tests. The graphs in section 5.1.2 

show that this is due to the increase in the EI group's scores between the post and dp 

test and the slight decrease in the PI group's scores. 

The intact class B, made statistically signiScant gains, at the 95% confidence level, 

between pre and post tests, as shown in table 5.5. The effect of instructional group 

was not statistically significant, though the planned contrasts indicated that it may be 

worth investigating further whether there was a tendency for instructional group to 

afkct the scores betweai pre and post tests. 

It was found for class C's scores that there were signiGcant diSerences between all 

pairs of the tests i.e. that class C improved from pre to post and firom post to dp test. 

J. 7. J /eyA 

There are several reservations about the analyses presaited above due to the lack of 

homogeneity of variances and the borderline normality of some of the sample 

distributions. Further exploration of the data was carried out using non-parametric 

tests (described in section 3.8.6). The results were identical to those laid out above, 

in terms of findings of statistical significance, therefore the statistical details are not 

presented here but can be found in appendix 27. A summary is given here. 

It was found that for the whole set of learners' scores, there were signiGcant 

differences between the pre and post and between pre and dp test but not between 

post and dp test. This was also Ae case for the intact class A. In class C there were 

statistically significant differences between all tests, including the post and dp test. 

In the intact class B there were no statistically significant differences between any of 
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the tests, t h o u ^ the Wilcoxon paired comparison suggested there may have been 

tendencies for learners to improve their scores between pre and post tests. 

In both the merged PI and EI groups there were signiScant differences between pre 

and post and between pre and dp tests only. Within class A, both the EI and the PI 

groups showed statistically significant improvement betweai the pre and post tests 

and between the pre and dp test. Only the EI group showed a difference betweai the 

post and dp test. Within class B, neither the EI nor the PI group made statistically 

significant gains betweai any of the tests according to the Friedman test. However, 

the Wilcoxon paired comparisons suggested that there were tendencies for the PI 

learners to improve their scores between pre and post (p<0.05) and maintain this gain 

at dp test (p=0.058). However, as the Friedman did not find statistically significant 

diSerences between all the tests, it is acknowledged that the results of these 

Wilcoxon tests does not take account of a slightly increased chance of making a type 

1 error (asserting there is a difference where there is none. Field 2000 pp243-4). 

^.7.6 /ganfgr; ramdlem/); Wecfegf w 

All the listening test activities required the learners to select responses. As with any 

multiple choice measure, there is a possibility that chance played a part in the scores. 

This type of analysis has not been carried out in previous PI studies, despite the fact 

that random selection was possible in the interpretation tests used. It is useful to 

determine whether there were any patterns in the extent of random selection in terms 

of speciGc class or instructional groups, particularly to explore how any such patterns 

related to the previous analyses. In addition, this section is intended to provide a 

broad indication as to whether the test format (multiple choice) should be taken into 

account when interpreting the results. 

One sample t-tests were carried out to determine if there was any difference between 

the observed score and that which could be obtained by random selection. The nuU 

hypothesis was that there was no statistically significant difference between the 

learners' scores and scores obtainable by chance selection and the alternative 

hypothesis was that the learners' scores were statistically different from those 
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possible using chance selection. One sample t tests were carried out at each of pre, 

post and dp test. The test statistic' against which the observed data were compared 

was the score that learners could have achieved by selecting their response to each 

item entirely randomly^. Results are shown in table 5.6. 

It is acknowledged that this analysis cannot comment on the target-likeness of the 

system that learners were using e.g. they may have used a system for interpreting 

aural verb endings that happened to result in target-like bdiaviour, or, Wiere the 

statistics suggest that 'random selection' was occurring, this does not exclude the 

possibility that leamers were indeed using some sort of 'system' in their 

interpretation. The words 'random' and 'chance' are used to refer to statistical 

probability, and not to suggest a lack of any learner system. 

If leamers were randomly assigning responses throu^out the four listening tasks, 

they could be expected to achieve 42.71% - this was therefore the test statistic with 

which the observed values were compared. (Analyses were carried out on each of 

the four tasks individually. Because similar patterns emerged as the analysis of the 

total listening scores, only the latter are presented here). 

' As few leamers used the category of 'not sure' in the multiple choices, this was not counted as a 
possible response i.e. in an item where leamers had 4 choices plus l̂ot sure', it was considered that 
they could score 25% by using random selection (rather than 20% if the 'not sure' category was 
included - assuming that ticking 'not sure' meant that wiien they did choose an actual language 
response, it was not random). This means that this analysis may slightly over-estimate the extent to 
%tich random selection was used. 
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Afgam z y W ) 
prg 51.64 16.80 2.811 27 .009 

68.53 16.06 8.657 28 .000 
a'p 71.05 17.16 8.895 28 .000 

40.89 9.93 -.950 26 .351 
46.45 9.21 2.112 26 .044 
46.45 9.21 2.112 r 26 ^ . 0 4 4 

OaM C 49.72 12.62 3.044 29 .005 
59.31 13.87 6.553 29 .000 
64.93 13.80 8.821 29 .000 

pre 46.06 14.73 1.183 26 .248 
54.55 16.04 3.835 26 .001 
58.57 1&20 4.526 26 .000 

pre 46.65 15.06 1.385 27 .177 
60.99 17.90 5.499 28 .000 
59.77 19.15 4.797 28 .000 
50.30 16.78 1.692 13 .115 
64.73 15.88 i l 9 0 1 13 .000 
72.47 14.11 7.891 13 .000 
52.98 17.35 2.214 13 .045 

poj'r 72.08 15.94 7.136 14 .000 
69.72 20.00 5.232 14 .000 

pre 41.51 11.04 -.393 12 .701 
43.59 5.80 .547 12 .594 
43.59 5.80 .547 12 .594 

pre 40.33 9.16 -.973 13 .348 
po.yf 49.11 11.08 2.161 13 .050 

49.11 11.08 2.161 13 .050 

7h6/g J. 6 OMg f fo gjgp/o/'g /x).̂ j'/6z/2Yy f&zf ZeomeM M'e/'e wj:mg 
mWoTM gg/ecz'fOM ZM f/ze /Mrenmg fggf. 

As would be expected, this analysis reflects the findings of the analysis of ± e impact 

of class and instruction on the total listening scores. Classes A and C began with 

some kind of system that indicates a 'better than random' interpretation of verb 

inflections, and this was maintained at post and dp test. Class B began %4th scores 

that were not significantly different to random selection, but at post and dp test there 

were statistically significant diSerences between their scores and those possible by 

random selection. Both the merged PI and EI groups and the EI group in class A had 

pretest scores that were suggestive of random selection, though post and dp test 

scores suggest that learners were selecting responses systematically. The PI group in 

class A at pretest obtained scores that are unlikely to be due to random selection, and 
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this is even clearer at post and dp tests. In class B, the PI group began with scores 

which were no different to random selection but at post and dp test their scores were 

significantly different (p^ .050) to those obtainable by random selection. The EI 

group in class B achieved scores obtainable by random selection throughout the 

study. 

5.7.7 DocMfMOM /wrfAgr ana/y&w C - comfro/ 

The analyses above suggested that PI and EI may have had differential effects 

dq)ending on the class learners were in: in class A, both groups seem to have made 

equivalent gains (and maintained these after ^proximately 14 weeks); in class B, 

only the PI learners made gains (and maintained them after approximately 14 weeks, 

despite having no FonF/S betweai post and dp tests). Some explanation of these 

apparently contradictory findings was required. 

These fndings could constitute evidence in support of IP principles la-e. PI learners 

in class B (and also possibly in class A) improved their ability to interpret and 

produce verb inflections after they had carried out PI activities which highlighted the 

meanings for person, number and tense that the verb inflections can carry. In class 

B, EI learners seemed unable to detect verb inflections whilst also interpreting items 

of higher CV (i.e. lexical items or overall sentential meaning), as would have been 

required in the EI activities for learning gains to have been made. In contrast, EI 

learners in class A may have been able to detect the target verb inflections 

to the items of higher CV because they were at a higher developmental 

stage in terms of interpretation and production of verb inflections (and possibly in 

terms of metalinguistic knowledge and vocabulary range^) than learners in class B 

(see section 4.2). The reader is reminded Aat IP sub-principle le) is "The 

Availability of Resources Principle: For learners to process either redundant 

meaningful grammatical forms or nonmeaningful forms, the processing of overall 

sentential meaning must not drain available processing resources". That is, learners 

in class A may have had sufBcient resources to detect items of low CV whilst also 

interpreting lexical items and/or overall sentential meaning. 
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A further possible explanation is also a consequence of classes A and B coming &om 

different schools. Two analyses above (the repeated measures ANOVA carried out 

on separate classes and the equivalent non-parametric tests, see tables 5.4 and 5.5 

and appendix 27) suggested that class C, the non-active control, made statistically 

significant gains between pre and post tests. Yet, the reader is reminded, between 

pre and post test class C learners had very limited, if any, exposure to FonF/S 

instruction (section 4.1). Therefore, their improvement between pre and post tests 

may be evidence of a test effect. There is also a possibility that this test eSect may 

have affected learners in class A, given that, as mentioned previously, class C was 

parallel to class A in the same school, had had similar prior instruction in the target 

features and achieved statistically similar scores at pretest in all measures (see 

section 4.2). It is possible that given the ethos of teaching and testing grammar at 

this school (see section 4.1), the pre and post tests may have reactivated some 

language for learners in school 1 (i.e. including the EI learners in class A) enabling 

them to make gains between pre and post test. 

However, although class C made statistically significant gains between the pre and 

post test, the graphs in section 5 .1.2 suggested that these gains were not as large as 

the gains made by class A. By comparing the progression made by classes C and A 

between pre and post test, this possible explanation for the class A's EI learners' 

gains between pre and post tests was explored. It was found that the effect size of 

class A's gains over class C's gains betweai pre and post test was 0.67 sdu (though 

this is slightly lower than the mean found by Norris & Ortega (2000), 0.96 sdu when 

the comparison group had no exposure to the target feature). Independent samples t 

tests were also used to compare the pre-post test gains made by classes A and C (see 

table 5.7). (As there was no statistically significant difference betwem the gains 

made by the EI and PI group in class A, the whole of class A was compared to class 

C, as this would indicate the extent of the impact of the school / test effect.) 

' based on data from an action research project and lesson observations for the current study 
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t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difki^nce 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
InteMTal of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 

2.563 56 .013 7.67814 2.99561 1.67722 13.67906 

J. 7 /gj'/ /o 6'o;Mpa/'e /Ag go/w 6}" c/a.yj'gj' C 
AeA êgM fAe pre oW/^ojT Zz.?/eMZMg 

It was found that between pre and post test Class A's gains were statistically 

significantly higher than class C's i.e. although class C made some gains betweai the 

pre and post test without any FonF/S instruction on ± e target form, they did not 

make as much progress as class A This implies that the gains made by EI learners in 

class A cannot be entirely explained by the test effect (which, in turn, was probably 

due to the ethos of teadi and test grammar in school 1). It is likely that EI learners in 

this class also benefited in some way from the experimental instruction, possibly by 

processing verb inflections incidentally to the EI tasks (as discussed above). 

However, it should be acknowledged that the EI (and PI learners) in class A may 

have benefited from the EGI at the start of each teaching unit, particularly perhaps 

given that these learners were accustomed to explicit grammar instruction (section 

4.1)^''. However, as discussed in section 2.3.1 and shown in, for example, VanPatten 

& Oikkenon 1996 and Benati 2004, it is unlikely that this brief explicit instruction 

alone had any significant impact on learning. It remains a possibility that the 

of the EGI with the EI may have benefited the EI learners in class A. 

This section has presented a range of analyses of the listening scores. These analyses 

have all indicated that in the data set as a whole there were statistically significant 

differences between the pre and post test and between the pre and dp test. All 

analyses found that learners' scores depended on the class they were in (regardless of 

instructional type) between pre and post and betw een pre and dp tests. 

Equal variances of the da(a could be assumed. 
A similar explanation kr gains made by class B learners can be eliminated as the EI learners made 

no gains in this class. 
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The instructional type alone (i.e. regardless of class learners were in) did not make a 

statistically significant impact on the scores. 

Most of the analyses suggested that there may be a tendency for these effects to 

interact i.e. the class and instructional type together influenced the scores. In class A 

there is no evidence to suggest that PI had any advantages over EI as both groups 

made significant gains and maintained them at dp test. According to all analyses, the 

PI group in class B made gains approaching statistical significance between the pre 

and post tests and, according to the non-parametric test, their gains between pre and 

dp test were also approaching statistical significance (though this cannot be 

considered conclusive). The EI group in class B did not make any significant gains 

between any tests and neither group made gains after the post test. 

Explanations for the different impact of EI in classes A and B were offered. It was 

suggested that the EI learners in class A may have benefited from the input flood 

(and possibly the EGI) in the EI because the)̂  were at a higher developmental stage 

than learners in class B and so had sufRcient processing resources available to detect 

verb inflections incidentally to lexical items and/or sentential meaning. It was noted 

that a school eSect (the background ethos of teach and test grammar) can not entirely 

explain the gains made by EI learners in class A as they made greater gains than 

equivalent learners in the non-active control (class C). 

The analysis of whether learners had selected responses randomly suggested that EI 

learners in class B were the only group who may have used random selection in all 

tests. PI learners in class B seemed to begin with a random selection process though 

they had developed a more systematic interpretation of verb inflections at post and 

dp tests. In general, learners in school 1 (classes A and C) began with a selection 

process that indicated they were already interpreting verb inflections systematically, 

and this was maintained at post and dp tests. 
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5^ Analysis of the leading tests 

The analy sis in this section follows a similar structure to the analysis of the listening 

scores 

The scores from all the written interpretation activities were added together and 

calculated as a percentage out of a raw score of 55. 

To assess whether the data was normally distributed, Kolmogorov-Smimov (K-S) 

and Shapiro-Wilks (S-W) statistics were calculated for each of the samples within 

the pre, post and delayed tests (see appaidix 29). 

In classes A and C all of the reading tests produced data which was not statistically 

significantly different to a normal distribution of a sample with the same mean and 

standard deviation as the data obtained. Class B in the pre test has scores that, 

according to the BC-S test could be statistically significantly different &om a normal 

distribution at the 95% confidence level, though not at 99% and not according to the 

S-W statistic. Class B post and dp test scores can be considered normally-

distributed. In terms of the merged instructional groups, one data set (post PI) can be 

considered normally distributed. Four others could be considered normally 

distributed at the 99% level, but not at the 95% conEdence level. One of these (PI, 

dp test) has a distribution ^proaching normality at the 95% level and for another 

(pre t^t EI) the W-S statistic indicated a normal distribution. The merged EI dp test 

should be considered non-normally distributed. 

As the majority of the reading test data is normally distributed, and as at a 99% 

confidence level a// the data can be considered normally distributed, parametric tests 

were carried out on the scores, in line with previous PI studies. However, caution is 

" An analysis of the role of random selection in one of the reading tasks (interpretation of tense, with 
two possible responses) produced very similar results to those presmted in the analysis of the hstening 
tasks in section 5.1.6. As most of the reading activities had more than 6 possible responses, further 
analysis of this kind was not considered necessar)'. 
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required in the interpretation of these tests and non-parametric tests were also carried 

out. 

5.2.2 Descriptive statistics 

a) Graphs 

Group means 

GROUP 

control 

READIEST 

Class A 

GROUP 

TEST 
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Class B 

i 

fiGKOUP 

Class Means 

c 

S 

CLASS 

control 

READIEST 

h) Effect sizes on gains between tests 

Effect size of ... Pre- post gains Post- dp gains Pre-dp gains 
merged PI over merged EI 0.48 0.03 0.38 
class A PI over EI 0.10 0.25 021 
class B PI over EI 0.93 -0.31 0.78 

Table 5.8 Effect sizes of gains between reading tests 
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At post test the merged PI group had an effect size of shghtly over half the 0.75 sdu 

benchmark (for comparing FonF/S approaches to instruction where learners 

interacted with materials in which the target form was embedded, see section 3.8.7). 

Although the merged PI group appeared to maintain some effect size over the 

merged EI group at dp test, the reader is reminded that between the post and dp tests 

half the merged PI and EI groups (i.e. class A learners) had FonF/S on the target 

features in this study. 

In class A, neither instructional group had a clear advantage in terms of the effect 

size of their gains at post test. (The shghtly favourable impact of PI on post-dp test 

gains can not be attributed conclusively to Ae experimental intervention, as 

explained above). 

In class B the effect size of PI gains was even of the magnitude found by Norris & 

Ortega (2000) when the comparison group had Mo exposure to the target features 

(0.96 sdu). By dp test, the PI effect size was very similar to the 0.75 sdu benchmark. 

wAafAer fAe wwA-Kcffoma/ 

As with the listening test scores, a repeated measures ANOVA and planned contrasts 

were carried out on die scores from all 3 classes, with class and instructional group 

as between subject factors and the three test scores as within subject measures. 

Levene's test for equality of variance showed that this assumption does not hold for 

this data (^pendix 32). This means that the results of the repeated measures 

ANOVA cannot be taken as firm statistical 'proof, but can be considered as an 

indication of trends. However, as in the analysis of the listening scores, the 

transformation of the data using the square root adiieved equal variances. As both 

analyses coincided in their main imphcations, only the analysis of the non-

transformed scores is presented for ease of interpretation, though some aspects of the 

analysis of the transformed scores are discussed. 
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Source Type m 
Sum of 

S q u a i ^ 

df Mean Square F S i g / : 

READ 6161.136 2 3080.568 60.548 .000 
READ * GROUP 261.488 2 130.744 2.570 .080 
READ * CLASS 1091.007 2 545.504 10.722 .000 

READ * GROUP * CLASS 131.759 2 65.880 1.295 .277 

A7VOK4 fAe rea(fzMg^corg.y 

Source READTEST Type III Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F S:g. 

READ Post vs. Pre 5511.713 1 5511.713 54.588 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 11791.825 1 11791.825 94.646 .000 

Post vs. Dp 1179.872 1 1179.872 14.802 .000 
READ * GROUP Post vs. Pre 399.918 1 399.918 3.961 .050 

Dp vs. Pre 384.393 1 384.393 3.085 .083 
Post vs. Dp .154 1 .154 .002 .965 

READ * CLASS Post vs. Pre 399.812 1 399.812 3.960 .050 
Dp vs. Pre 2167.638 1 2167.638 17.398 .00() 

Post vs. Dp 705.571 1 705.571 8.851 .004 

READ * GROUP * CLASS Post vs. Pre 260.784 1 260.784 2.583 .112 
Dp vs. Pre 90.375 1 90.375 .725 .397 

Post vs. Dp 44.119 1 44.119 .553 .459 

TbA/g J. 7 0 f&3MMg(̂  conrra^ff /"gaâ mg 

These results suggest ±at there were statistically signif cant differences between the 

three test scores. The interaction between the test scores and class has a statistically 

signiGcant impact between post and dp test, when the intact classes resumed their 

normal lessons. Its eSect between pre and post test is also apparent, though perhaps 

less clear cut (p=0.05). 

The impact of instruction alone on the test scores was not statistically significant (p = 

0.08), although the planned contrasts showed that there may be some tendency for 

this interaction to be more influential betwem pre and post tests. Furthermore, once 

the scores were transformed and had homogenous variances, the analysis showed 

that the interaction Vread* group was statistically significant (table 5.11), and the 

^ Mauchl/s test of sphericity showed that this assumption is iq^held %ith the reading scores (0.935, 
Chi-square 5.300, 2, pX].05 (=0.071)). 
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planned contrasts (table 5.12) suggested this was between pre and post tests and 

between pre and dp tests. 

The interaction betw^een test*group*class (table 5.9) was not statistically significant, 

suggesting that learners' reading scores did not depend on the type of instruction 

AND the class they were in. Nevertheless, the planned contrasts (table 5.10) 

provided some indication that between pre and post tests both the class and 

instructional group had ataidency to influence learners' scores. This was also 

suggested by the planned contrasts of the transformed scores (table 5.12), though this 

is tentative as the ANOVA did not find statistical significance. 

Source Type i n Sum of 
Squai^ 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

VREAD * GROUP 1.966 1.791 1.098 3.473 .039 

J. V 7 .y/zowmg fAe o/group OM 

Source VREADTEST TypeIH df Mean F Sig. 
Sum of Square 

Squares 
/̂READ * GROUP Post vs. Pre 2.949 1 2.949 4.899 .030 

Dp vs. Pre 2.951 1 2.951 4.138 .045 
Post vs. Dp 2.618E-07 1 2.618E-07 .000 .999 

VREAD * GROUP * CLASS Post vs. Pre 2.114 1 2.114 3.512 .065 

When the analyses above were carried out excluding class C (as this 'instructional 

group' may have influenced the findings, rather than the PI and EI experimental 

groups), the findings were similar to those presented (see appendix 33). Therefore, 

differences involving 'group' were due to differential impacts of PI and EI, not class 

C 

As there were differences between some of the samples at pre test (some of which 

were statistically significant and others which were not) an analysis using the gains 

between the tests also supported the findings above (see appendix 34). 
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J. 2.^ A/VOPW on eocA c/a$f 

As ± e analysis above has suggested that the effect of the instructional type may have 

had a different effect depending on the class learners were in, and as section 4.2 

suggested that class B was 6 o m a di@erent population, separate repeated measures 

ANOVAs were carried out on each class. Levene's test of equality of error variances 

showed that the variances were equal for all the variables in each class (appendix 

32). 

Class Source Type i n Sum oi 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig."" 

Class A READ 4464.818 2 2232.409 37.428 .000 
READ * GROUP 26.479 2 13.240 .222 .802 

Class B READ 626.718 1.524 411.124 7.447 .004 
READ * GROUP 360.467 1.524 236.465 4.283 .030 

Class C READ 2777.029 2 1388.515 27.439 .000 

Class Source READTEST Type III Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Class A READ Post vs. Pre 3997.514 1 3997.514 37.580 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 8543.878 1 8543.878 50.710 .000 

Post vs. Dp 853.061 1 853.061 10.276 .004 
READ * GROUP Post vs. Pre 7.550 1 7.550 .071 .792 

Dp vs. Pre 51.979 1 51.979 .309 .583 
Post vs. dp 19.908 1 19.908 .240 .628 

Class B READ Post vs. Pre 1158.002 1 1158.002 10.231 .004 
Dp vs. Pre 648.971 1 648.971 6.384 .018 

Post vs. Dp 73.180 1 73.180 1.945 .175 
READ * GROUP Post vs. Pre 641.196 1 641.196 5.665 .025 

Dp vs. Pre 415.922 1 415.922 4.091 .054 

Post vs. Dp 24.282 1 24.282 .645 .429 
Class C READ Post vs. Pre 872.749 1 872.749 10.197 .003 

Dp vs. Pre 5479.657 1 5479.657 52.188 .000 
Post vs. Dp 1978.682 1 1978.682 17.505 .000 

7h6/e j. 7^ m ybf f/ze 

As sphericity can be assumed (.817, 5.048, 2, pX).05 (=0.80)) the values were the unadjusted values 
produced by SPSS. 
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For class A it was found that there were statistically significant differences between 

all the tests. However, the ANOVA suggested that in class A the type of input 

instruction did not have a statistically significant effect on the scores. 

In class B the ANOVA suggested that there are significant effects for test: the 

planned simple and repeated contrasts suggested that there were differences between 

pre and post test and between the pre and dp test. The interaction readtest*group (i.e. 

that scores depended on the group the learners were in) was fbund to be statistically 

significant, the contrasts suggesting this was due to differences between pre and post. 

The differences were approaching significance between pre and dp test, but not 

between post and dp test. This suggests that after the intervention had Gnished there 

were no further signiEcant gains but the beneficial eSects of PI were maintained to 

some extent at dp test. 

In class C the tests of within-sul^ects contrasts showed that there were statistically 

significant diSerences between pre and post, post and dp test and between pre and dp 

test. 

As the results of the non-parametric tests supported those of the parametric tests 

above, a summary of the findings is provided in this section and the statistics are 

given in appendix 27. The Friedman and WUcoxon tests revealed that in the dataset 

as a whole there were significant di@erences between all pairs of the tests. This was 

also the case in classes A and C The intact class B and the merged PI and EI groups 

made statistically significant gains between pre and post test and between pre and dp 

test, but there were no significant differences between the post and dp test scores. 

Within class A both the EI and PI groups made significant gains between all pairs of 

tests. Within class B only the PI group made gains between the pre and post and 

between the pre and dp test. Neither group's scores changed significantly between 

the post and dp tests. 
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J.2.6 omdf m<?/%-acÂ '6 co«Aw/ 

As discussed in section 5.1.7, ± e analysis of the reading tests has suggested that EI 

had a positive eGect on learning in class A but no efTect in class B. As class C (the 

non-active control in school 1) made gains between pre and post reading tests (as 

shown in the analyses above), despite having had no FonF/S, it is possible that the EI 

(and PI) learners in class A also made gains as a result of the same factors (probably 

the background ethos of teach and test grammar at school I). However, the graphs in 

section 5.2.2 suggested that class A made greater gains than class C between pre and 

post test. In addition, the e8ect size of the gains made by class A compared to class 

C between pre and post tests was 0.68 sdu (though this is below the 0.96 sdu 

baichmark for comparing FonF/S instruction with a control with no focus on Ae 

target forms). An independent samples t test (table 5 .16) also showed that class A's 

pre-post gains were statistically significantly higher than class Cs '̂̂ . 

t 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

2.575 56 .013 6.55490 2.54557 1.45552 11.65429 

C /7rg a W 

As discussed in section 5.1.7, abackground ethos of teach and test grammar at 

school 1 cannot, therefore, entirely explain the extent of the gains made by learners 

in class A This implies that both the EI and PI learners must have benefited in some 

way from the experimental intervention. 

The analyses above have suggested that in the whole dataset there were statistically 

significant differences between all pairs of tests. This was also the case for the intact 

classes A and C Class had a statistically significant effect on the scores, and the 

findings for this were particularly conclusive between the post and dp tests. The 

The reader is reminded that there were no signiGcant differences between the EI and PI groups 
scores in class A. 

Equal \wiances could be assumed. 
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effect of instructional group alone may have had a tendency to affect the learners' 

scores, with PI learners' scores being higher at post test and their gains probably 

being maintained at dp test. The analyses found that the learners' scores also 

depended on the class AND the instructional group they were in EI learners in class 

B did not make any gains in their interpretation of written verb inflections, whereas 

the EI learners in class A made gains between all tests. The PI learners in classes A 

and B made statistically significant gains between pre and post test, and maintained 

these gains at dp test. 

5^ Summary of chapter 5 and discussion 

This chapter has presented a range of analyses which tended to suggest that for the 

reading scores and, to a lesser extent, for the listening scores, PI had a statistically 

significant beneficial impact when compared to EI in class B. However, in class A, 

PI and EI learners made equivalent gains. As the EI learners in class A were able to 

make gains during the experimental intervention, this could suggest that they were 

detecting the target verb inflections, incidentally to the task that forced their attention 

on lexical items in the input In terms of IP theory learners may have been attending 

to items of low Communicative Value (CV) v\iiilst also attending to items of higher 

CV (e.g. lexical items) and/or overall sentential meaning. In contrast, in class B, EI 

learners seemed unable to detect verb inflections whilst also interpreting items of 

higher CV as they made no learning gains during the study. Equivalent learners, in 

the same class, receiving PI seemed to begin to process verb inflections, according to 

the measures used in this study, and they maintained their learning gains after 

approximately 14 weeks. 

Clearly, these are contradictory findings with respect to the e@ect of EI in classes A 

and B, and some explanation is required. The analysis in section 4.2 showed that 

learners in class B (in school 2) were at an earlier developmental stage than the 

learners in school 1, in terms of interpretation and production of verb inflections (and 

possibly also in terms of metalinguistic knowledge and/or vocabulary range). IP 

theory would suggest that the higher developmental stage o f EI learners in class A 

may have allowed attentional resources to be devoted to detecting items of low CV 
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(i.e. verb inflections) incidentally to interpreting lexical items and/or overall 

sentential meaning in the EI activities. It was also acknowledged that the EGI at the 

start of each unit of work, combined with the input flood in the EI activities, may 

have helped to activate their language knowledge / use, particularly given that these 

learners were accustomed to explicit grammar presentations and practice (see section 

4.1). It was also suggested that a school / test eSect in school 1 may also explain, to 

some extent, the improvement made by the EI group in class A. However, this 

cannot account entirely for their gains because the non-active control (class C), 

which had the same pre test scores and background as class A, made statistically 

significantly smaller gains than class A in both listaiing and reading measures. 

Differences in general teaching and learning characteristics in the classes prior to the 

study may also have given learners in class A greater propensity than learners in 

class B to note (in a general sense and/or 'detect') verb inflections in the EI 

activities^^. Section 4.1 described how learners in class A were familiar widi planned 

sequmces of grammar teaching activities which aimed to raise their awareness of a 

few specific features (and of verb inflections in particular) in the input and output. 

They were also accustomed to being asked about aspects of language beyond the 

minimum required by the task. As learners probably expected sequences of activities 

to be related in terms of language form, they may have tended to search for Ae 

features presented in Ae EGI in the EI tasks that followed it. The portraits of lessons 

in class B (outside the experimental intervention) suggested that learners in this class 

would not be as accustomed to such a sequencing of activities. Although explicit 

grammar explanations were frequent, they were unpredictable in terms of the 

activities preceding or Sallowing them and they could cover a wide range of features, 

probably due to their more ad hoc / reactive nature. In addition, not all learners 

appeared to attend to these explanations and comprehension of them often remained 

unchecked. As a result of some or all of the features summarised above, EI learners 

in class B may have been less likely to detect verb inflections in the EI materials^^. It 

The conditions (funng the intervention in both classes were similar (e.g. all materials were 
completed and learners in both classes appeared to be equally engaged in the tasks, see sections 4.1 
and 4.3). 
'' This scenario was offered some support by two of the EI learners in class B who commented that 
they didn't understand why the activities after the EGIs were not related to the EGIs (suggesting that 
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IS emphasised that these specific suggestions are tentative but thev are offered to 

acknowledge the potential impact of more general teaching techniques on the results 

of this study. 

the input flood of exemplars not sufficient for them to practice the grammar point featured in the 
HGI), 
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Chapter 6 Results and Analysis of the Production Language Tests 

ThfrodwcffOM 

In this chapter quantitative analyses are used to assess the impact on the tvhting and 

speaking tests of the following independent variables: time of test (pre, post and 

delat ed post test), type of instruction (PI, EI and class C), class (A, B or C), as laid 

out in research questions 2 , 3 and 4. The analyses use very similar procedures to 

those in the previous chapter. In addition, this chapter also includes two other types 

of analysis. 

First, some assessment of the validity and reliability of the test measurements was 

made by exploring whether the number of obhgatory contexts (defined in section 

3 .6.6) produced during the oral and wriMen narrative measurements had any 

relationship with class, instructional group or the actual writing score (i.e. target-

likeness of inflection). These analyses were necessary in order to assess whether the 

class, instructional type or ability to inflect verbs correctly affected the number of 

verbs used by learners and, therefore, the calculation of their final production score. 

Second, analysis was done to explore the speaking scores in terms of the type of 

discourse required (i.e. saitence or narrative level), as performance on oral narrative 

measures may have obtained lower scores than limited response sentence level tasks, 

as found in VanPatten & Sanz (1995)\ This analysis was additionally relevant for 

this study to investigate whether the speaking scores were influenced by their 

composition, as some learners' scores consisted of sentence level tasks only and 

others of saitence and narrative level tasks combined (see sections 3.6 and 6.2 for 

fuller descriptions and rationales of how the scores were obtained). 

Other PI studies have not used oral narrative measures. 
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6.1 Analysis of the writing tests 

The total \\Titing scores were turned into a percentage. The total raw score possible 

in the sentence level tasks was 56 and this was added to the number of obhgatory 

contexts (briefly, verbs referring to a subject) each learner created for themselves in 

the narrative level tasks^. The definition of obligatory contexts and how the writing 

was scored are outlined in section 3.6.6 and in appaidix 23. 

The reader is reminded that during the written post tests, class B were visibly and 

audibly distressed at having to do a French test (see section 3.5.1). 

Several samples showed a statistically significant difference to the normal 

distribution at the 95% confidence level (see appendix 29). However, at the 99% 

confidence leveF only the merged EI group at pre and dp test and the PI group in 

class B at pre test were not normally distributed. Parametric tests were therefore 

carried out, and non-parametric tests were performed to supplement these, in line 

with analyses in chapter 5, and as explained in section 3.8.2. 

Inferential statistics were used to compare the number of obhgatory contexts 

produced at pre, post and dp test in the various sample groups in the study'̂ . It was 

found that the test variable did impact on the number of obhgatory contexts produced 

i.e. more were produced at post test, and this did not change at dp test. In most cases, 

the class and merged instructional grouping variables did not have a statistically 

significant impact on the production of obligatory contexts. This implies therefore 

that, in general, it is unlikely that any particular samples of the scores were based on 

" A small number of learners did not respond to an occasional sentence item (probably because they 
did not know the lexical verb). Analyses were carried out both including and excluding this data and, 
although the raw scores were very slightly different, no differences were found in any of the statistical 
tests done. In the presentation here, such instances have been included. 
^ i.e. increasing the chances of accepting the nuU hypothesis of no difference between the sample and 
a normal distribution 

Due to space limitations, appendix 35 contains the results of these analyses. 
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a very small number of contexts and others on signiEcantly larger samples of 

language. However, it was found that in class B at post test, the PI group produced 

more obligatory contexts than the EI group and this difference was borderline at dp 

test. This appears to be in line with the actual scores (chapter 5 and the remainder of 

this chapter), in that in class B PI generally made a positive impact on the accuracy 

of interpretation and production of verb inflections at post test (and usually also at dp 

test). 

These findings are also relevant as, as mentioned in section 4.3, teachers A and C 

suggested that EI may be more suitable for teaching vocabulary and PI for teaching 

grammar. If this were the case, it might have been expected that EI learners would 

produce more obligatory contexts than PI learners. However, this was not found to 

be the case, and in fact, the PI learners in class B were more likely to produce verbs 

with a subject than EI learners at post test. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that a 

precise measure of vocabulary range was not taken and this would be required before 

more deSnitive claims can be made regarding the relative impact of each input 

approach on lexical acquisition. 

Correlations between the number of contexts generated and the scores were also 

calculated. If the number of contexts produced correlates positively with the target-

likeness of the pupils' productions (suggesting some relationship between the 

quantity and quality of productions) then claims regarding the nature of the influence 

of instructional type on the scores would be afkcted. Little evidence was found to 

suggest any correlation between the number of contexts produced and the accuracy 

of the verb inflections. This suggests that the tests, in general, elicited obligatory 

contexts from the pupils regardless of their developmental stage in terms of verb 

inflection i.e. learners were willing to 'have a go' at the tests. The only exception to 

this was a positive correlation found in the PI group in class B at dp test (Pearson's r 

= 0.557, p (two tailed) = 0.039, n=14). As suggested above, this correlation may 

indicate some kind of impact of PI in terms of encouraging learners in class B to 

produce more verbs than EI learners, a W that these verbs are more likely to have 

target-like inflections. However, such suggestions are tentative at this stage as the n 
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was small and the effect was not found at post test ( a l thou^ this may have t e e n 

affected by class B's lack of motivation during the written post tests). 

6.1.3 Descriptive statistics 

Graphical presmtation of the results and effect sizes are given in this section (see 

appendix 31 for the means, standard deviation and n). 

a) Graphs 

Group means 

GROUP 

control 5 10 

WRITTEST 

CLASS A 

C 

8 

GROUP 

WRITTEST 
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CLASSB 

C 

3 

WRITTEST 

Class means 

1 

GROUP 

CLASS 

WRITTEST 

b) Effect sizes on gains between tests 

The measure of effect size used here {Cohen's d) was described infection 3.8,6. As 

in chapter 5, a benchmark of 0.75 standard deviation units (found in Norris & Ortega 

2000 for effect sizes where the comparison group interacted with m^erials in which 

the target forms were embedded) will be used here to help interpret the effect sizes 

found, in order to eliminate the differences betweeri the groups at pre test, the effect 

sizes o f the gains betweai the tests were calculated (table 6.1). 



196 

fire-

merged PI over merged EI r -0.07 0.16 0.12 
class A PI over EI -0.28 0.06 -0.22 
class B PI over EI 0.41 0.27 0.98 

7a6Ze 6 . Z M wnVzMg .̂ corg.̂  

There was little difference betwem the effect sizes of the gains made by the merged 

instructional groups. Similarly, in class A neither instructional group had a clear 

advantage in terms of the eSisct size of their gains. 

In class B however, by the time of dp test, the PI gains had an ef&ct size larger than 

the 0.75 sdu benchmark and of the magnitude found by Norris & Ortega (2000) when 

the comparison group had MO exposure to the target feature (0.96 sdu). 

6.7. ̂  AZVOK4 fo 

group wrAmg 

A repeated measures ANOVA was carried out, w i ± the three writing tests (WRIT) 

as repeated measures and with class and instructional group (GROUP) as beh^/een-

subjects factors. The assumption of equality of variances was not met (^pendix 32) 

and some of the data samples did not have a normal distribution,. The analysis here 

can therefore only be used cautiously and non-parametric tests are presented later. 

Source Type i n Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig=. 

WRIT 11363.490 2 5681.745 55.931 .000 

WRIT * GROUP 119.183 2 59.592 .557 
WRIT * CLASS 3822.932 2 1911.466 18.816 .000 

WRIT * GROUP * CLASS 385.024 2 192.512 1.895 .154 

(̂ .2 ^7" (Ae wzn/zg ,9Corg.y 

^ Mauchl/s test of sphehcit}' showed that the variances of the differences between conditions are not 
statistically significantly different (Mauchly's W 0.924, approx Chi Square, 5.834, df 2, p=0.054), and 
so no correcticm to p was required. 
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This ANOVA shows that there were statistically significant differences between the 

tests and that the impact of class on the writing test scores (the interaction writ*class) 

was statistically significant. Simple and repeated planned contrasts were carried out 

to explore the source of these differences (see table 6.3), 

Source WRITTEST Type in 
Sum of 

Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

WRIT Post vs. Pre 8614.596 1 8614.596 37.845 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 22286.726 1 22286.726 95.034 .000 

Post vs. Dp 3189.149 1 3189.149 21.6401 .000 
WRIT * GROUP Post vs. Pre 3.238 1 3.238 OM .905 

Dp vs. Pre 153.260 1 153.260 .654| .421 
Post vs. Dp 201.051 1 201.051 1.364| ^ 

WRIT * CLASS Post vs. Pre 3679.154 1 3679.154 16.1631 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 7203.236 1 7203.236 30.71^ .000 
Post vs. Dp 586.407 1 586.407 3 . 9 ^ .050 

WRIT* GROUP * 
CLASS 

Post vs. Pre 259.486 1 259.486 I.14q .289 

Dp vs. Pre 763.012 1 763.012 3.2541 .075 
Post vs. Dp 132.574 I 132.574 .9001 .346 

The planned contrasts suggest that there were statistically significant differences 

between all pairs of the test. The interaction writ*class is statistically significant 

between pre and post and between pre and dp test. The differences between the post 

and dp test in the difkrent classes were only of borderline significance (p^.05) . 

The interaction writtest*group is non-significant between all pairs of tests. 

As with the interpretation measures analysed in chapter 5, class C was excluded in 

order to assess the impact of this class on the findings above i.e. did excluding class 

C alter the eSect of class, group or the interaction group*class on the test scores? As 

with the other measures, this analysis confirmed that class C had not afkcted the 

findings of the above analysis (see appendix 33 for details). 

As there were differences betvi een some of the samples at pre test (some of which 

were statistically significant and others which were not) an analysis of the gains 
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between the tests was conducted which also supported the findings above (appendix 

34). 

6.7. ̂  (Ag 

When the scores are transformed by using the square root of the raw score, nearly all 

of the samples are normally distributed (see appendix 2 9 / . Also, the transformation 

of the scores resulted in more equal variances - the pre and post test scores could be 

considered equal at 99% confidence level (see appendix 32). Further transformation 

of the data is considered beyond the scope of this thesis mainly due to the fact that 

transformed data is diSicult to interpret This ANOVA is therefore presented as an 

indication of trends only. 

Source Type i n Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean Square F S:g/ 

VWRIT 105.555 1.656 63.734 45.910 .000 
VWRIT * GROUP 4.186 1.656 2.528 1.821 .172 
VWRIT * CLASS 20.146 1.656 12.164 8.762 .001 

VWRIT* GROUP * CLASS 8.627 1.656 5.209 3.752 .034 

This analysis suggests that the interaction between ^Iwriting test * group * class is 

significant supporting the suggestion from the graphs above that the type of input 

instruction had a diSerential effect depending on the class learners were in. (The 

repeated measures ANOVA with non-transformed scores presented above produced 

a non-significant interaction.) The planned contrasts (table 6.5) suggest that the 

source of this difference is between the pre and dp test measures. The graphs suggest 

that learners in class B performed dilGkrently depending on which instructional group 

the)^ were in between the pre and dp tests, whereas the other groups and classes do 

not have distinct patterns. 

° Die only exception was the overall post test results (though at the 99% confidence level these could 
be considered nomially distributed). In any case, this gross sample does not attect any of the 
conclusions drawn. 
' Mauchly's test of sphericity suggested that sphericity does not hold (0.792,17.219,2, p<0.05) and so 
the Greenhouse-Geisser estimate of sphericity (0.828) is used in order to calculate the df Wiich is used 
to find the p value for the F statistic (in any case, all the estimates of sphericity gave the same results 
in terms of statistical significance at the 95% conGdence level). 
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Source VWRIT Type II] 
Sum ol 

Squares 

dl Mean 
Square 

Sig. 

VWRIT Post vs. Pre 94.630 1 94.630 34.280 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 201.940 1 201.940 70.044 .000 

Post vs. Dp 20.095 1 20.095 16.025 .000 
VWRIT * GROUP Post vs. Pre .735 1 .735 .266 .607 

Dp vs. Pre 7.964 1 7.964 1 2 7 6 2 .101 
Post vs. Dp 3.860 1 3.860 3.078 .083 

VWRIT * CLASS Post vs. Pre 17.215 1 17.215 6.236 .015 
Dp vs. Pre 38.872 I 38.872 13.483 .000 

Post vs. Dp 4.350 1 4.350 3.469 .066 
VWRIT* GROUP * CLASS Post vs. Pre 5.363 1 5.363 1.943 .167 

Dp vs. Pre 17.176 1 17.176 5.957 .017 
Post vs. Dp 3.343 1 3.343 2 6 6 6 .107 

6. J o W c^fAe v a n a 6 / e ( A e j'ĝ ware roof o / 
fAe wzYzng ^core 

Carrying out ± e above analyses without class C did not make any substantial 

diSerence to the results. 

6.7.6 

Althou^ the analyses above have suggested that there may be a tendency for PI to 

have a diGerential impact depending on the class learners were in, this analysis could 

not be considered conclusive as some interactions showed borderline statistical 

significance and an analysis of the use of transformed data found slightly different 

results. In addition, as the analysis in section 4.2 suggested that class B was j&om a 

statistically significantly different population at the outset, separate repeated 

measures ANOVAs were carried out on classes A, B and C. 

Levene's test of equality of error variances showed this assumption was upheld in all 

tests in classes A and in the pretest in class B. In post and dp tests in class B the 

variances were equal at the 99% confidence level. The repeated measures ANOVA 

can be used as an indication of trends. 

The ANOVA found significant diSerences beb^^een die tests. The interaction of 

writ*group was not significant in class A (planned contrasts are therefore superfluous 
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for this interaction). In class B, the repeated measures ANOVA suggests that both the 

writing test and the interaction writ*group are statistically significant. 

Source T y p e i n 
Sum oi 

Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig." 

Class A WRIT 12321.788 1.645 7491.020 44.588 .000 
WRIT * GROUP 98.991 1.645 60.181 .358 .659 

Class B WRIT 409.502 2 204.751 4.091 .023 
WRIT * GROUP 388.727 2 194.364 3.884 .027 

Class C WRIT 4074.494 2 2037.247 18.196 .000 

c / a B & C'.y wnVzng fg.yf 

Source WRITTEST Type III Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Class A WRIT Post vs. Pre 12945.640 1 12945.640 41.968 .000 
Dp vs Pre 22667.159 1 22667.159 61.603 .000 

Post vs. Dp 1352.566 1 1352.566 8.862 .006 
ClassB WRTT Post vs. Pre 577.861 1 577.861 6.341 .019 

Dp vs. Pre r 6 4 8 . ^ 2 1 648.602 5.125 .033 
Post vs. Dp 2.042 1 2.042 .025 .876 

WRIT * GROUP Post vs. Pre 96.863 1 96.863 1.063 .313 
Dp vs. Pre 757.017 1 757.017 5.982 .022 

Post vs. Dp 312.301 1 312.301 3.781 .064 
Class C WRIT Post vs. Pre 473.502 1 473.502 1.733 .200 

Dp vs. Pre 7525.979 1 7525.979 39.126 .000 
Post vs. Dp 4224.000 1 4224.000 20.481 .000 

7 6'zM /̂e aW j ' v 4 , .8 awf C 'j' wzYzng î corg.y 

Planned contrasts suggested there were improvements between all tests in class A. 

In class B, planned contrasts found that there were statistically significant differences 

between the pre and post tests and these were maintained at dp test. However, there 

were no differences between post and dp tests. They also found that the eSect 

instructional group had on test was significant between pre and dp tests, and 

^proaching significance between post and dp tests. Again, it is suggested that a 

reason for this may be the distress during the written post tests in class B, adversely 

affecting performance, but that at dp test, the PI learners were able to improve further 

' Mauchl/s test of sphericity showed that the data &om class A did not uphold diis assumption (0.784, 
6.324, 2, p=0.042). The Greenhouse-Geisser correction (0.822) was used to calculate p. This was not 
necessary for the other classes. 
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on the gains made at post test in order to make a statistically significant difference 

compared to the pre test scores. The EI learners in class B made no statistically 

significant gains in the target features throughout the study. 

In class C there were no statistically significant gains between pre and post test in 

this measure. This is the only measure where this is the case. However, between 

post and dp tests statistically significant gains were made. 

The non-parametric tests supported the Gndings above (see appendix 27). The tests 

found that in the whole dataset there were significant differences betweai each test. 

In the intact class A there were also statistically significant di@erences between each 

test. In class C, there were statistically significant diSerences between the post and 

dp tests and between the pre and dp tests, t h o u ^ not between the pre and post test. 

The Friedman test showed that for the intact class B, the differences between the 

tests were ^proaching significance (p=0.054) and the paired Wilcoxon tests showed 

that there were significant gains between pre and post and between pre and dp test, 

though not between the post and dp test. Both the merged EI and PI groups made 

gains between the pre and post and between the pre and dp test. Only the merged PI 

group had significant differences between the post and dp test. In class A, both PI 

and EI groups made pre - post and pre - dp test gains. The post - dp test differences 

were approaching significance (and one tailed tests^ showed statistical significance). 

In class B, the EI group made no gains between any of the tests. The PI group made 

gains between the pre and post and maintained these gains at dp test. There was no 

statistically significant difference between the post and dp test scores. 

6.7. f DwcMMfom amff Q fAg wmfro/ 

As in sections 5.1.7 and 5.2.6, the gains made by classes A and C between pre and 

post tests were compared to explore the extent to which a school effect can explain 

the gains made by the EI (and possibly PI) learners in class A. The repeated 

measures ANOVA and planned contrasts on class C (tables 6.6 and 6.7 above) 

showed that the gains made by class C between pre and post tests were not 
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statistically significant. Furthermore, the effect size of the pre-post gains made by 

class A compared to class C was 0,99 sdu, just above the benchmark 0.96 sdu 

(appropriate because class C did not have FonF/S between the pre and post tests). 

An independmt samples t test (table 6,8) also showed that class A made signiGcantly 

greater gains than class C. Therefore, a school eSect cannot explain the PI and EI 

learners' gains in class A between pre and post tests. As in chapter 5, it is suggested 

that it is hkely that the EI learners in class A were able to beneGt 6 o m the input 

flood (and possibly the EGI) in the EI, in ways that EI learners in class B were not. 

t 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difkrence 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

3.709 54 .000 16.58169 4.47117 7,61754 25,54583 

/ y e w/OMg 

This section has presented a range of analyses which have shown that instruction, 

regardless of class, did not have an overall eSect on the writing scores. However, 

learners' scores depended on the class and the instructional group they were in. In 

class A, instructional type had no differential impact on gains made by learners -

both EI and PI learners made statistically signiGcant gains. In class B only the PI 

learners made statistically significant gains between pre and post and maintained 

these gains at dp test. Learners in class C did not make statistically significant gains 

between pre and post test ( thou^ they did between post and dp test, probably due to 

the FonF/S instruction on verb inflections in the perfect tense). Therefore, a school 

effect cannot be used to explain the gains made by the PI and EI groups in class A 

between pre and post tests: it is likely that they both benefited from their input-based 

instruction. 

' testing the hypothesis that dp test scores would be higher than post test scores 
Equal variances could be assumed 
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6.2 Analysis of the speaking tests 

As described in chapter 3 ,16 learners from each of classes A and C and 17 from 

class B undertook the sentence level speaking tasks (with almost equal numbers of PI 

and EI leamers^^). These sentence level tasks carried 54 available points (27 items 

each with 2 points available). Scores were turned into a percentage using 54 as the 

denominator. 

Of these 16 learners from each class, 8 also undertook narrative and guided 

conversation tasks (henceforth referred to as narrative tasks), where scoring was 

dependait, to some extent, on how many obligatory contexts each learner produced. 

For these learners, their sentence scores were added to their narrative task scores, and 

an 'individual' denominator was calculated for each learner by adding the 54 points 

available for the sentence items to the number of obligatory contexts created by the 

learner (x2, as two points were available for each obligatory context). See appendix 

24 for details of how the written interlanguage was scored. 

Therefore, half the oral production scores are derived from the sentence level tasks 

only and the other half consist of the sentence level tasks combined with the scores 

from the narrative tasks. Both were calculated as a percentage. 

6.2.7 fAg dlaAz; Cow 

Several samples of data from the speaking tests could not be considered as being 

normally distributed, as shown by the results of the K-S test in appendix 29. The pre, 

post and dp test scores were heavily positively skewed (many more learners 

obtaining low scores than would be expected in a normal distribution). The samples 

that cannot even be considered as normally distributed at the 99% level are: the 

overall pre, post and dp tests. Class A pre test, merged PI group pre and dp tests, and 

Class A PI group pre and post tests. This, along with the small sample sizes, 

indicated that the results &om parametric tests should be interpreted with caution and 

that non-parametric tests were required to supplement them. 

see seclion 3.6.4: there was one more El learner than PI learner in class B due to an adrninistralive 
error. 
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6.2.2 /Ae a/;</ l a A / ^ /Ag ̂ azMm^ 

The mean score available in the speaking tasks was 117.3. To give an approximate 

picture of ± e composition of the total speaking score, table 6 .9 illustrates the total 

scores available for each speaking task (the /Meam numbers o f contexts produced for 

the narrative tasks are given). 

Sentence level Narrative / conversation 
Present 
tense, 
regular, er 

Present tense, 
irregular, 
3™ person 

Perfect 
tense, 
regular, 
avoir & @tre 

Present 
(std. de 

tense 
V.) 

Perfec 
(std. c 

:t tense 
ev.) 

16 16 22 27.1 
(6.5) 

31.7 
(5.1) 

30.7 
(7.4) 

32.3 
(5.9) 

34.3 
(4.4) 

34.1 
(5.4) 

16 16 22 

overall mean= 29.8 overa 1 mean= 33.5 
54 combined mean = 63.3 

7b6/e 6.9 7bfo/ avazZa^ZeoraZ 

^ f m f/zg omZ coMvey.yaffOM 

As with the written narrative measures, it was ascertained whether the test 

instrumentation was consistent in terms of the elicitation of obligatory contexts 

across the different tests, classes and instructional groups. The statistical details of 

this analysis are given in appendix 36. It was found that the number of obligatory 

contexts produced increased at post test and this was maintained at dp test. The class 

and group learners were in did not impact on the number of contexts produced. This 

implies that the oral narrative tests were robust in their elicitation of obligatory 

contexts across diSerent samples of learners. It also eliminates the possibility that 

some of the scores were based on a very small number of contexts and others on 

significantly larger samples of language. This analysis also suggests that PI learners 

did not have a disadvantage in terms of their attempts at producing verbs with a 

subject, addressing, to some extent, teachers A and B's suggestion that EI may be 

more elective for the teaching of lexical items. 
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In order to check whether there was any correlation between the number of contexts 

produced and the accuracy of production, Airther analysis was necessary:, using 

Spearman's Rho (a non parametric test), as the n was small and some of the data sets 

were not normally distributed (see appendix 36 for details of this analysis). It was 

found that, overall, at pre test learners produced obligatory contexts without 

necessarily producing accurate inflections (i.e. there was no statistically signiGcant 

correlation). At post and dp tests, overall, learners were more likely to produce a 

correct inflection the more contexts they produced. At post test it was likely for this 

to be the case in the merged PI group and in class A. However, the statistical 

significance of this tendency in the merged PI group at post test is likely to be 

heavily influenced by the fact that half these learners were in class A (where the 

relationship was clear), as neither instructional group in class B showed this 

tendency. Furthermore, the tendency was ^parently reversed at dp test (i.e. the 

merged EI group was more likely to produce accurate inflections the more obligatory 

contexts they produced, and the taidency was no longer significant in class A). It is 

therefore argued that there is no convincing evidence, especially given the small 

sample size, of a pattern regarding the effect of instructional type and/or class on the 

learners' production of contexts and their ability to inflect verbs accurately. In 

summary, for the purposes of this study the oral production measure can be said to be 

suSlciently robust in terms of eliciting reliable samples across different instructional 

groups and classes. 

There is some debate that smtence and narrative level oral tasks elicit different types 

of learner language, particularly in terms of its accuracy (e.g. Truscott 1998, Norris 

& Ortega 2000, VanPatten & Sanz 1995). The oral measure used in this study 

consisted of a combination of sentence level and narrative / guided conversation 

tasks. It was of interest to assess whether these task types obtained similar results, 

both to inform this debate and to assess the internal validity of the oral score. 

Sentence level and narrative scores from learners v\dio completed both types of tasks 

were analysed using Pearson's product moment correlation (see table 6.10). 
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Pearson's correlation of sentence 
score with nawTative score 

Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Pre .748 .000 23 
Post .586 .003 23 

Dp .598 .003 23 

6.70 fAg jemfeMce Marm/fve oraZ ̂ corgj' 

Table 6.10 Aows a high degree of positive correlation between the two measures. 

Paired samples t tests^^ were also carried out in order to see if the two sets of 

measures had produced scores which came from statistically signiGcantly di@erent 

populations. It was found that two scores were consistently statistically similar (see 

table 6.11). 

Test Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 

t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Lower Upper 
Pre -1.0571 10.03645 2.09274 -5.3971 3.2830 -.505 22 .619 

Post -2.5521 17.20833 3.58818 -9.9935 4.8894 -.711 22 .484 
Dp 5.0045 17.84722 3.72140 -2.7132 12.7222 1.345 22 .192 

This finding contradicts the finding in VanPatten & Sanz 1995 that learners were 

more likely to produce accurate language in sentence level tasks than in the 

narratives. It is argued that in this study the two ways of arriving at a speaking score 

did not obtain statistically different results and could be combined to produce one 

valid measurement, which was possibly more robust as it comprised two types of 

performance that are often considered to be different. 

wAefAer fAe /earners were ^zmf/ar 

In order to confirm that learners who undertook both the sentence and narrative level 

tasks and those who undertook just the sentence level tasks were from the same 

population independoit sample t tests were carried out̂ .̂ 

As some of the data was not normal, non-parametric tests (Wilcoxon matched pairs signed ranks 
test) were also carried out. The same results were found. 

To select pupils who would do the narrative tasks, 2 pupils who had undertaken the oral sentence 
level tasks were chosen 6-om each quartile of the reading and listening scores, see section 3.6.4. 
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t Sig. Mean Std. EiToi 95% Confidence 
(2- Difference Difference Interval of the 

tailed) Difference 
Lower Upper 

Pre .187 46 .853 .8164 4.37022 -7.98038 9.61323 
Post -.194 46 .847 -1.0692 5.50932 -12.15893 10.02045 

Dp -1.0271 45 .310 -6.3389 6.17408 -18.77414 6.09634 

6.72 /WepeMcfenf f fo w/Mpo/'g fAe om/ j'gMfgmce /gW fcorgj' o / 
ZgarMgr̂  wAo /DÔ OMJy /Ae êm̂ gMcg Z^gZ kzj'Aiy awf Zeamefj' wAo fooAr6of/z fAe 
ĝMfgMcg aWwzr/'aA'vg /gve/ 

It was found that the sentence level scores of learners who had taken both &e 

sentence tasks and the narrative tasks can be considered the same as the scores from 

learners who only took the sentence level tasks, indicating that the two samples of 

Tiers were 6 o m the same population'^. ieai 

This section has shown that although the spoken production score was derived &om 

two types of activity for some learners but 6om one for other learners, it can be 

considered as a valid measurement at pre, post and dp tests. This suggests that if 

any impact of instruction on oral performance is found, thm narrative level 

per&rmance may have been affected in similar ways to saitence level performance. 

However, a speci6c investigation of the impact of instructional type on sentence 

versus narrative level oral performance is beyond the scope of this thesis. As 

emphasised in chapter 3, using both types of task for the calculation of an oral 

measurement is intended to increase the sample of language and potaitially different 

performance types elicited. 

The following section explores the speaking scores in terms of the impact of different 

instructional types and classes. 

' Equal variances could be assumed 
" Non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney U test for independent samples) were carried out in order to 

confmn these Gndings as some of the data was not normally distributed. The same results were found 
and so are not presented here 
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6.2.3 Descriptive statistics 

a} Graphs 

Group m e a n s 

i 

Speaking Test 

CLASS A 

GROUP 

Merged El 

Merged PI 

^ Class C 

S 10 

GROUP 

Speaking Test 
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CLASS B 

GROUP 

Speaking Test 

Class Means 

i 

CLASS 

Speaking Test 

b) Effect sizes for gains between tests 

Effect size of... Pre- post sains Post-dp gains Fi-e-dp gains 
merged PI over mea-ged EI 0 0 5 ^&22 -0.15 

class A PI over EI -0.69 -0.16 4 1 6 2 

class B PI over EI 0 8 7 4X19 0 9 8 

Table 6.13 Effect sizes of gains between speaking tests 
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It can be seai that there is little substantial effect size for either instructional type in 

the gains made in the merged EI and PI groups. 

However, as with previous analyses, the effect size for PI is different in the two 

classes. In class B by the time of the dp test, PI had an effect size that was 

considerably higher than the appropriate benchmark (0.75 sdu) and even of the 

magnitude of the baichmark for comparing FonF/S to controls with no exposure to 

the target forms (0.96). In contrast, in class A EI had an effect size over PI. This 

contradicts the finding in Norris & Ortega (2000) that in general FonF/S 

interventions had positive eSect sizes of a mean of 0.75 sdu over interventions such 

as the EI in this study. 

6 . 2 ^ AAAOPCi /o 

Levene's test of equality of error variances (appendix 32) suggests that only the dp 

test scores did not have equal variances. The ANOVA can therefore provide an 

indication of trends. 

Source Type m 
Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig/" 

SPK 2577.033 2 1288.516 22.895 .000 
SPK * CLASS 630.301 2 315.151 5.600 .005 

SPK * GROUP 14.065 2 7.032 .125 .883 
SPK * CLASS * GROUP 319.465 2 159.733 2.838 .064 

The repeated measures ANOVA suggests that there are statistically significant 

diSerences between the different overall tests and between the different tests 

depending on the class the learners were in. There was no overall statistically 

significant difference depending only on the instructional group the learners were in. 

However, the interaction betweai speaking test*class*group is approaching 

statistical significance and suggests that the score learners achieved at diSerent tests 
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dq)ended on both the class they were in and the input group they were assigned to. 

Planned contrasts of these effects produced the results presented in table 6.15. 

Source SPKTEST Type m 
Sum ol 

Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

SPK Post vs. Pre 2582.093 1 2582.093 27.280 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 4806.274 1 4806.274 42.233 .000 

Post vs. Dp 342.731 1 342.731 2.652 111 
SPK * CLASS Post vs. Pre 249.190 1 249.190 2.633 .112 

Dp vs. Pre 1255.627 1 1255.627 11.033 .002 
Post vs. Dp 386.086 1 386.086 2.988 

SPK * GROUP Post vs. Pre 6.400 1 6.400 .068 .796 
Dp vs. Pre 7.684 1 7.684 .068 .796 

Post vs. Dp 28.109 1 28.109 .218 .643 
SPK * CLASS * GROUP Post vs. Pre 468.626 1 468.626 4.951 .031 

Dp vs. Pre 489.542 1 489.542 4.302 .044 
Post vs. Dp .228 1 .228 .002 .967 

6 . a W jpaiAzMg 

This suggests that the interaction between speaking test*class*group was statistically 

significant between pre and post and between pre and dp tests, yet not between post 

and dp tests. This suggests that the combined impact of instructional group and class 

maintained its impact on speaking scores at dp test 

The class e@ect alone was not statistically significant between pre and post test, and 

between post and dp test but was significant between pre and dp test - suggesting that 

over the course of the whole study, the class learners were in influenced the scores. 

In order to explore whether the results above were due to the eSect of class C acting 

as a 'group' and influencing the interaction effects, the same procedures as above 

were carried out without class C. Again, the results suggested that class C did not 

aSect the Gndings in terms of statistical significance and so are not presented here 

(see appendix 33). 

17 

" Mauchly's Test of Sphericity showed that this assumption was upheld and therefore that no 
cx)rrection to the p value was required (Mauchl/s W 0.968, approx Chi-sqimre 1.347, 2, p=0.510). 
'' The cmly difference was that according to the planned contrasts carried out without class C the 
intoraction spktest*class*group between pre and dp test was only approaching significance at 95% 
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An analysis using the gains between the tests was carried out, in line with other 

measures, even t h o u ^ the differences between the samples at pre test were not 

statistically significant (oral production was the only measure where classes A and B 

had statistically similar pre test scores, see sections 3.3 and 4.2). The results 

supported the Sndings presaited above (see appendix 34). 

Transforming the scores using the square root of the speaking scores achieved a more 

normally distributed set of data (as shown in appendix 29), and the variances in the 

dp test variable were equal at the 99% conSdence level. The only difference (in 

terms of statistically significant findings) between the analyses of the transformed 

and non-transformed scores was that in the former the interaction 

Vspktest*class*group was only approaching significance at the 95% confidence level 

(F 3.005, 2, p=0.055). However, the results have more validity as more of the 

necessary assumptions for carrying out this test were upheld, thus reinforcing the 

claim that learners' scores probably depended on their class and the instructional type 

they had. 

Althou^ the analysis in section 4.2 did not show conclusively that there were 

significant differences between the classes in the speaking pretest, it did suggest that, 

in line with other measures, class B may have been from a diSerent population. 

Separate repeated measures ANOVAs and planned contrasts (tables 6.16 and 6.17) 

were therefore carried out on the classes, as with the other measures. 

Levene's test of equality of error variances showed this assumption was upheld in all 

variables (relevant for the ANOVAs in class A and B, appendix 32). 

conGdence level (p=0.056). However, this still suggests that there was a tendency for the type of 
instruction to have a diSerential impact at dp test depending on the class learners were in. 
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Source Type i n Sum 
of Squares 

df M e a n 
Square 

F S i g / ' 

Class A SPK 1748.914 2 874.457 11.682 .000 
SPK * GROUP 167.373 2 83.687 1.118 .341 

Class B SPK 107.760 2 53.880 1.413 .259 
SPK * GROUE^ 166.139 2 83.069 2.179 .131 

Class C SPK 1559.885 2 779.942 13.646 .000 

7b6/e (f. co fnW owf on cZagjg^ j g p o m f e / y f / z e 

Source SPKTEST Type i n 
Sum ol 

Squares 

dl Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Class A SPK Post vs. Pre 1333.130 1 1333.130 14.165 .002 
Dp vs. Pre 3427.986 1 3427.986 16.958 .001 

Post vs. Dp 485.627 1 485.627 3.177 .096 
SPK * GROUP Post vs. Pre 180.138 1 180.138 1.914 .188 

Dp vs. Pre 305.518 1 305.518 1.511 .239 
Post vs. Dp 16.464 1 16.464 .108 .748 

Class B SPK Post vs. Pre 211.910 1 211.910 2.200 .159 
Dp vs. Pre 79.642 1 79.642 1.605 .225 

Post vs. Dp 31.730 1 31.730 .383 .545 
SPK * GROUP Post vs. Pre 296.575 1 296.575 3.079 .100 

Dp vs. Pre 190.034 1 190.034 3.829 .069 
Post vs. Dp 11.807 1 11.807 .143 .711 

Class C SPKj Post vs. Pre 1454.569 1 1454.569 15.571 .001 
Dp vs. Pre 2960.360 1 2960.360 31.420 .000 

Post vs. Dp 264.725 1 264.725 1.705 .2131 

7b6Zg 6.77 Af^Zg a W rg/̂ eafecfpZoMMg f̂ coMfro^K a/?er r ^ e a f a / /Meâ wreĵ  
yl7VDK4â  OM ^epamfe cZcw ĝj' fAe apeoAmg ^core^ 

The repeated measures ANOVAs and planned contrasts (table 6.16) showed that in 

class A 'test' had a significant effect on Ae scores between pre and post and between 

pre and dp tests but not between post and dp tests. This is perhaps surprising given 

the production practice of the perfect tense these learners had between post and dp 

tests. The instructional group had no impact on the scores in class A. 

In Class B the ANOVA suggests that neither the test nor the interaction spk*group 

was statistically significant. Planned contrasts were, nevertheless, carried out to look 

' Mauchly's test of sphericity showed this assumption was upheld (class A: .826, 2.486, 2, p=.289. 
Class B: .868, 1.988, 2, p=:.370, class C.871, 1.789, 2, .409) 
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for possible trends reflecting patterns found in the analyses of other measures (table 

6.17). They suggested that between pre and dp tests the effect of group may be 

approaching significance. 

In class C planned contrasts suggested that the sources of the difference found in the 

repeated measures ANOVA were between pre and post and betwem pre and dp tests, 

but not betweai post and dp tests. Again, this is perhaps surprising given the 

production practice class C experienced between post and dp test, yet not betweai 

the pre and post tests. The improvement between the pre and post tests may suggest 

a test effect (which may also have affected class A's scores, though not class B's as 

the EI group showed no improvement, see section 6.2.7). 

It is noted that the results from these parametric tests may have been affected by the 

small and unequal sample sizes and the non-normal distribution of the data 

The non-parametric tests generally supported the trends suggested by the analyses 

presented above. In the dataset as a whole, it was found that there were significant 

differences between pre and post and between pre and dp tests, but not between post 

and dp tests. This was also the case for the merged EI and PI groups and for classes 

A and C (peiiiaps surprising given the output practice experienced by learners in 

classes A and C between post and dp test). The intact class B ' s scores did not show 

any diSerences between any of the tests (the paired Wilcoxon tests suggested Aat 

there may have been a trend towards gains between the pre and post and between pre 

and dp tests). In class A, the EI group made pre-post and pre-dp test gains, and the 

PI group made pre-dp test gains and their pre-post gains were approaching statistical 

significance. There were no significant post-dp test differences in either the PI or EI 

groups in class A. In class B, the EI group made no gains between any of the tests 

whereas the PI group, in line with other measures, made gains between the pre and 

post tests and maintained these gains at dp test. There was no difkrmce between the 

post and dp test scores. 
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6 .2 7 DwcKMfOM Ĉ  fAg /!o/f-adirve coMfm/ 

As %aA other measures, a comparison of pre-post test gains in classes A and C was 

carried out to explore whether a school eSect can explain the gains made by EI 

learners in class A but not in class B. It was found that there was no diSerence in the 

eSect size of the pre-post test gains made by classes A and C (0.01 sdu). An 

independent samples t test supported this, as shown in table 6.18. It is noted that this 

is the only measure where there were no differences between the pre-post test gains 

made by classes A and C. One possible explanation for this is, as mentioned in 

section 4.1.2 a), is that during some of the narrative oral tests the learners 6 o m class 

A were taken from a lesson which involved explicit presentation and practice of the 

perfect tense. It is therefore possible that in class A, both PI and EI learners' pre test 

performances over-represented their developing systems, making gains at post test 

more difRcult to demonstrate. However, as there was no systematic monitoring of 

evidence of this (e.g. pausing) during the tests, this explanation cannot be pursued 

further. 

t 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

.037 30 .971 .12875 3.52199 -7.06411 7.32161 

C a W 

Nonparametric tests were also carried out as the n was small and the distribution of 

data was not normal in some of the samples. The results are not presented here as 

there were no differences between the two analyses. 

It is therefore acknowledged that gains made by PI and EI learners in class A 

between pre and post test were probably due to the test raising their awaraiess of the 

target features possibly due to the ethos of teach and test grammar in school 1. It is 

emphasised that no such effect was noted in school 2 as only one group of learners 

made any gains. 

Equality of variances could be assumed 
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6.2 & (Ag ^azAm^ fe$A 

The analyses in this section have indicated that in class B A e PI learners made 

significant gains between the speaking pre and post tests, and maintained these gains 

at dp test, Wiereas the EI learners in class B made no gains. In class A, both groups 

of learners made significant gains betweai pre and post tests and maintained these 

gains at dp test. However, it cannot be claimed that these gains were due to the 

e7q)erimental intervention as class C also made similar gains without any FonF/S 

between the pre and post tests. Despite the FonF/S (fairly mechanical output 

practice) in classes A and C between the post and dp tests, no gains were made in 

this time by classes A and C or by the merged PI and EI groups. 

63 Summaiy of chapter 6 and discussion 

This chapter has presented a range of analyses which have suggested that for the 

writing and speaking measures PI had a positive impact compared to EI in class B 

but not in class A, in line with the hstening and reading measures in chapter 5. In 

class B, learners receiving PI maintained their learning gains after 14-16 weeks. 

Equivalent EI learners in class B made no learning gains during the study and it 

therefore seems likely that they were unable to detect verb inflections whilst also 

interpreting items of higher CV in the EI activities. It was suggested the impact of PI 

and EI in class B was similar on both the sentence and narrative level oral production 

measures. 

For the written production in class A both the PI and EI learners seemed to benefit 

from the experimental intervention as the non-active control did not make 

statistically significant pre-post test gains. However, Ae impact of PI and EI in class 

A on the speaking scores was difRcult to ascertain as the non-active control made 

statistically similar pre-post test gains, possibly due to a test e@ect brought about in 

school 1 by the ethos of teach and test grammar in that school. 

The pre-post test gains in the writing measure made by the EI learners in class A may 

have been because they were able to detect the target verb inflections incidentally to 
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the task that forced their attention on lexical items and/or overall sentential meaning 

in the input In terms of IP theory, this may have beai because they had sufRcient 

attentional resources as their developing systems seemed already to have 

incorporated some representation of verb inflections (as measured by their 

interpretation and production of verb inflections at pre test). More attentional 

resources may also have been available to learners in class A than in class B because 

the former may have had better metalinguistic knowledge and/or vocabulary range 

(see sections 4.1 and 4.2). It is also acknowledged that the EGI at the start of each 

unit of work, combined with the input flood of target forms in the EI, may have been 

sufficient to reactivate their language knowledge / use in order to make greater gains 

between pre and post writing tests than the non-active control. 

This explanation is probably not appropriate for the oral measure as difkrences 

between classes A and B's oral pretest scores were not evident (see section 4.2). 

However, it is still argued that the EI learners in class B may not have made gains 

because they did not detect the verb inflections in the EI materials due to their low 

CV as hypothesised by IP theory and as suggested in the other measures. In addition, 

for the oral production measure only, it is suggested that EI learners in class A made 

gains only because of the background ethos of teach and test grammar at school 1 (as 

demonstrated by class C's statistically similar gains) and not due to being able to 

attend in some w^^ to verb inflections as a result of a higher developmental stage. 

This could be used to support the previous arguments regarding the role of 

developmental stages in input processing: oral production was the only measure not 

to reflect di6erent developmaital stages and it is also the only measure in which EI 

learners in both classes A and B did not make gains attributable to the Ef° . 

As argued in section 5 .3, general teaching in class A outside the experimental 

protocol may (also) have favourably affected learners' attention, enabling EI learners 

in class A but not in class B to make gains between the pre and post writing tests 

(and speaking tests, if these gains are not solely attributable to the school eSect). 

™ This is not to suggest that the PI learners' gains in class A in oral production are attributable to PI: 
both PI and EI gains in oral production in class A could be attributed to the background ethos of teach 
and test grammar in school 1 
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The style / sequencing / nature of the activities in class A may have made the EI 

learners in class A more likely to attend to (in a general sense or 'detect' in terms of 

IP) the input flood of verb inflections in the activities fbllovying an EGI. In contrast, 

EI learners in class B m ^ not have been accustomed to planned sequences of 

activities focussing on one or two language forms and/or being expected to attend to 

features in input beyond the minimum required by the task. 
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Chapter 7 Summary and Conclusions 

7.1 SummaEy of the study 

The study presaited in this thesis was a quasi-experiment carried out in two 

secondary schools in England amongst 86 year 9 learners of Fraich. The study 

compared two input-based approaches: Processing Instruction (PI) and Enriched 

Input (EI) for teaching French verb inflections for tense (present and perfect), person 

and number. 

This comparison largely took its theoretical foundation 6 o m Input Processing (IP) 

theory. PI was considered to be a reasonably faithful classroom operationaiisation of 

this theory. According to IP theory, learners tend not to process apparently 

redundant language items (verb inflections, in this case) for meaning. The teadiing 

materials in this study were designed to test this claim. The PI tasks were designed 

to force the learner to interpret the meaning of verb inflections. EI tasks allowed 

learners to interpret only the lexical items or overall sentential meaning i.e. learners 

did not have to interpret the verb inflections - if they did, it would have been 

incidental to the task set. In this sense, these activities resembled many current 

classroom reading and listening activities. 

Attempts were made to strike a balance between maintaining the external and 

internal validity of the quasi-experiment. Two comparisons o f PI and EI were 

carried out in two classes (A and B) Grom diS^ent schools; each class was divided 

into equivalent PI and EI groups using randomised matched pairs; a non-active 

control class (class C), parallel to the experimental class in school 1, also undertook 

the pre, post and delayed post (dp) tests; a wide range of verb inflections were used; 

a possible teacher bias was compensated for by alternately teaching EI and PI, and 

was also assessed in an interview; the 12 hours of experimental intervention were 

spread over 7 weeks; the possible influence of pupil attitudes to the experimental 

intervention was assessed; and the regular teaching and learning of Frmch was 
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monitored to give some idea of what pupils were accustomed to, particularly in terms 

of grammar pedagog)^ 

Four measures of progression in the learning of the verb inflections were used: 

listening, reading, writing and speaking. A battery of tests was used to measure 

learning gains between the pre and post tests (conducted in the two weeks after the 

end of the intervention) and at dp tests (conducted 1 4 - 1 6 weeks after the end of the 

intervention). The written production measure included some narrative tasks and the 

oral production measure included some semi-spontaneous tasks (narratives and 

guided conversations). 

The lessons in each class were monitored prior to and throughout the study, partly to 

assess whether any teaching of verb inflections may interfere with the internal 

validity of the study. Learning gains between pre and post tests cannot have been 

due to subversion of the experimental teaching protocol i.e. there was very little 

FonF/S outside the experimental treatment between pre and post tests, therefore 

differences between PI and EI learners' scores at post test were likely to be due to 

differential impacts of these teaching materials. The improvements made by class A 

and C learners between post and dp tests were likely to be mainly due to the FonF/S 

they experienced after the post tests. 

7.2 Original features of the study 

There were several features of this study which are original for PI research and 

which rendered this study more ecologically and internally valid than previous PI 

studies (and many Focus on Form studies): the range of target features, the duration 

of the intervention, the use of two different 'populations' of learners, the use of oral 

narratives, the length of time betweai the post and dp tests, the comparison with 

another input based approach, the use of the same explicit grammar instruction (EGI) 

with both experimental groups and the extensive monitoring of the teaching before, 

during and after the experimental intervention. 
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7^ Findings 

When the scores 6 o m the instructional groups in each class were merged (to form 

one merged PI group and one merged EI group), it was found that both groups made 

statistically significant gains and the type of input instruction alone did not have any 

statistically significant impact on the learners' scores in the four measures. 

However, it was found that PI and EI tended to have differential impacts depending 

on the class learners were in 

In class A it was found that both PI and EI learners made similar learning gains in all 

the measures between pre and post tests and maintained (or increased) these at dp 

test. 

In class B it was found that only the PI learners made statistically significant gains in 

all measures between pre and post tests and maintained these at dp test (though there 

was no FonF/S of the target forms between post and dp test). However, the EI 

learners made no progress in the learning of the target verb inflections during the 

study. 

In class C learners made some statistically significant learning gains between pre and 

post tests in listening, reading and speaking measures. Their gains in the writing 

scores between pre and post test were not statistically significant. 

In terms of the research questions, the findings can be summarised as follows: 

I) Do stmctured input activities have any favourable effects compared to 

Enriched Input on year 9 learners' ability to m/'eTpref in reading and / or aurally 

Frmch present and perfect taise verb inflections, as measured by a battery of 

achievement tests? 

Yes, this was found 6)r certain year 9 learners. 
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2) Do structured input activities have any favourable effects on year 9 learners' 

ability to in writing and / or orally French present and perfect tense verb 

inflections, as measured by a battery of achievement tests? 

Yes, this was found for certain year 9 learners. 

3) Are Ihe same results for questions I & 2 maintained in post tests, 

taken between 4 and 6 months after the start of the intervention? 

Yes, this was found for certain learners. 

4) Are the same results for questions 1, 2 & 3 obtained with learners from two 

'similar' classes Aom difkrent schools? 

No, it was found that PI consistently had an advantage over EI in one class, but not in 

another. 

7.4 Discussion of the findings 

In class B, the improvement in all measures in the PI group was unlikely to be due to 

a test efkct or to the EGI as the EI group made no gains. It was considered that the 

cause of the PI group's learning gains was most likely to be the structured input 

activities. The results from class B can therefore be used to support a role for PI in 

developing a verb inflection system in French for these learners. They also appear to 

support IP principle 1 in that these learners did not appear to process items of low 

communicative value (verb inflections) when they were embedded in input in which 

items of higher communicative value could be comprehended. This could o@er 

evidence to suggest that attentional resources in second language learning are 

allocated according to some tension between items of higher / lower communicative 

value as defined by VanPatten i.e. that when attention is allocated to processing 

lexical items or overall sentential meaning, this is to the detriment of the processing 

of redundant verb inflections. 
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The following factors may explain why learning gains were made by EI learners in 

class A and not by those in class B. 

i) 

It may be that a 'school / test effect' enabled learners in class A to make 

improvements. It was seen that class C, equivalent at pre test and in other relevant 

ways to class A, also made statistically significant gains between the pre and post 

tests in the hstening, reading and speaking measures (despite having had no exposure 

to FonF/S in the target forms during this period). This school had an ethos of 

teaching and testing grammar, with a particular focus on verb inflections, and it is 

possible that the learners' awareness / knowledge / competence in the target features 

was reactivated and rehearsed in the pre and post tests. 

However, class C's pre-post test gains in the writing measure were not statistically 

significant and so the improvement seen in learners in class A in this measure cannot 

be explained by a test/school effect. Furdiermore, the test/school eSect cannot 

account for the exfe/zf of the gains made by learners in class A in the reading and 

listening measures: the pre-post test gains made by class A were statistically 

significantly greafgr than class C's. This suggests that the learners in class A 

beiefited in some way from the PI and EI intervention. 

However, it is acknowledged that Ae pre-post test gains made by PI and EI learners 

in class A in the oral production measure may have been entirely due to the school 

effect, as class C also made statistically similar gains. 

It is argued, then, that the experimental intervention (both PI and EI) was at least a 

partial cause of class A's learning gains in the listening, reading and writing 

measures. This, in turn, suggests that EI learners in class A may have been attending 

to in some way (possibly interpreting the meaning of) verb inflections incidentally to 

carrying out the tasks which required comprehension of lexical items or sentential 

meaning (i.e. in terms of IP theoiy, processing fbrmaW meaning simultaneously). 
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IP theory provides some explanation fbr these apparently contradictory findings in 

sub principle le: "The Availability of Resources Principle: For learners to process 

either redundant meaningful grammatical forms or nonmeaningfiil forms, the 

processing of overall sentential meaning must not drain available processing 

resources" (VanPatten 1996 & 2004). Although classes A, B and C were all 'top 

ability' year 9 classes from similar schools, their pre test scores were actually found 

to be from difkrent 'populations' for the listening, reading and writing measures i.e. 

classes A and C's (in school 1) scores were statistically signiGcantly higher than 

class B's (in school 2). The learners in class A (and C) were at a higher 

developmental stage than learners in class B in terms of the interpretation and written 

production of verb inflections (and possibly also in terms of metalinguistic 

knowledge and/or vocabulary range). The EI learners in class A may therefore have 

had su@cient attentional resources to interpret communicatively redundant items in 

addition to comprehending lexical items or sentential meaning in the EI activities. 

This practice may have promoted learning gains in the interpretation and written 

production tests. In contrast, EI learners in class B may not have had suGicient 

processing resources to detect the verb inflections as well as completing the task set. 

This study could suggest that the higher developmental stage in the interpretation and 

written production of verb inflections (and possibly in their metalinguistic awareness 

and/or wider vocabulary range) of learners in class A meant that they were able to 

baiefit &om EI in ways that learners in class B were not. Additional support fbr this 

was that the oral production measure was the only measure in which classes A and B 

did start at statistically significantly diff^ent stages and it was the only measure 

in which die EI learners in both classes A and B did not make any gains attributable 

to the EI activities. 

This study cannot comment further on the existence /nature of this incidental 

processing: an investigation of the processes involved during the EI activities would 

involve a controlled laboratory experiment using measurements of implicit learning 

e.g. priming tasks. 

Nevertheless, this study could suggest that when learners are at a higher 

developmental stage (though it cannot be said conclusively whether this is in terms 
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of their verb inflection system and /or lexicon and/or metalinguistic knowledge) a 

more incidental mode of using input e.g. tasks which engage the learner with more 

holistic sentence processing accompanied by a brief metalinguistic explanation, can 

be as effective as PI in terms of the development of the verb inflection system. In 

contrast, for learners who are at an earlier stage of developing a verb inflection 

system (and/or lexicon and/or metalinguistic knowledge) PI offers a useful approach 

to promoting learning of a verb inflection system. 

The claim that learners were engaging in incidental input processing is, however, not 

conclusive as it is possible that the brief EGI at the start of each unit may have been 

the cause of class A EI (and possibly PI) learners' gains between pre and post test, 

particularly given the ethos of exphcit teaching and testing grammar in this school. 

This could explain the additional pre-post test gains made by class A compared to 

class C (which did not receive the EGI). However, the EGI was unlikely to have 

such an impact given that it was very brief) and several PI studies and many SLA 

researchers have dismissed the role of EGI alone in promoting language learning (see 

section 1.3 .2 d). Nevertheless, it may be that the of EGI and EI served 

to promote learning, for example by raising learners' awareness of features in the 

input and increasing the likelihood that they attend in some way to them. This may 

have been more helpful for the learners in class A because they had already received 

considerable FonF/S regarding the relevant target features and/or because they were 

developmentally more ready as seen in their interpretation and production of verb 

inflections in the pre tests. It is acknowledged therefore that the use of the EGI with 

both groups, although: strengthening the internal validity of the experiment in some 

respects (i.e. enabling the assignation of causality in class B to the structured input 

activities), has meant that the role of EGI in class A's groups remains unspecified. It 

is also recognised that this study cannot comment on whether metalinguistic 

knowledge was being activated during the test measurements or the input instruction 

tasks. 
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Gra/M/Mar Aac/zcj' /)nor fo fAe 

A further reason for EI learners in class A making learning gains yet not those in 

class B is that general teaching characteristics in class A may have favourably 

affected whether / how learners' attended to (in a general sense, or interpreted the 

meaning of̂  in terms of IP) ±e target features embedded in the EI activities. 

Although Ae conditions during the actual interv ention in both classes were 

apparently similar (see chapter 4 - all materials were completed and learners in both 

classes to be equally engaged in the tasks), the generally tighter approach 

to classroom management and / or sequencing of activities with a specific 

grammatical focus in class A prior to the study m ^ have given learners general 

strategies and / or expectations regarding language learning which were not held by 

learners in class B. For example, learners in class A may have had greater propensity 

to make efkrts to interpret more of the input than the minimum required by the task, 

given that they were accustomed to being asked about / tested on a small set of 

language features, verb inflections in particular, in many of their activities. Learners 

in class A may have expected, in a general way, that the EGI and subsequait 

activities would be related to each other and therefore make attempts to attend, in 

some way, to the features presented in the EGI in the tasks following it. The portrait 

of lessons in class B prior to and after the experimental intervention suggested that 

this pattern of teaching was not followed - although explicit grammar explanations 

were frequent, the)' were generally unpredictable in terms of their focus and the work 

preceding or Allowing them, probably due to their reactive nature. EI learners in 

class B may therefore have been less likely to expect to have to attend, in some way, 

to verb inflections in activities following the EGI These scenarios are offered not 

as conclusive explanations but to suggest that general teaching techniques prior to 

the study may have had an impact on the way learners processed the input in the 

experimental intervention and, therefore, on the test scores. It is acknowledged that 

such an explanation would require certain assumptions regarding the role of 

voluntary / conscious / effortful attention in second language learning, upon which 

this thesis cannot comment. 

It is possible that a combination of the above (i - iv) explain why the EI learners in 

class A but not in class B made learning gains between the pre and post tests. This 
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demonstrates both the strengths of this study (in that a range of explanations has been 

found) and a weakness of field experimaits (that absolute elimination of extraneous 

variables is not possible). 

This study can therefore contribute to methodological debates regarding 

experimental educational research. It has highlighted ±e need for educational 

experiments to be carried out in a range of institutions, as important pedagogical and 

theoretical imphcations emerged &om di@erent schools. In addition, it has pointed 

to the need for close monitoring of the teaching prior to and during the experimental 

intervention, as this offered possible explanations for some of the Gndings in this 

study. 

To address the ethical concerns of experimental educational research, some 

discussion is required regarding the finding that the EI group in class B did not make 

any gains in the interpretation or production of verb inflections throughout Ihe study. 

First, it is suggested, as argued in section 3 .1.2, that the random assignment of some 

learners in class B to PI and some to EI is comparable to the essentially random 

assignment, inherent in the school system, of pupils to different quantities and 

qualities of MFL grammar pedagogy. Secondly, as the EI learners did not make any 

gains at dp test once normal lessons had resumed, it is unlikely that the EI 

experimental intervention deprived them of otherwise beneficial teaching in the 

language features targeted in this study. Thirdly, it is argued that as the EI learners 

in class A did make learning gains, the EI materials themselves were only a less 

favourable alternative to PI given the context of class B Finally, although it was 

established that neither instructional type had a clear impact on the number of verbs 

produced by learners (sections 6.1 and 6.2), it is acknowledged that more rigorous 

measurement of vocabulary development is required, as EI may have had beneficial 

effects in this area. 

7.5 Limitations and further implications for future research 

This study has made an important and unique contribution to PI research in that it has 

enabled an investigation of the theoretical claims upon which PI is based, and to 
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some extent supports them, by comparing PI with another input-based approach. 

However, this study has several limitations which require further research. 

i) The language sample included only verb inflections - fLirther studies would be 

required to assess the impact of PI on other language features which may be less 

transparait and/or non-meaningful e.g. sentence syntax or gender concord. 

ii) The EI approach developed here was only one possible alternative to PI, and 

other studies are required to compare a range of input-based teaching approaches to 

strengthen the claim that PI can have advantages over a more incidental mode of 

processing input. In addition, rigorous measurement is required of any potential 

baiefits of Ae comparison treatment (e.g. although some attempt was made in this 

study to compare the efGcacy of both teaching ^proaches for the learning of lexical 

items, the measurements could have been improved). 

iii) This study suggested, in line with claims from other researchers, that the 

developmental stage of the learner may influaice how input is processed. This 

points to the need for studies which make rigorous measurement of 'developmental 

stage' and explore input processing in learners from a range of stages. 

iv) The study suggested that some 'incidaital' learning of verb inflections may 

have taken place. However, this was inconclusive as other factors could partially 

explain the results. Therefore, laboratory studies would be required to explore the 

occurrence / nature of incidental learning in activities such as EI amongst learners of 

different developmental stages using measures of implicit learning and memory, such 

as priming tasks. 

v) In terms of implications for more pedagogically-oriented research, although it 

was suggested that PI materials could be useful for the teaching and learning of verb 

inflections, more data should be collected and analysed to assess the affective impact 

of the materials and how they may fit into the MFLs curriculum. While some such 

data was collected for this study, it was beyond the scope of this thesis to analyse it 

in suSicient detail for these purposes. 
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vi) This study has demonstrated that the international FonF/S research agenda 

can be useflilly explored in the context of MFLs teaching and learning in UK 

secondary schools. It is therefore suggested that further such studies, involving other 

FonF/S techniques could contribute to informing grammar pedagogy at this level. 

vii) This study has, in turn, informed FonF/S research in various respects, with 

several implications for future grammar pedagogy research, particularly the 

importance of exploring FonF/S options at different levels and in different, carefully 

described contexts and the importance of taking measures to improve and 

systematise internal validity in FonF/S studies (e.g. by using semi-spontaneous oral 

production, administering delayed post tests after several months and controlling the 

teacher variable). 
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Oriented Research", ĝvz'gw vol. 19, pp. 64-80. 

Farley, A. 2001, "Authentic processing instruction and the Spanish subjunctive", /fiapoMm, 
vol. 84, pp. 289-299. 



2 3 6 

Field, A. 2000, Dwcovanng fWWcf fF;»dbwf Sage Publications, London. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. 1984, Exp/ico^on, Curriculum, Evauluation and 
Management Centre, Durham, 47. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. 1996, Cassell. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. 1999, "Education: High potential not yet realized", fwM/c A/bney & 
MzMagemenf, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 33-40. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. 2000, "Education: realising the potential," in fybrty?, H.Davies, 
S.Nutley, & P.Smith, eds.. The Policy Press, pp. 69-92. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. 2001, "What's all Ais about 'evidence' ?", 
vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 27-29. 

Fitz-Gibbon, C. & Reay, D. 1982, feer AngAfgnrng 
coTMpreAgMf rwe fcAooA 

Fodor, J. A. 1983, 7%g gfj'ary OM Facw/fy f jycAo/ogy MIT Press. 

Fotos, S. 1993, "Consciousness-raising and noticing through focus on form: Grammar task 
performance vs. formal instruction", vol. 14, no. 4, pp. 385-407. 

Fotos, S. 1994, "Intergrating grammar instruction and communicative language use through 
grammar consciousness-raising tasks", gwarfer/y, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 323-351. 

Freedman, E. 1978, Zongz/agg feacAmg 7MefAo&*/ogy. 

Gall, M., Borg, W., & Gall, J. 1996, -Wrof/wcAow Longman. 

Glass, G. 1979, "Policy for the unpredictable", vol. 8, no. 9, pp. 
12-14. 

Glass, G., McGaw, B., & Smith, M. 1981, rgj'eorcA Sage 
Publications. 

Gass, S. 1988, "Integrating research areas: a framework for second language studies", 
vol. 9, pp. 198-217. 

Gass, S. 1997, aW SlecoWZawgwagg ZearMer Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Gathercole, S. & Baddeley, A. 1993, Mzmory a W E r l b a u m . 

Glass, W. 1994, PPTwf /eamgrf fAey noficg m fAg /mpwf Paper delivered at the annual 
meeting of the American Association for Applied Linguistics, Baltimore. 

Goodman, K. 1968, 7%e JVioA/rg Wayne State 
University Press. 



237 

Goodwin, W. & Goodwin, L. 1996, oW ^zaz/ffofivg j(g^earcA 
fM CA/Zd%oo(/ &A/ca/zoM Teachers College Press. 

Graham, S. 1997, ̂ ^cfive Zamgirngg Zeommg Multilingual Matters. 

Gray, C. 1999, "In defence of ±e secondary teacher? A PGCE tutor's reaction to the great 
grammar debate", Zangwage JbwrMa/, vol. 19, no. 40, p. 45. 

Green, P. & Hecht, K. 1992, "Implicit and explicit grammar: an empirical study.", 
ZmgwWcf, vol. 13, pp. 168-184. 

Grenfell, M. 2000, "Modem languages - beyond NufBeld and into the 21st Century", 
ZgarMfMg JbwMa/, vol. Winter, no. 22, pp. 23-29. 

Grenfell, M. & Harris, V. 1999, Zawgwagef aW Zearwrng /Aeoyy angF 
Routledge. 

GrifGths, M. 1998, "Truths and Methods," in SbcW Jwffzce, M. 
Griffiths, ed., Open University Press, pp. 33-43. 

Hammersley, M. 1987, "Some notes on the terms 'validity' and 'reliability'", 
JbwMaZ, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 73-81. 

Hammersley, M. 1999, "Some Reflections on the Current State of Qualitative Research", 
vol. 70, pp. 16-18. 

Hargreaves, D. 1997, "In defence of research for evidence-based teaching", 
vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 405-419. 

Harley, B. 1986, m .SecoWZangwagg Multilingual Matters. 

Harley, B. 1989, "Functional grammar in French immersion: a classroom experiment", 
vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 331-359. 

Harley, B. 1993, "Instructional strategies and SLA in early French immersion", 
vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 245-259. 

Harley, B. 1994, "Appealing to consciousness in the L2 classroom", JZeWex', vol. 11, 
pp. 57-68. 

Harley, B. & Swain, M. 1978, "An analysis of the verb system used by young learners of 
French", Wer/w7g«age vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 35-79. 

Harris, A. 1998, "Effective teaching: a review of the literature", 
vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 169-183. 

Harris, V., Burch, J., Jones, B., & Darcy, J. 2 0 0 1 , C i L T . 



238 

Hatch, E. 1983, "Simplified input and second language acquisition," in f oW 
Creo/zzof;oM Zarngmzge R.W.Andersen, ed., Newbury House, pp. 64-88. 

Hatch, E. & Lazaraton, A. 1991, 77;e app/W 
AngMZfA'cf. Newbury House, Rowley, MA. 

Hatch, E., Shirai, Y., & Fantuzzi, C. 1990, "The need for an integrated theory: connecting 
modules", TES'OZ gwar/gr/y, vol. 24, pp. 697-716. 

Hawkins, E. 1996, 30 Tewf TeocAmg CiLT. 

Hawkins, R. 1989, "Do second language learners acquire restrictive relative clauses on the 
basis of relational or configurational information? The acquisition of French subject, direct 
object, and restrictive relative clauses by second language learners", 

vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 155-188. 

Hawkins, R. 2002, "The role of morphology and syntax in second language development", 

Henning, G. 1983, "Oral proficiency testing: comparative validities of interview, imitation, 
and completion methods", Zawgzmge Zearm/Mg, vol. 33, pp. 315-332. 

Herschensohn, J. 2003, "Verbs and rules: two proGles of French morphology acquisition", 
FrgMc/: Zamgwagg vol. 13, pp. 23-45. 

Hillage, J., Pearson, R,, Anderson, A., & Tamkin, P. 1998, in oo 
ArAoo/f, Research Report RR 74, DfEE. 

Hitchcock, G. & Hughes, D. 1995, aW fAe TkacAer, 2nd edn, Routledge. 

Holmes, D. 2000, AWfh/anafg Dafa ̂ na^fzf, 3rd year undergraduate Social Statistics 
module. University of Southampton. 

Housen, A. 1998, "It's about time: the development of tense and aspect in second language 
acquisition", f a f fAe f̂ brA^Aop OM aW 5'gco»(f Zawguagg 

af fAe (/Mfverfify &wfAay? f̂oM. 



239 

Houston, T. 1997, "Sentence Processing in Spanish as a Second Language: a study of word 
order and background knowledge," in fAg 

Fb/wfMg 2. f roJwcfzoM, frocgffzmg; aW ComprgAgfty/oM, W. Glass & A. Perez-
Leroux, eds., Cascadilla Press, pp. 123-134. 

Howard, M. 1999, "The advanced learner: poor relation of the second language acquisition 
family?", ̂ F r a w A Zawgi/agg AW/gf CoA/grf, vol. 5, no. 1, pp. 7-26. 

Howard, M. 2002, "Temporal reference in advanced French interlanguage", fqper 
^rgj^g»fg(f / CCZP fg/Mmor, 2002, C/M/vgrff/y 

Howell, D. 1997, 4th edn, Duxbury, Belmont, CA. 

Hudson, R. 2001, "Grammar teaching: why, when, how and what?", '̂w^gcf Cgnfrg 
Gro/MTMor A/py/gmgrnf pp. 3-4. 

Hulstijn, J. & DeKeyser, R. 1997, "Testing SLA theory in the research laboratory", AW/ga; 
m vol. 19, no. 2. 

Hunter, J. & Schmidt, F. 1990, TMgfa-oMo/yfff Sage, Newbury Park, CA. 

Hunter, J., Schmidt, F., & Jackson, G. 1982, Cwmw/â Mg^gâ gwcA fWmgg 
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Mitchell, R. 2000b, "Tracing the link between teaching and learning in naturalistic research: 
the case of Modem Foreign Languages", f (^gr ĵ rgfgMfgfy aî  ̂ gfgarcA aŵ f Graf/wafg &;Aoo/ 
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ZaMgwaggŷ cg'w/ff/fOM, vol. 19, pp. 499-508. 

Popper, K. 1968, Zogzc DMcoveyy, 2nd edn, Hutchinson, London. 

Posner, M. & Snyder, C. 1975, "Attention and Cognitive Control," in 
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Appendix 1: Extracts from observation records from grammar pedagogy action 

research projects 

indicates material has been omitted 

Extracts 1 & 2 are from a series of lessons in an action research project focussing on 

teaching and learning present and perfect tense verb inflections in French. 

10:15-
10:19 

10:20-
10:27 

Written in centre of board: Appel: Quand es-tu alle(e) au cinema? 
... [T elicits meaning of the question on board] 
. .P: when did you go to the cinema? 
T: comment est-ce-qu'on repond? I went P: je aller T: non P: j'ai all6e T: non, shhh P: 
je suis alle T: [to other pupil] when you don't know don't say anything. 
T elicits various time adverbs, asking for words that describe when things happen 
T: for example last week, last month, ga commence avec un D. 
T writes il y a 3 mois T: in French w e say 'there are 3 months' for "^ago'. 
Writes on board: je suis alle au cinema la semaine demi^re, hier, le mois dernier, il y a 2 
mois, 3 mois. 
Ps read a response from board when their name is called out ^ o m the register - they 
repeat je suis alle au cinema and replace the 'time adverbial' slot 

11.05 

2 

10:55 blockbusters grid displayed on OHP. T : Fermez vos cahiers, fermez vos livres. Grid has 
English sentences on e.g. w e have watched, last weekend, they watched, I am watching. 
Etc. Teams must translate as many as possible. Sense o f competition acute as team 
numbers made equal. Encouragement of team members and complaints about 
unfairness! Teacher checks some vocabulary &om grid. Last weekend not known so 
noted in vocabulary books by some learners. Remember the French will say weekend 
last. Those who were away can keep books open for reference. 

game begins. Pupils obviously familiar with game. Similar insistence on accuracy -
learners must spell endings. ConSrmation checks if not accurate. Correction by other 
pupils on each item, until item correctly produced by a pupil. All pupils must be asked 
so T suggests they should put hand up early. Most pupils actively trying to work out one 
of the squares in the grid. T You have to think whether it's in present or past. T asks 
What page is the vocabulary on? Confusion over ils verb ending. 

game was a draw with 4 squares for each team T explains in order to leave the room, 
pupils must produce either 'nous avons regarde' or 'nous regardons' + programme, 
depending on whether teacher says present or past. Pupils line up and give the pattern -
allowed to go if correct, if wrong they go to back of line. They generally seem to be 
smiling and trying to hear what the correct answers are. 

11.10 



Extracts 3 and 4 are from a series of lessons focussing on the teaching and learning of 

explicit knowledge and ability to use present tense verbs in German. 

10.18 Pupils arriving... 
Your aims for today (written on board), to be very confident with the ich/du /er-
sie/ forms of the verb in speaking and writing. 

10.20 T; was machst du in deiner fireizeit? P: ich faulenze P: ich gehe ins Kino T: was 
macht er? P: er faulen T: er faulenzt P: faulenzt und gehe [?] ins kino T repeats. 
T asks another pupil [...] P: er spielt Klavier, er faulenze [?] T asks another P 
P: ich gehe schwimmen. Ich lese. T: was machst sie? P: ich lese T: that's what 

10:25 she said P: sie les T: can anyone help? P: liest Next P: ich ... P. sie faulenze und 
sie liest P: ich tanzt T corrects pronunciation P (reporting in 3"̂  pers): ich 
T: ich? Sie P: sie tanze T: but I need it exactly right P - struggling. Another 
couple of pupils. T; Most of you aren't too bad on that. T: OK, P was machst du 
gem? Why's that different? P: don't suggest [?]. T: what has gem added to it? 

10:27 P: ich gem. T asks another P: why is it different? P: it's different because you're 
saying what you really like T: try P: ich gem besuche Freunden T; ich besuche 
gem Freunden P repeats. P: ich gehe gem [?] T: gem P: gem T: I don't want 
you to confuse this with gehen. Some discipline in LI. P: ich gem [or geher?] ins 
Kino 

10:32 T: Where's the gem? P: reaction shows confusion T: you haven't been listening... 
Other pupils try P: ich spiele gem... P: ich hore gem Musik T: so what are you 
telling me about how you do it? If you don't like something? 



li.3] 

11.36 

11.39 

11:42 

Today is a one-off session, to see what [you] know about verbs in English and in 
German, to give examples and so on. What is a verb? (c6 hands up). 
Pupils offer: a doing word, a describing word... an action word... one pupil offers: a 
doing or a being word.. . 
T comments on range of examples, says she had not expected e.g.s like having, being, 
it i s good to notice these are also verbs "I am tall"- i s there a verb?... 
What about helping verbs, words that turn up near a verb? Ps suggest I, he, she 
T says yes, usually a person near the verb.. P offers "is" - T says no, that's the verb. P 
o@ers 'a', like in 'a person' T says yes . . . Ps o8er "the cat... the thing... a noun... object, 
place, person, thing..." 
T rotates whiteboard... shows verb paradigms [extract only shown here]: 
To drink trinken Beve/bevere 
1 do drink, I am drinking, I drink Ich trinke bevo 
You do drink, you are drinking, Du trinkst... Bevi . . . 
you drink... 
They do drink, they are drinking, Sie trinken Bevono 
they drink 
T comments: languages are all related... why is there only one word in Italian?... cause 
they all begin with be-? P asks is it to do with the endings? Is it that "-o" means "I" and 
so on?... T asks.. why does German need pronouns? T: because it doesn't change 
much.. . 
T rotates whiteboard again to show pre-planned list o f sentences [extract only shown] 
1 1 do drink wine sometimes 
2 He had been drinking that evening 
10. She is drinking quickly today 
Pupils are asked to pick out verbs; main errors involve producing V with its pronoun, 
adverbs also cited. T says there is a time idea connected with verbs! What sort of t ime 
is connected with [we will drink it all] P Present! No , future! ... 

11:58 ... which bit on board [referring to trilingual verb paradigms[ has no person? . . P 
o5ers, the titles T: these are called infinitive 

12:02 T gives out worksheet... you have 10 English sentences, circle verb, not the person, it 
may be more than one word! 
T says, tell me any V you can think of in (jerman Ps ofFer lots including: macht, 
einpacken.. .bin T asks which endings do you know? I f you've got "ich" in German 
what's the ending? . .for du?, etc .. and if it is er and sie? 

12:15 T tells Ps to do the German sentences on the worksheet now, find the Vs in the 
sentences, but looking just for one word this time [observer's comment: n.b. meaning of 
sentences is not explained - what clues are the pupils using? Meaning/form? Endings? 
Pronouns? Intuition?]...at no. 3, a pupil asks what the sentence means, T says oh right, 
do you want me to tell you what they mean? Some pupils have underlined adjectives... 
Let's check homework, song was on p45, you were trying to find me the verbs!... T 
reads out the song phrase by phrase, asks for words.. . 

11.46 

11:51 

12:09 

12:20 

12:24 



Appendix 2: Government initiatives and their implications for grammar pedagogy 

Specialist Language Colleges (currently about 200 in the UK) m a y be able to provide guidance, 

certainly at a local level, in terms of grammar instruction, in that they are perhaps more likely 

to engage in, host and provide professional development activities. It is a condition of their 

status as Specialist schools that learning at least one language at GCSE is obligatory. 

The 1999 MFL NC now suggests that there is an interface between knowledge about 

language and the ability to use language: 

"During Key Stage 3. . .pupils become familiar with the sounds, written form and 
grammar of the language, and use this knowledge with increasing confidence and 
competence to express themselves in role plays, conversation and writing". 

In addition, it is suggested that "identifying the grammatical function of unfamiliar 

words" (Programme of Study, 3b) will help learners to "interpret meaning". However, 

the levels of achievement (from 1 to 9) in reading, listening, speaking and writing 

provide only a very broad indication of the grammar learners 'should' be able to 

comprehend and produce and when (further discussion of the validity or usefulness of the 

N C is given in section 1.3). 

The non-statutory guidance provided by the KS 3 Schemes of Work (SoW) provides a clear 

indication of what is thought to be good practice for systematically incorporating specific 

language structures into a functional syllabus, asserting that some focus on form is beneficial 

(including recommendation of specific error correction strategies) and that metalinguistic 

knowledge will help some learners. 

C n Y e r m G C a : ^6^/4 20006; 

The GCSE specifications contain a list o f grammatical structures which could be included 

in the examinations. 20% of the total GCSE grade is now explicitly allocated to 

"knowledge and accurate application o f the grammar and structures", awarded in the 



writing and speaking exams (see Marsden 2001 for the argument that this has not 

substantially changed from previous years, where accuracy has always been a high 

priority). All 3 examination boards in their sample GCSE written papers for 2003 

include a 'verb paradigm' activity requiring learners to fill in gaps with accurately 

inflected verbs, reminiscent of grammar translation or behaviourist style exercises. 

Ample anecdotal evidence, personal experience and empirical studies (Chambers & 

Richards 1993) show that there is considerable 'backwash' from these exams (for 

example, at a training day for teachers regarding the new GCSE syllabus one of the 

awarding body's representatives advised attendees to start teaching the GCSE content 

and using their assessment criteria at KS 3). For example, publishers of new text books 

have been keen to incorporate practice relevant to the new GCSE exams {CILT 2001 474 

/id), including more grammar explanations and some verb paradigm activities. 

The non-statutory 'Key Stage 3 Framework for MFLs' reflects a bel ief that MFL 

teaching can be usefully modelled along the lines of the National Literacy Strategy for 

English (DfEE 1998 465 /id) and (DfEE 2001 54 /id). There is an emphasis on 

developing learners' metalinguistic and explicit knowledge about language and a heavy 

use of the word, sentence, text level approach of the NLS. 



Appendix 3a Example of listening and reading activities in popular text book 
(McNab 1994) 

^ f Fermez le livre ou cachez la page! 
Combien de questions est-ce que vous 
pouvez formuler en deux minutes? 

Examples: 
Aimes-tu ecouter de la musique pop? 
Ou habitez-vous? 

* 

J? a Ecoute: Tutoyer ou vouvoyer? (1 -10) 
Mets un T s'ils utilisent la forme 'tu' et un V 
s'ils utilisent la forme 'vous'. 

On parle avec un copain - on se tutoie. 

Exempie: 
Ou habites-tu? 

tutoyer = to use the tu form 
vouvoyer = to use the vous form 

On parle avec un adulte - on le vouvoie. 

Exempie: 
Ou habitez-vous? 

b lis tutoient ou vouvoient? (T ou V) 
Ecris la forme qui manque. 

1 Ou est-ce que tu habites? 
2 Qu'est-ce que tu portes? 
3 Preferez-vous le cafe ou le the? 
4 As-tu des freres ou des soeurs? 
5 Avez-vous des ciseaux? 

6 C'est quand votre anniversaire? 
7 Vous etes de quel signe? 
8 Almes-tu regarder la tel6? 
9 Vous partez a quelle heure? 

10 Est-ce que vous avez dAja fait du surf? 



Appendix 3b Example of listening aud reading activities in popular text book 
(McNab 1994) 

A VOS MARQUES! 

^ Que font nos parents? 

a Ecoute: Les r&ultats du sondage de Nicolas. Copie et complete le texte. 

II y a peres qui travaillent, qui sont au chomage et qui ne travaille(nt) pas. 

Parmi ceux qui travaillent: 

% travaiilent dans un bureau 

...... % travaillent dans une uslne ou un atelier 

...... % travaillent a leur compte 

% etc. 

b Regarde le graphique et ecris une conclusion. 

Nombre de meres qui: 

travaillent a plain temps travaillent a mi-temps 

sont au chomage 

Pais un sondage. 

a Choisis un theme. 

Examples: 

la famille; la maison; ma chambre; les loisirs etc. 

b Prepare une/des question(s). 

Examples: 
As-tu des freres ou des soeurs? 
Aimes-tu...? 
Preferes-tu ...? 
Comment trouves-tu ...? Bon, bof, nul? 

c Pose la/les question(s) a douze/vingt-quatre copains et copines. 

d Dessine un graphique et ecris tes conclusions. 

f Ml 
Dare et enregistre les conclusions de ton sondage. 

s'occupent de la famille 

A 

1! 
lii 

i i 6( 



OWcNab ,994) book 

E c c u t e l r o o v e t e pistes , u e P « a , e v a d e s c e „ d r e . 
BlEN DANS kfA PEAU 1'/̂  

:%^a. 

& 

f^ate Gicik!, pourciebubmts 
iste moyennement difGcUe 

Piste difficile 

- tou.ee.,is: U n e ( o u r . e e I , a ™ n t , g „ e 

(Qa.^£Ze. I dZ ^ 
<*,*./VUUU. JbLlM6l.<L 

cij^^-wvxBJu eJt -T-Lcnxya 
-ityvwnuiA /pQjT±Cc> S/yv . 
^c, ±n.ô <i>tr o- xjuMjL fuujiyuL. 

"vwrû b -fejxcrvi/ei -A-UJV ico 
•pAo^t&A. 91cruA oownA 'pJi-o ̂ -LbL cLsUi 
gmo/kicU^ dJLc,ca/yttsus ijrufcc/s Ma/nckto 
c o A j-fi axrolis «/Y\Cjcne, fx&xiscwnju. 

Ce^a, -^-atao-tir cLsuxaz. ajvia 
-pXkA X̂JOT. cLfiA 

/̂ .SiUrt.̂  n/woZc) -VMA. /̂ y/ujub CĴCX/VXCL 
•vnSwJẐ  Gri-evyv. cli,Srnj3u-L -̂e^ , 

oualoyujUs (ypZb c*-c(. ĉ X^n-xt". 
6 » v && J A * ! . , ( i c w n t 

"^txhy^ ! ifi 'vwioH.j ̂ ĉuL {LLi. 
S' azx & £, cuyu:i>»-o-i'cii>a 

— ' * pU>«iC. ŶZLELJZjL, 'W4_OryL' 

b Vrai ou faux? 

1 Pascale est ailee au ski avec ses parents. 
2 lis sont partis a neuf heures. 
3 lis y sont alles en voiture. 
4 Le voyage a dure une heure, 
5 II y avait beaucoup de monde 

sur les pistes. 

6 II faisait du brouillard. 
7 Elle est beaucoup tombee. 
8 A midi elle avait tres faim.. 
9 Elle avait tres soif. 

10 Elle s'est bien amusee. 

Corrige les phrases qui sont 
fausses. 

-<,Xry\ 

. .. _ . ^ 

_ CM. 

•yvui, Jti4MLa &ri-eni>^ 
rJ^ .oJty yyi^cTi^' 

Chw ##; 

Qu e s t c e qu'fk ont fait? 

Exempfe: 

est tomb6eet s'est casse. 



Appendix 4 - Summaries of Processing Instruction Studies to date 

Abbreviations used (providing definitions for these temns was beyond the scope of (his summary) 
PI Processing Instruction (as defined in VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993) 
TI Traditional instruction (fairly mechanical output practice inc. whole paradigms) 
DPT Delayed post test 
E G l Explicit grammar instruction 
MOI Meaning oriented instruction (production) 
OP Output practice 
Sig. Statistically significant 

Some information was not found in the published studies 
Studies with findings largely supporting the role of PI (compaitd to output practice) 

ZZ; 

(n); 

VaaPatten & Cadiemo 
1993 

Morphosyntax of 
Spanish object pronouns 

2"'' year univ; 
English; 
PI (27), TI (26), Control - read & 
discussed essay (27) 
2 hours over 2 days 

Aural interpretation sentence: 
10 target items and 10 
distracters; 
Written production, sentence: 
five items with five distracters; 
Immediate, 2 weeks & 1 month 

Interpretation: PI - sig. gains maintained on 
DPT, TI & Control - no gains 
Production: both PI and TI made and 
maintained sig. gains at DPT, Control - no 
gains 

Cadiemo 1995 

Spanish preterit tense 

2°^ year college; 
English; 
PI, TI, Control 

Aural interpretation (20 items) 
Written production (5 items 
sentence completion); 
Immediate, 2 weeks & I month 

Interpretation: PI gains & maintained on 
DPTs 
TI & Control did not improve and not 
different from each other 
Production: PI & TI improved and 
maintained improvemmt. No diG'erence 
between PI & TI. Control - no gains 



Cheng 1995 & 2002 

Spanish copulars ser & 
estar 

2'"' year college; 
English; 
PI, TI, Control 

Interpretation 
& Production (Written 
composition based on pictures 
as in VP & C 1993) 

Tests focused on use of g.vfar, as 
is learners' default; 

Itnmediate & 3 weeks 

Interpretation: PI and TI improved. PI 
improved more. On DPT PI dropped to 
same level as TI. 
Production = PI and TI improved and 
both retained gains on DPT. 
Written composition = both made gains 
and both retained gains on DPT. 
Control group made no gains 

Farley 2001 

Spanish subjunctive with 
noun clauses and 
expressions of doubt and 
negation 

English - Spanish PI 
MOI 
2 days 
MOI = no mechanical drills and based on 
'structured-output activities' firom Lee & 
VanPatten (1995), participants created 
subordinate clauses using subjunctive or 
indicative forms based on the main clause 
triggers heard (or read). Affective 
activities = expressed own beliefs/ doubts 

Aural interpretation 12 target 
items (listening to verbs to 
choose suitable written clauses); 
Written production 12 target 
items; 

Inmiediate and DPT one month 

Interpretation = significant gains 
Production = significant gains 
No difference betweai groups 

Farley 2001b 

As above 

As above Both groups improved on both 
interpretation and production, 
only the PI group maintained its 
performance on delayed task. 
MOI group declined in performance 

Buck 2000 

English presmt 
continuous (vs. the 
presmt progressive) 

University 
Spanish; 
PI, TI 

Ihterpretation: e.g. zf 
a pzpe Vs 

Production: e.g. " I to 
music every day [listen]" and 
"We the new rota this 
week fpreparey). 

Interpretation: PI better than TI, 
maintained over time; 
TI gains not maintained. 
Production: PI & TI made similar gains 
and maintained over time. 



VanPatten & Wong 2001 

French causative 

English; 
University; 
PI, TI, Control 

Aural Interpretation 14 
sentences 
Written Production 10 
sentences 

Interpretation: PI better than TI; 
Control = no improvement. Production = 
PI & TI improved significantly but were 
not different fi-om each other. 
DPT: interpretation PI did not maintain 
improvement (due to absenteeism) 

Benati 2001 

Italian future tense 

English; 
University 
PI, TI (explanation of grammar rules 
followed by written and oral practice, 
part of which was 'meaning oriented'), 
Control (39 total) 

20aural interpretation sentences; 
2 part production task - 5 
written sentence-level and 5 
oral 
limited response A-om pictures; 
Pretest, immediate Posttest; 
DPT - 3 weeks 

Interpretation: PI & TI improved 
signiAcantly; Control = no improvement. 
PI gains significantly greater than TI (PI 
> TI > C). 
Both Production tasks == PI and TI 
groups both improved with no difference 
between them; control did not improve, 
(improvement of TI on interpretation 
possibly due to minimized use of 
mechanical fbrm-oriaited activities) 

VanPatten & Sanz 1995. 

Morphosyntax of 
Spanish object pronouns 

English; 
2"^ year univ; 
PI, Control ('no instruction'); 
2 hours 

interpretation test from 
VanPatten & Cadiemo 1993 
3 kinds of output tests all in 
both oral and written modes: 
sentence-level test 14 items, 
question-answer test based on 
pictures approx 11 items and 
video-narration test; 
Immediate post test 

Control = no improve on any tests. PI = 
improved significantly on interpretation 
test and on the sentence-level test in both 
oral & written. Question-answer test = 
significant gains but not many object 
pronouns produced 
Video-narration = gains were significant 
in wriMen mode but 'just missed' 
significance in the oral mode 
PI per&rmed better on written than oral. 



Studies related to exploring the role of EGI in PI 

/OfWW 

EffwcafwMa/ /gvgf; 

(n); 

VanPatten & 
Oikkenon 1996 

Morphosyntax of 
Spanish object 
pronouns 

4*'' semester high school students; 
English; 
PI (17), EGI only (22), Referential + 
affective only (20); 
'4 days' 

10 target items in 
interpretatioh, 5 items in 
production test (as in 
VanPatten & Cadiemo) 
immediate post tests 

Production: the EGI + ref&aff group 
better than the EGI-only group, EGI and 
practice-only same 
(i.e. the comAWf/oM of the EGI with the 
practice which makes sig. diff. 
(their mean scores went up to 3 out of 10 
compared with 2.15 and .78 in and 
control) 

Benati 2004 

Regular Italian future 
tense 

2"'' semester University students 
English 
PI (14), Referential & affective only (12), 
EGI only (12). 
Taught twice (3 hours each) over two 
consecutive days 

interpretation 20 aural 
sentences (10 present "as 
distractors" and 10 future), 
written production task 
short text with Ave blanks 
for future tense verbs 
Immediate post test 
DPT one month 

The PI and the ref + affect only groups 
improved significantly more than the EGI 
only. NO diS^ence between PI and ref & 
affect only. 

Sanz & Morgan-Short 
2001 

Morphosyntax of 
Spanish object 
pronouns 

University; 
English; 
4 groups aU With structured input but: 1 
Explicit feedback only; 
2 Explanation only; 
3 Exphcit feedback + explanation; 
4 No explicit feedback no explanation. 

No significant difference between any of 
the groups - neither explicit feedback nor 
explanation, nor combination had 
differential efEect. 
Video narration - significant gains 



Studies which did not satisfactorily operationalise PI (both according to VanPatten and supported here) 

Tcfgef fawguage 
ybrww 

Z.J; 
(n); 

«& D f T 

DeKeyser & Sokalski 
1996. 

Morphosyntax of 
Spanish object 
pronouns 
& Conditional 

University; 
English; 
EGI the same for both groups and kept 
available during tasks 
Altered PI (input practice). Altered TI 
(output practice). Control, 
Kept "ihe need for meaning as similar as 
possible for the two treatmait groups" 
(p. 625). Followed the progression of 
mechanical to meaningful to 
communicative exercises for both 
experimental treatments (p. 626). 
Did not control for the efkct of teacher. 
Small sample? 

Immediate, 
DPT 3? weeks Comprehension = input better. 

Production = output better 
Control, input & output similar on 
DPT 
Cowf/rfoMa/ 
Comprehension, output better, but not 
on DPT 
Production: output better, but not on 
DPT. Input did not drop in 
performance from the immediate to 
DPT; the output group did 
Pretests showed that subjects seemed 
more proficient in target structures 
than subjects in other studies 

Salaberry 1997 

Spanish object clitic 
pronouns 

semester university; 
English 
'IP", 'Output Processing", Control 
(average 10 in each group); 
One and a half hours of instruction. 

written comprehension 10 
items (v similar to an input 
instructional activities); 
Production: written translation 
of 6 sentences with object 
pronouns and written narrative 
production based on 1 min 
silent video. 
DPT interpretation only one 
month 

Both experimental groups improved 
significantly on all measures with no 
difference between them, 
free oral narration test but produced 
few obligatory occasions for the target 
structure 
Did not control for the teacher 
variable. 



Studies not reviewed directly (see Ellis 1999) 

A/; 
/gyg/,' 

(n); 
nmwMg DPT 
mfgrwgMffom 

Tuz1992 

English word order 

Japanese; 
university; 
Presentation for both groups-16 OHP 
pictures and verbs listened to & then pairs of 
pictures illustrated difference in meaning 
given by word order 
PI (not authentic according to VanPatten, 
personal communication): "practice 
comprehension of sentences" 
OP same pairs of pictures as stimuli for 
production practice. 

Reading comp; written 
production - both based on 
pictures 

"Strikingly in favour of the 
processing instruction group on 
both comprehension and 
production post tests". 

Tanaka 1996 

English relative clauses 

high school students; 
Japanese; 
PI, OP(total n=123) 
both groups had explicit instruction (not 
known whether this was EGI as in PI). 

aural comprehension; written 

production 

post tests 5 days, 
DPT 2 months 

Comprehension: PI 
outperformed OP 
Production: both improved; OP 
outperformed PI on immediate 
post test but not on DPT 

Toth 1997; 

reflexive pronoun se in 
Spanish 

PI 
Output a) = task-based 
Output b) = question and answer routines, 
exphcit grammar explanations to all groups 
(not known whether EGI as in PI). 

grammaticality judgement test 
to measure comprdiension 

Both types of instruction 
resulted in gains in accuracy but 
OP led to more frequent use of 
the target structure. 



Studies which have not had results supporting the benefits of PI with various comparison instructions 

1.7; 

Zmf/lTMCffoMg/ (zfoMpi (n); 

Ay 
HmAig «6 D P T 

A$ <6 co*W!e«f& 

Collentine 1998; 

Spanish subjunctive 
in ac^ectival clauses 
involving indefinite 
antecedents 

Explicit phase same for both "be&re 
instructional treatments, learners 
instructed in the form of the subjunctive 
(not its use) so that morphology of the 
subjunctive would not be an issue". 
PI: matching subjunctive and indicative 
sentences in Spanish to correct situations 
or pictures; responding to sentences 
containing either subjunctive or 
indicative verb phrases. 'Heavy' 
referential activities, no affective 
activities. 
OP completed fill-in-the-blanks in pairs 
learners had to construct sentences to 
describe something and appropriately 
select the subjunctive or indicative as 
they formulate their sentences. 
Control 

Both aural and written 
interpretation (10 sentences 
each), validating sentences 
against a picture. 
Written production: flll-in-the-
blank. 
Posttest a dav after treatment 

Both groups improved significantly compared to 
control (1.5 to 4.3/10). 
No difference between PI and OP. 

Allen 2000; 

French causative 
faire 

"PI" (not in opinion of VanPatten), TI, 
Control 

Aural interpretation 15 
sentences ("select the picture 
that goes with what you hear") 
Written production 5 sentences 
("write 5 sentences about what 
your parents make vou do"). 

Interpretation = both groups made significant 
gains, no differences from each other; 
Production -
more than PI 

both made significant gains, TI 



Appendix 5 Example of PI materials from VanPatten & W o n g 2001, teaching 
'causative faire' to undergraduate students 

Explicit grammar instruction 

We often ask or get people to do things for us by telling them to do something. 

Paul says, " John, would you mind doing the dishes?" 

If you and I were to describe what is happening we might say: 

We say, "Paul gets John to do the dishes." 
or 

"Paul makes John do the dishes." 

This is called a causative construction (because sbmeone is causing a behavior in someone else.) 
French has a similar structure using the Yerhfaire. Let's repeat our examples from above. 

Paul says, "Jean, pourrais-tu faire la vaisselle?" 

We say, "Paul fait faire la vaisselle a Jean." 

How would we describe the following scenario? 

Wynne says, "Sara, pourrais-tu promener le chien?" 

We would describe Wynne getting Sara to do it like this. 

We say, "Wynne fait promener le chien i Sara." 

Often we don't mention who we get to do something; we might simply say we have something 
done. 

"Paul fait nettoyer la chambre." 

In this case, Paul has the room cleaned, but we don't know who or how. 

One of the problems theyazre caiwaf^presents is in listening comprehension. Second language 
learners of French often misinterpret what they hear because the word order is different from 
English. For example, it is not uncommon for learners of French to make the foDowing mistake: 

They hear: "Jean fait faire la vaisselle a Paul." 
They incorrectly think: John is doing the dishes for Paul. 

or 
They hear: "Marc fait couper les cheveux. 
The incorrectly think: Marc cuts hair. 

In the activities that follow, we will practice hearing and interpreting theyozre cawfaff/i 



Aura] Referential Activity 

Listen to each sentence, then indicate who is performing the action b y answering each 
question. 

1. Who cleans the room? 
2. Who packs the bags? 
3. Who watches the movie? 
4. Who plays the flute? 
5. Who does the dishes? 
6. Who buys wine? 
7. Who watches the show? 
8. Who reads the instructions? 

Teacher's script: 

Read each sentence ONCE. After each sentence, ask for an answer. D o not wait until the 
end to review answers. Students do not repeat or otherwise produce the structure. 

1. Claude fait nettoyer la chambre a Richard. 
2. Marc fait les valises pbur Jean. 
3. Sandra fait voir le Ghn & Pierre. 
4. Louis fait jouer de la flute i Suzanne. 
5. Georges fait la vaisselle pour Louis. 
6. Louise fait acheter du vin a Diane. 
7. Ma mere fait regarder le spectacle ^ mon p6re. 
8. Sally fait lire les instructions & Jean Luc. 



Aural ASective Activity 

In this activity you will hear a series of sentences about what a university does and does 
not make a typical student do. Indicate whether you hke the obligation or not. 

(^a me plait (^a ne me plait pas 
1. O O 
2. O O 
3. a O 
4. o a 
5. O O 

How many do you and your classmates have the same? Which items did you all indicate 
that you liked? That you didn't like? 

Teacher's script: 

Read each statement once. Repeat only if a student asks for it. After reading all 
statements, go back and review with the class to see how they responded. Fol low 
examples S-om previous activities. Students do not repeat or otherwise produce the 
structure. 

1. L'universite fait suivre un cours de langue 6trang6re a Tetudiant. 
2. L 'universi te ne fait pas suivre un cours de philosophic a 1' etudiant. 
3. L'university fait decider la carriere a I'etudiant trop tot. 
4. L'universite fait terminer les etudes dans quatre ans i I'etudiant. 
5. L'universite ne fait pas manger & la caf&teria a I'etudiant. 



Append i% 6 Evidence regarding the emergmice and learning of French inflectional 

verb morphology 

Researchers working with naturalistic and immersion and non-immersion formal learners 

at various levels (Dietrich, Klein & Noyau 1995, Bardovi-Harlig 2000, Sato 1990, von 

Stutterheim 1986 & 1991 (in Mitchell & Myles 1998), Howard 1999, Macrory & Stone 

1996 & 2000, Labeau 2002, Mitchell & Dickson 1997) have found that learners use a 

range of non-morphological means to express person, number and tense, e.g. pragmatic 

(narrative structure) and lexical (teng)oral adverbials, inherent semantic verb features), 

and that nK)rphological means are relatively late to develop, particularly in semi-

spontaneous oral production. 

This appendix presents evidence &om a range of synchronic and diachronic studies, both 

cross-sectiotial and longitudinal, that have documented instructed French L2 learners' 

acquisition of verb inflections in the present and perfect tenses, mainly in oral production 

but also in writing. The learners used in the studies reviewed are in the same education 

system (i.e. English secondary) as those in the current study, though the learners' hours of 

classroom exposure to instruction ranges 6 o m about 80 to 800 (the year 9 learners in this 

stu(^ had approximately 182 hours). This broad band of educational stages is considered 

necessary, as judging the 'emergence' or 'acquisition' of 6)rms at one particular stage is 

difBcult for several reasons e g.: individual learner variation makes cross-sectional 

comparisons; hazy; a Arm may be 'emergent', or susceptible to instruction to render it 

emergent, evm though the learners does not produce it; backsliding is likely to occur. 

Data &om Mitchell & Dickson (1997) suggested that learners Grst use mainly nouns but 

by year 8 m ^ y begin to use non-fnite verb forms. By year 9 a &w learners start to 

inQect for person and number outside routinised formulas, also sigiported by data 

collected &)f the Linguistic Development project^ Macroiy & Stone {1996) also showed 

that in years 10 and 11 some learners produced some target-like inflections. Page (1999) 

found that learners with about 624 hours of exposure to instruction usually produced 

present tense verbs in the Snite form 



However, the studies reviewed did not elicit a significant number of obligatory contexts 

of present tmse person pimai ii^lections, evai t h o u ^ these <an be a indicator of 

inflection (as a learner's null ending could constitute an uninfected 'short' form $nd an 

a p p a r e n t ^ person pjural may be a non-Snite Sirm). 

^ E/MergeMcg q/" vgy-Z) ZM org/ 

Bardovi-Harlig's (2000) meta-research found that the perfect tense seems to be one of the 

first to be m^ked morphologically to di@erentiate it &omthe present, regardless of LI/ 

L2 language pairs. 

The over-application o f ± e 1°̂  coiyugation paradigm in ± e Symatioa of the past 

participle was noted in all the studies reviewed e.g. finiss[e] cormaiss[e], ri[e], voul{e], 

buv[e], ven[e] (Page 1999, Macroiy & Stone 2000, Harris 1988). 

Page (1999), Labeau (2002) and Howard (1999) (the latter two with learners with 800+ 

hours exposure) and Harley (1992) suggest that it is unlikely that past participles of the 

2™̂  and̂  3"̂  conjugations are emeigent amongst year 9 learners as these forms can atill be 

non-target-hke with more advanced learners. 

Myles (2002) and Rule & Marsden (2004) 6und that use of auxiliaries was emerging 

amongst some learners in years 9 , 1 0 and 11, thoigh it was marked by variation and 

highly idiosyncratic traits. In particular, there was considerable variability within 

individual learners' use of the third person auxiliaries. It has been &equently noted 

(Harley 199g^ Macroiy & Stone 1996 & 2000^ Harris 1988, P%e 1999) that learners 

over -gena-^e the auxiliary a in the early stages^, and indeed all 6)rms of a w l r (to verts 

that take g/re). Page (1999) and Macroiy (1996) suggested that learners were more likely 

to assign the auxiliary according to the subject, rather than the lexical verb, and this was 

2 
ESRC project no. R000223421 directed by Florence see ht^V/www.r^ard.ac.uk. 
Gidgoire (1947 in Clarke 1985) found that meat [siiyect/verbj-agreeineat-eiTor&s^ai tomvolve a 

singular verb used with a plural subject. Indeed^ in Page 1999 the leamera' use of 'a' in.!"^ paaon plural 
contexts %as double that of 'oMf' in 
Grgt person e.g. 
contexts %as double that of 'oMf' in S'^pason singular contexts, (hoi#i <hia error was nevgr sem in the 



particularly the case with 6rst person singular verbs (i.e. learners had a preference for 

either 'j'ai' or 'je suis' regardless of the lexical vert^. 

EfMerggMce q / verAaZ /or o W MwrnAgr m o W 

fensgg in 

This literature search located on^ four main sources for tracking the emergence of verb 

inflection in writing: Macrory & Stone (19% & 2000), Page (1999) and an action 

research report (\\iiich cannot be referenced to rmintain anonymi^). In addition, school 

inspectors' reports, DfEE examples of NC levels, pilots for this study and personal 

experience provide evidence that very ear^ learners can jiroduce a range of written verb 

inflections for person, number and tense, whose accuracy can depend on task demands 

(e.g. plannedness, level of production - word, sentaice or discourse and contmt - abstract 

or concrete). Most sources reviewed note that learners' written production of verbal 

inflections tended to be more target-like than their oral production 

That verb inflections for person, number and tense in French are acquired in contingency 

with sutgect^ clitics is well-documented in LI acquisition and gradually becoming so in 

L2 (Pr6vost & White 2000, Myles 2003 and Rule & Marsden 2004, the latter two 

regarding simUar learners to those in the current study). If this is the case, then it may be 

futile to attenpt to instruct learners in inflectional verb morphology if the pronominal 

system was clearly non-emergent. Myles, Mitchell & Hooper (1999), Myles (2003), the 

action research project mentioned above with year 9 learners and pilots for this study 

found that jsubject pronouns are productively emergent by years 8 and 9. Rule & 

Marsden (2004) found that a few learners in year 9 and more in years 10 and 11 were 

using suiyeqt pronouns which behaved as clitics. The action research project also 

suggested that year 9 learners are beginning to zMfg/prgf sulgect pronouns correctly in 

both oral and written input. However, data r%arding the developing pronominal 

reference system was not analysed in this study, partly because most of the elicitation 

proif^ts required a new subject (requiring nominal subjects), or the pronouns were 

provi&d 6)r the learners. 
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Appendix 7b Graphic models of IP: A detail of the process Input - Intake 
[see Figure 1.4, chapter 1] 

^anPatten 2004) 

INTAKE INPUT 

working memory c^adty 
interaction; negotiation 
of meaning 

principles that guide 
form-meaning 
connections 

principles that guide 
parsing 



Appmdii 8 IP principles (VanPatten 2004) 

7. 7%g fWmmy MazmfMg fWrnc^fa ZearMer̂  /)roceff ybr /MeoMZMg 

f/zey zfybr ybr/M. 

fWfKip/lg 7a. 7%gfy6iMacy f^brak 7%Ma$p/& Zea/Tzerf /yocg^^ coMfeMf 

wori^ /« fAg aoy^A/Mg g/^g. 

7Wmc^^76. 7%g 7^%fca/7Yg/^gMce TWmo^/k Zaa/Tzgr^ WZZ few^ fo rg/y om /gjoco/ 

ffgoM m of^wg^f fo grafTwzaAca/_/b/7» fo ggf̂  /Mgan/Mg w*g» 6ofA gncotk fAg famg 

.ygMaM ĉ /M/bnMaAoM. 

TYmcyfg 7c. 7%e Arg/^g»cg/or JVoM-redMfMbmy fWwcyk. ZearngM org morg 

ZzAK/y fo /*/'(?cgff Mo«-rg(f;<Md<3Mf /MgawMg^Z groAMTMafJcaZ/br/M A ^ r g pmcgĵ a' 

rgafuM l̂aMf /wgoM/Mg^/ 

7WMc^/k7dL 7%g Afea«A:g-A^fe-M<?MfMeizM6^ TWrnc^pk Zgarogra^ org Morg Zz^(y 

fo ̂ rogg.yĵ  A^awMg/^Z groTM/MaOcaZybn?M A ^ r g Mom/Mga/wM/i// yb/7M.y z/T'g.^gAvg 

T Y w c y ^ 7 6 TAg/ivaf&zAfZ^ <^7(g$o«roey T^riMc^fe. f o r /gwMarj^ fo pmcgf^ gzYAgr 

rĝ fw»6k/zf wgaM/Mg/iz/groTMrnafzca/ybr/w or MOMmga/wMĝ Zybrms, fAg j;roggf.9mg q/" 

ovgraZZ fgMfgMfzaZ mga/WMg miigf MOf (̂ -am m/aiZâ Ze procga^ing re.;owrcga. 

jPrfmc^fe ̂  T%e ^enfeMce f^caffow TWwc^fg 2gar»grf fĝ Kf fo /yocg^f ffg/TW /« 

.ygMfgMCg zMffiaZ ̂ .y/OoM A^rg f/%).yg m^MoZ po.yZ0OM oW f/kpj'g m mgd̂ aZ //ofzAOM. 

7 ^ 7%g 7%ff A/b«w TWrne^fg Zgamgr^ fgM^ fo /procgĵ â  /Ag^r^f MOUM or ̂ roMowM 

gMcowM/gr /« a j'g/z/gMgg (Ag ̂ ^go^aggmA 

TYAfopfe 2a. 7%g Zacfca/ .yawa/u&a 7%»cy/k Zgar^gr^ rgZy OM Zĝ zcaZ 

.yg/MaMfzcf, wAgrg /)Offz6Zg, z)i9fgaafq/'ivor(/or<akr fo ZMfg/yrgf ggnfencgg. 

TYmc^fe 26. 7%g f vgwf T^AoAfWgg TMnc^fa I/garMgrĵ  wwzy rg^ OM gvg»/ 

/)roM6zZ;Yw, w/zgrg ̂ â f/AZg, zwfgozf q/̂  worî  or^^r fo m^g/^gf .ygnfgMcgf. 

jFWMC /̂le2& J3k6 fbAAx*fa//[^wa5«zW7%xap/k igarMgr^^^Mg/^^e^^ff^ 
f/ig F;rff M)WM Â';mcipZĝ  i/precgc6^g coMfgxf comfroyw f/ig pof.$z6Zg 
/Mfg/prgfâ OM q/̂  a cZawj'g or j'gMfgMcg. 



Appendix 9: Questionnaire about language learning eipenence outside school 

Name: 

1) Do you have any contact with French speaking people (apart from at school)? Yes / No 

Who is it? 

How do you talk/write to them in French? 

For how ZoMg do you normally talk to them in French? 

2) Did you leam French before coming to secondary school? Yes / No 

for how long? 

3) Who was your F:%nch teachei in year 7 

in year 8 

4) Have you ever been to France? Yes / No 

Wien? (months & year) 

For how long? 

Did you hear much French? a few sentences in total / a bit every day / quite a lot (underline) 

Did you speak French? a few words in total / a few words every day / quite a lot (underline) 

5) Do you lean: or speak any other languages? Yes / No 

Which? 

FoZZowmg f a W ^ 

# Since Christmas, have you practised French outside school any more than usual? Y 

/ N If yes, who with? for how long?: 

» If you have been to France since Christmas this year: 

How long was it for? 

Who did you stay with? penfriend / someone else: 

* Are you studying French in year 10? Y / N 

If not, please could you explain why not? 

Thank you ! 



Appendix 10: Record of data collected during non-experimental intervention 

A date given alone indicates observation notes & audio / video recordings available 
report = self report of teacher, prior to or after lesson during informal discussion 
Ip = lesson plans collected 

Class A Class B Class C 
17-Sep 21-Sep Ip - 1 Oct 
05-0ct 04-0ct Ip - 3 Oct 
19-Oct 16-Oct Ip - 15 Oct 
22-Oct 18-Oct Ip - 24 Oct 
24-Oct 23-Oct Ip - 5 Nov 
09-Nov 06-Nov Ip - 7 Nov 
14-Nov 13-Nov obs, audio & Ip - 14 Nov 
23-Nov 22-Nov Ip - 19 Nov 
26-Nov 27-Nov Ip - 21 Nov 
12-Dec 07-Dec Ip - 28 Nov 
17-Dec 18-Dec obs & audio 3 Dec 

obs & audio 12 Dec 
17-Dec 

PRETESTS PRETESTS PRETESTS 
s e e record of s e e record of 
intervention intervention Ip - 23 Jan 

Ip - 28 Jan 
Ip - 30 Jan 

5 Feb - report 
obs, Ip, audio & video 6 Feb 

Ip - 18 Feb 
Ip - 20 Feb 

? Feb - report 
obs, Ip & video 4 March 

Ip - 6 March 
POST TESTS POST TESTS POST TESTS 

10-Apr 16-Apr 12 April - report 
? Apr - report 18 Apr - pupil report 17-Apr 

24-Apr 23-Apr 24-Apr 
29-Apr 30-Apr 29-Apr 
IS-IVlay 16-IVIay 3 IVlay - report 

? Apr - report ? IVlay - report 13-May 
? Apr - report ? IVlay - report ? IVlay - report 

27-May ? May - report 27-IVIay 
28-IVIay 31-May 

? IVlay - report 
DPT DPT DPT 



Appendix 11 Example of an observation record for this study 

Year 9 French School A 
Teacher: Teacher A Monday 17 September 2001 
Observer EM 10:11:10 

B B G G 
G G G G G G G G 
B B B B G G G G 

B B B 
Obs G B B B 

12 boys 
15 girls 

10.12 Teacher A keeps pupils in same place from lesson to lesson, comments to me whilst giving out books tlu^ 
helps her to remember who they are and faces. Teacher A shows she knows where absent pupils should be, 
lianding out books and leaving them on the desk in their place for when they arrive 
Aims written on board: Continue work in all 4 skill areas, (L,S, R, W) on giving details for he/she 
Look at m and f. job names 

T checks who is away - knows who is away and asks pupils where they are, making a note in register 
T introduces me - stressing to pupils not to take things personally if I come and listen to them and the 

things 1 do say to them They will not have a moment of fame, your names wiU not a^^ar anywhere, ny name 
won't even appear anywhere, we are not allowed to mention names, the name of the school can just about get 
mentioned. We are interested in what's going on in your heads, not trying to judge whether you did or said things 
wrong, we don't mind if you make mistakes (EM adds we like that! we like it when you make mistakes, that's 
interesting) Teacher A continues, it's all interesting, it's f^inating, we're trying to work out, what's going on when 
you decide to do certain things or tiy to say things, whether it's right or wrong, it's really fascinating. 
10.20 There was some excellent homework, really excellent, normally I don't give out commendations for just 

one piece of woA, normally I give out one commendation for three A's or A minuses but some pieces of 
work were reaHy excellent. There were only a few Bs. No one got lower than a B. But there were some 
mistakes I didn't expect. Why shouldn't there have been some of those mistakes &om a top set? Not 
because you're all brilhant and know it aD? Why? 
P because they were for 
Because they were on the board 
teacher asks how do you say 1 am 
pupil jrepliesj'ai 
teacher at a common mistake-I am told, I am small 
pupil saysje suis 
teacher what's the il and elle bit? 
Pupil il est /elle est 
Teacher writers on the board 
Teacher had you say I ha\'e 
Pupil je 
Teacher-j'ai notje, j'ai 

All the time the teacher's writing these up onto the board one: the first person and third person: 
Je suis il/elle est 
J'ai H / elle a 
Je m'appelle n / elle s'appelle 
Je porte il / elle porte 

You need that 5)r your age in French, in French you have to say I have your age. 
how do you say my name is? 
Je m'appelle, double p double I 



T=he/she? 
P = il/elle 
Had use they are aware? 
Pupils put hands up 
Teacher we have these pupils before anyone else? 
What's the il elle bit? \ \ ^ t the ending? Those are really really important. 
The other thing is adding an s to eyes. What you have to do that? Are eyes masculine or feminine? tlie 
teacher oBers an explicit English description of why cheveux is plural 
When do you put a letter e on the end? 
Another teacher rise in the room and speaks German. Teacher A replies in French. 
Teacher says some of Miss Gill's class were amongst the best of the homework candidates, even though 
they don't know as much. Why could this be? Pupil suggest they knew that that topic. Teacher no, they 
didn't know that topic, they've never seen before, ̂ cause they were trying that's why 
It shows we have to be careful so we get your writing as perfect as you speaking. 
OK. ou habites-tu? P north Baddersely 
Teacher asks comment cas'6crit? This question-and-answer repeat itselffbr about Ave turns. Pupils 
saying where they live teacher asking how the places spelt 

T - dans Avantage A la page 5. There is no talking the pupils get out their books quietly. 
T - il y a 6 photos, sous les photos il y a 6 phrases qui expliquent. T reads out the places in French. Alors 
2 ininutes avec un partenaire - quelles phrases vont avec quelle photo? The pupils have started moving 
towards each other whilst the teacher was explaining this and they have started to talk. All more or less on 
task, one couple look a little lost. Some talking in Enghsh for exang)le that one goes with that one, the 
third one 

10.36 Class back together now. The teacher asks num6ro un, c'est on ca? pupil tried to read out the long wor^ 
the teacher says I know that a long word that don't get confused. The teacher recasts. Pupils do not repeat. 
Pronunciation is not corrected. 
Teacher il y a beaucoup d'industrie. The teacher goes through the exercise with the pupils. T - ofi sont les 

Antilles. P is it in the Caribbean? Yes - it's in the West Indies 
Teacher gives instructions in target language. Vous allez dcouter la cassette vous echvez 2 choses, le nom 

et I'endroit Teacher get people to translate the instruction to the pi^ils start getting their stufF out. Teacher 
disciplined class that they didn't listen to instructions when they were being translated. Next week I won't do this 
but I'm not sure now that everybody understands the target language instructions yet. The teacher explained in 
English- we don't want sentences, just keywords. 

Tape: je m'appelle Amelie. J'habite a .. .La Guadeloupe eest un ile pres de . plus some more French - not 
relevant to task they must do. 

A few pupils say what? What? 
T on va faire ca comme exemple. 
Teacher writes the answers on the board. Okay you've got the idea, are getting both bits. Each extract is 

listened to twice. Six people on the cassette. The pupils must hear the keywords ie the name, town, place. By 
hstening in reading the text on page four-actually tliey can spot the name and then read to 6nd the rest of the 
information Some are working together, slight muttering, but mainly each working individually. The teachers says 
numero 3 etc before each extract to help learners keep where they are. 

T - OK comment elle s'appele? The pupil just gives the name not il s'appelle. The teacher makes clear all 
I want it if you've got the main area somewhere in that area. The teacher read correct answer on the board. 
Continues getting the pupils to give answers. They give the name and place only, [why not put the names mixed up 
on the board, not in the correct order, so they have to give cong)lete sentences with the subject and the verb, and the 
teacher could ask the pupils to give her the answers in any order, so the pupils have to specif who they are talking 
about!]. 

T - il y a 12 reponses - qui a douze sur douze? Almost all pupils put their hand up nobody says that they 
got 11 or ten. Moins? Nobody? Be pleased, put your hand iq) show me 

Teacher moves onto the next activity page 5. 11 faut decider qui. Vous avez regarde les photos, vous avez 
ecoutd la cassette. Maitenant c'est facile. It easy. They must write down where the people live page 5 exercise c. 

There are some puzzled locks. All the people settle down. Teacher says you have all the information you 
need. Very calm atmosphere-almost silent teacher goes round the room checking pupils are OK. T - tu as fini? P -
non T - pas encore. Teacher comments to the people next Amir alone today, you've lost your bodies. Encourages 
the pupil-good. Two to get round check-in work. 



Teacher OK - qui habite a, oh, il, it helps you there, it's got to be a boy, pupils give just the place, their 
sentences. The book gives 1) il habite a Guadeloupe - and pupils must give the names by looking on the page 
opposite. 
10.55 The teacher gives all instruction in the target language. Vous allez donner un detail. Le parteniare va 

deviner Older pupils are attentive, quiet listening. Okay? How's it going? (the ing)Hcation is that there is 
some shared understanding that tlie teacher is going to be giving instructions in the TL more and more and 
she is encouraging them because they are trying to listen. One pupil offers what you think the instructions 
might have meant in English, almost 100 percent correct. Teachers which side of the board is going to 
help? Pupils save the right side. Teacher rubs o^the 'je' saide of the verb list, leaving 3"̂  person singular 
forms on there. 
One pupil leaves the cheques is OK with teacher first. Teacher sorts out so that no pupils are working 
alone, pupils woddng groups of three rather than work alone. 
I wander round the room hstening to Paris, I hear about six pairs. M^y pupils appear to be using the first 
person, as this is reading straight out of the textbook. They're picking extracts &om the textbook and the 
pupil has to guess which person their partners talking about. 5 using je, 7 using third person plural (they do 
not have to use the third person fbr the activity). A lot of English being used to negotiator whose turn it is , 
clarifying answers etc, there is confirsion between il a and il est. T-n'oubliepas, don't forget . .[?] 

One pupil starts j'ai, oh no j'ai, looks at board, il a..." 
Teacher asks how many used il habite? And well done if you used il s'appelle rather than just saying the 
name. Teacher je vais exphquer les devoirs. There are lots of jobs (English). Teacher read down the list 
of vocabulary in French il est...., elle est .... [jobs in Avantage]. Teacher asks what's the point? Pupil 
offers it's the difkrence between male and female. Teacher read down more jobs, this time with both 
versions, masculine and feminine. Teacher asks what it is only one ending? Pupil offers because its 
originally come from a male job? Teacher yes, I would think most of these were originally done by men, 
but say secretaire? Why is there only one form? Is it that originally they were all wonen. P suggests 
because there is an e on the end. Teacher what does an e on the end normally tell you? P - that it's 
feminine. Yes an e normally means that it's feminine, [ah in English] so we can't add another. Okay let's 
leave that. I explain in French H y a 26 exenqiles, il faut noter le vocabulaire, en Aancais en anglais, il faut 
trouver al forme, s'il y un forme feminirte, et puis apr6s en vert, il y a les endroits oil ils travaillent. 
Trouvez un endroit pour .. .exeng)le le prof travaille dans un college, le secretaire.. .who understands? Two 
hands go up. (PI - same boy that tried to explain activity befbre??) [he almost explained everything]. P 
explains in English Pupils now start to get their homework diaries out and start to write down their 
homework, [this is real communication - they NEED to know their homework, target langu^e 
opportunity?] another pupil tries to explain. Teacher says they can just think through where each person 
works - they don't need to write the sentence, just make sure they have copied vocab down and can make a 
sentence for each place (ie no verbs in homework). Due in on Friday 21 .̂ Make sure you've noted vocab, 
even if you don'̂ t write other bit. 

11.10 OK c;est tr&s bien. Rangez les affaires. Les chaises sous les tables (said whilst pupils pack up and chat). 
Pupils stand and wait behind chairs - teacher says to a few at front they can go and rest follow. 

Discussion afterwards witli teacher 
All have come from teacher X - most Aom the class I followed in action research project and others from the 
parallel set. Just 4 from another teacher - they have been placed between buddies from teacher X's group - each 
one with two of teacher X's on either side. 

T expresses concern that looking throuĝ i books they have not done much free writing, they are mainly grammar, 
para&gm, translation, picking out chunks, copying, and vocab written up - not much marking done of pupils' work. 
Savs she intends to allow them to do a lot of writing and correcting their work. 



Appendix 12 Example of a PI unit 

s k e w i:4t.L5 c u J rtc&l itr 
x.u'ZZrvd-^^jZMcra,! S o m e n i a t s ! ' ^ . _ ' f ,, ,, , , 
c ) " ' a u l ; CLS l&vuy iC. t r 6h :̂tcWL 

. k e f w n l k / i - iT v̂'€. -5 iM.p lu^ 

sVxck. 1:̂  (rW_ O H T / 
^ rbs in French, you must have "ofiy' on the end of 

^ (vioWoj/) 

.,\c u J ^ C o i i tuuc g f D U . ^ 

( . 'L ^ K GU.WV5) e playing) 

.̂̂ ui,\.vuui%vî L) — wc ii5[en 10 ̂ or we are listening to) 

Nous ne restONS pas = we don't stay (or we aren't staying) 

W h a t g o e s w r o n g ? 

This can be difBcult for learners of French. Very often they do not learn to use this 

ending. 

They say and write things like yoz/er. 

W h y ? 

It is easy to ignore this 'ow' ending, because once you have read or heard 'Moity' 

you do not pay attention to ± e end of the verb. 

It may be even harder to notice when the verb is negative: 

You must leam to pay attention to the ending of the verb as well as the word 

These activities wiH help yon to do that 

Ezpiicit Grammar IiK&actioR—je &nous — pre&ent tense — declarative & negative 



L e S o i r d ^ u n e P r o f e s s e u r 

Listen to this teadier taUdng about what normally happens in her evenings. 

Put a tick in the ^ /1 column' if she is talking just about herself, 

or 

a tick in the 'nous / we column' if she is talking about herself and other people. 

You win hear only part of each sentence. You will not hear the word &r or 'we'. 

Remember listm for the 'ow' ending to tell you if she is talking about 'we'. 

J k / f 1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 



Transcript 

1 Joue au tennis 

2 Ecoute la radio 

Ne regardons pas la tele 

Preparons le diner 

^ Travaille dans le bureau 

Parlons au telephone 

Rentrons & 6 heures 

Mangeons 

^ Ne lavons pas la vaiselle 

^ ^ Ne corrige pas les cahiers 
I 

'-'11 Ne range pas la maison 

^ Fumons des cigarettes 

^ Donne a manger au chien 

10 M Proml̂ nons le chien 

Allons au lit a 11 heures 

5 negatives 

9 nous 

6 je 



L a V i e M o d e r n e : 

P a r t a g e o n s l e m e n a g e a l a m a i s o n . . . % 

m women have writtea about the jobs that they do by themselves in the house and those that are 

red with their partners ("we.. 

li fait le plus seul? Coche les taches qu' elle fait seule 
TO does the most by herself? Tick the jobs that she does alone. 

trie 
. / nous... 
range la chambre 

lave lavaisselle 

aliens au supermarche 

preparons le diner 

promene le chien 

change les draps sur les lits 

aide les parents au supermarche 

;ravaillons dans le jardin 

Dassons I'aspirateur 

ecycie le papier et les bouteilles 

:ne 
/ nous... 
icrivons la liste pour les courses 

ortons la poubelle 

lisons les courses 

repare le diner 

ivons la vaisselle 

jparons la voiture 

romene le chien 

nge la chambre 

passe les chemises 

ittoyons les &netres 

fait le plus toute seule! 
et son partenaire partagent le menage le plus. 



C o m m e n t p a s s e s - t u l e w e e k e n d ? 

S e u l o u a v e c d e s a u t r e s ? 

Listen to 2 people talking about what they normally do at the weekend. 

. Do you think they do these activities alone (seul) or with others (avec des autres)? 

(remember listen for the ons' endingi) 

Decide which speaker you think might prefer being by themselves. 

® You must also indicate whether you do this activity often, sometimes or never. 

Underline the appropriate word in the 'moi' column. 

Decide which speaker you would get on with best. 

seul 
Frohablement avec 

1 souvent / qnelquefois / jamais 

2 souvent/ quelquefois/jamais 

3 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

4 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

5 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

6 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

7 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

Speaker 2 
1 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

2 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

3 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

4 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

5 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

6 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

7 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

Je t r o u v e q u e n u m d r o 1 / 2 * p r e f e r e e t re seu l . 

W h o d o y o u t h i n k y o u w o u l d ge t o n w i t h b e s t ? 

* dekAeasa^ îropnale 



Transcript: 

Speaker 1: 

1. mangeons au restaurant une fbis a la semaine 

2. regardons la tele tous les soirs 

3. ecoute la radio dans la cuisine 

4. parlons aux amis beaucoup 

5. restealamaisondetempsentemps 

6. nageons dans le centre sportif une Gois a la semaine 

7. travaillons quelquefbis dans le jardin 

Speaker 2: 

1. pratiquons un peu de sport 

2. aime lire 

3. prepare le diner 

4. dcoute la radio 

5. visitons le parque de temps en temps 

6. joue du piano 

7. promenons le chien 

Speaker 1: 5 nons, 2 je 
Speaker 2: 3 nous, 4 je 



Nodceihe ons' ending 
on the verb, 
meaning 'we...' 

D e s P r o d s 

C o m m e N o u s ? ? 

This ''Opinions ProGIe" was written by a group of school-aged fiends in France looking &)r some 

Aiends in England to write to and viait. 

Coche les phrases si toi et tes amis avez les memes opinions. 
Tick the sentences if you & your friends have the same opinions. 

Nous... 

1) detestons les maths 

2) trouvons le football super 

3) pensons que le roller-blading est cool 

4) aliens au cinema toutes les semaines 

5) adorons manger chez MacDonalds 

6) jouons sur Tordinateur 

7) parlons au telephone beaucoup 

Nous ne/n ... 

8) faisons pas les devoirs 

9) ecoutons pas beaucoup aux professeurs! 

10) aimons pas Fecole 

Discute avec le groupe si vous avez les memes opinions 

A n o t h e r p r o f i l e is f r o m a y o o n g p e r s o n 

who is looking for a date! 
Coche les phrases si tu as les memes opinions 

Q/EMe... 

[. aime les devoirs 

joue beaucoup au tennis 

mange souvent aux restaurants 

k protege Tenvironnement 

recycle toujours le papier 

prefere le chocolat aux carottes 

adore le cyclisme 

I /EUe ne... 

. travaille pas les weekends 

. danse pas 

0. regarde pas les actualites (news) a la television 

zng/Rgj 

Notice there is 'no ending' on 
the verb, 
meaning "he/she.. 

(?) 



Appendix 13 Example of an EI nnit 

j ^ sJkictAj WkuLs fTCKji ( ic 

if \\k&gKldULA vLlLnji -- f SSooHS IBTiats;! f ' " . ..4^.. f, ., ii i . , , 

cz) ^ " <3\>Jc: (3LS fttfAJi ic". it' jb(/ 

j l g f - ' jE/ acjbvî wts ^ounjjo- (I4 LuTr̂ G&fL- ilfvtL 
rt(<ndk<i) St'VtcJkL tc, W/1& c : ) t { T / 

, i t ) s i l l Binsncii, yoiijoiwst iunR: cai ttw: eaaclcif 
-- pfGcajgnyî  iKS^aukcifan' (^fkigodf/) 

ft. ik̂ & ĉajJL 4bt, tuuc (frcnuLty) 

l̂ uuuL, ( S a r / ' /_ i( cL îaAkf'T) % piziyTiigr) 

p,T3&24S&2̂ 9 ^ 
10 — w c iiBten TO ̂ or we are listening to) J. i^ua v̂ 4JU.I,V l̂̂  k 

j&f()UKS]ae]nGsdO}4?S pas = we cLon't stzcy (/sr Tan: aureii't stayinĝ ) 

TPtl&i&t i*( )es iMnroiigrIf 

This can be difGcult for learners of French. Very often they do not learn to use this 

lerwdiiig^ 

They say and write things like Mcwj yoz/er. 

W h y ? 

It is easy to ignore this 'omur' ending because once you have read or heard ' 

you do not pay attention to the end of Ae verb. 

It may be even harder to notice o?K when the verb is negative: 

TVbzif Mg y o u o w j%zy az/ (̂grz&zy/z. 

You must learn to pay attention to the ending of the verb as well as the word 

Thee activities wiB help you to do that. 

ExpHcA Grammoar InsKmcUon—je & nons - ppe&cut tezua — dcciarajivo & aegdive 



r 
h > ^ . / I ^ - ' && W/UM ik . 0 4 1 " 

^OfNIc^'Ox^ r C.un%&L 01L ' I k t ^ 5iM.ply 

L e S o i r d ' u n e P r o f e s s e a r cw^vL. 

" l u ^ o ? ' 1 ) 7 ('2^!' 

Ecoute la pfofesseur, qui parie d'un soir lypique. 
P 

C ^ ° " — t fe i f e . ( L . k p 5„ J 4 

Ecns Tordre des activites. (Ecris 1 a cote du premier dessin etc.) & / 
fk -R/tg/ . 

I 2 3 * 0 0 

NPI - RsferentW Activity - Listenmg- Je I Nous -present tense -<ieolarative& negative 



Transcript 

1 A 5 heures je joue au tennis ou squash, nonnaiement 3 fbis a la semaine. 

2 fecoute la radio dans la voiture quand je rentre chez nous. 

3 Nous rentrons tous les deux a la maison a 6 heures quinze. 

4 Je donne a manger au chien qui a toujours faim. 

5 Et apres nous promenons le cbien 

6 Puis nous preparons le dlaer tout de suite parce que nous avons faim. 

7 Nous mangeons dans la salle a manger, toute la famille ensemble. 

8 Je ne lave pas la vaiselle 

9 Nous ne regardons pas beaucoup la tele rnrni* 

10 ^̂ ^̂ Aipres le diner, je travaille dans le bureau sur Tordinateur. 

11 souvent, je ne corrige pas les cahiers - je suis trop fatigue. 

12 Nous nerangeons pas la maisonnonplus. 

13 Nous parlons au telephone, aux amis ou a la famille. 

14 Nous fiimons des cigarettes 

15 Normalement nous allons au lit a 11 heures 

5 negatives 

9 nous 

6je 
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t ^ L 6uk Yi/CcWro ^ ov^<jzu,()i; 

So- j '\/r2L^ 

L a V i e M o d c r n e : 

P a r t a g e o n s l e m a n a g e a l a m a i s o n . . ? 

Read what 2 women have written about the jobs that they do by themselves in the house 
and those that are shared with their partners. Decide whether the statements below are true 
or false. 

Marie 
^ o i , je range la chambre et aussi je lave la vaiselle. Et c'est moi qui change les dn^s sur les lits. 

"--Aais moi et mon mari. Marc, nous allons au supermarche et nous preparons le diner ensemble. Tous 

les soirs je promene le chien toute seule. Le weekend^ous travaillons souvent dans le jardin et tous 

passons raspirateur. Moi, je veux p g ^ g e r Tenvironment alors je recycle le papier et les bouteilles. 

Mes parents habitant pres d'ici alors je les aide faire les courses au supermarche. 

Helene 
Moi et mon mari Jacques, nous ecrivons la liste pour les courses, et n o ^ ^ o r t o n s la poubelle tpus les 

deux. En plus, nous faisons les courses ensemble. Mais, normalement le prepare le diitier. La plupart 

du nous lavons la vaisdl^. Meme nous reparons la voiture ensemble! PourtanL le'promene le 

c h i e n ^ ' r a n g e la chambre e t j e repasse les chemises. C'est vrai que nous nettoyons les fenetres 

ensemble. 

1. Marie et Marc vont au supermarche 

2. Marie ne travaille pas dans le jardin 

3. Marie aide ses parents a faire les courses 

4. Marc passe Taspirateur 

5. Marc ne nettoie pas les fenetres 

6. Marie n'aime pas les voitures 

7. Jacques prepare le diner 

8. H6Iene promene le chien 

9. Helene et Marc repassent les chemises 

10. Helene ne range pas la chambre 

11. H e l ^ e donne a manger au chien 

12. Jacques ne lave jamais la vaiselle 

Vrai Faux 

I Z ] 

Pas dans le texle 

C ] 

C ] 

NPLRe&iead&L readily 



nwYi^r^ IS k o i o i v o A 

C o m m e n t p a s s e s - t u l e w e e k e n d ? 

S e u l o n a v e c d e s a u t r e s ? 

Listen to 2 people talking about what they normally do at the weekend. 

Do you think they do these activities alone (seul) or with others (avec des autres)? 

There may not be a right or wrong answer 

Decide which speaker you think might prefer being by themselves. , 
/ 

^ I 

You must also indicate whether you do this activity often, sometimes or n e v e ^ 

Underline the appropriate word in the 'moi' column. \ ' 

Decide which speaker you would get on with best 

ggw/ 
1 ' souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

2 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

3 souvent/ q u e l q u e f o i s / j a m a i s 

4 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

5 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

6 souvent/queiquefois/jamais 

7 souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

Speaker 2 
I souvent / queiquefois / jamais 

2 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

3 souvent / quelquefbis / jamais 
4 souvent / quelquefbis / jamais 
5 souvent / quelquefois / jamais 

6 souvent / quelquefbis / jamais 
7 souvent / quelquefbis / jamais 

Je t r o u v e q u e n u m d r o 1 / 2 * p r e f ^ r e e t re seu l . 

W h o d o y o u t h i n k y o u w o u l d g e t o n w i t h bes t? 
* delete as ap̂ Kopiiate 



Transcript: 

Speaker 1: 

1. Nous mangeons an restaurant une fbis a la semaine avec des amis 

2. Moi et ma famille, nous regardons la tele tous les soirs 

3. J'ecoute la radio dams la cuisine quand je prepare le dmer 

4. Nous parlons aux amis beaucoup 

5. Je reste a la maison de tem^ps en teiiq)s 

6. Nous nageons avec les enAnts dans le centre sportif une fbis a la semaine 

7. Moi et mon mari, nous travaillons quelquefbis dans le jardin 

Speaker 2: 

1. Nous pratiquons un peu de sport avec les amis 

2. J'aime lire dans ma chambre 

3. Je prepare mon diner 

4. J'6coute mes disques compacts 

5. Nous visitons le parque de temps en temps avec des amis 

6. Je joue du piano 

7. Nous promenons le chien 

Speaker 1: 5 nous, 2 je 
Speaker 2: 3 nous, 4 je 



(5 ^ l W/c5 \ s j ^ 
ca5</' ckWx h6%yl'f"C,cfv^ 

Des Proffls. ^ W ^ f ' 

C o m m e N o u s ? ? 

This "Opinions Profile" was written by a group of school-aged Aiends in France looking A)r some 

6iends in England to write to and visit. 

Coche les phrases si toi at tes amis avez les memes opinions. 
Tick the sentences if you & your friends have the same opinions. 

1) Nous n'aimons pas Tecoie 

2) Nous detestons les maths 

3) Nous n'ecoutons pas beaucoup aux pro6sseurs! 

4) Nous trouvons le football super 

5) Nous pensons que le roUef-biadiag est cool 

6) Nous ne faisons pas les devoirs 

7) Nous aiions au cinema tous les semaines 

8) Nous adorons manger chez MacDonalds 

9) Nousjouonssurrordinateur 

10) Nous esp&ons aller a Tuniversite 

Difczf/e m'gc ^ groMpe j? voaa avez Ze.; 7nA»ga 

A n o t h e r p r o G l e is f r o m a y o u n g p e r s o n 

w h o is l o o k i n g f o r a d a t e ! 

Coche les phrases si tu as les memes opinions. 

1. 11 / Elle ne travaille pas les weekends 

2. II / Elle aime sortir avec les amis 

3. D / Elle joue beaucoup au tennis 

4. D / Elle mange souvent aux restaurants 

5. D / EUe pense qu'U Aut proteger T environment 

6. D / Elle recycle toujours le papier 

7. D / Elle prefere le chocolat aux carrottes 

8. II / Elle adore faire du cyciisme 

9. D / Elle ne danse pas 

10. D / EUe ne regarde pas les actualites (news) a la television 



Appendix 14a: Record of ihtei-vendon protocol 

Class A 
Lesson Example of linguistic future Date PI teacher EI teacher Note 

1 je joue & nous jouons Mon21 Jan EM video A audio EI activi^ie* completed W not handed in 
2 il a & il est 

after intervention, whole cjass activities for atx)ut 12 mins 
Wed 23 Jan A video EM audio 

3 (tjG) jouG & ils jouept (reading only) 
il est, a, fait, va & ils sont, ont, font, vont 

Mon 28 Jan 1 EM video A ahdio luat El activily (om of 6) not done 

4 Teacher A takes whole class Fri 1 Feb 
5 Teacher A absent - whole class cover work Mon 4 Feb 
6 iljoue &tujoues 

tu joues & vous jouez 
after intervention, whole class activities kr about 12 mins 

Wed 6 Feb A video EM audio 

7 joue/jouons &joue; 
jejoue & j'aijoue 

Mon 18 Feb EM audio A video 

8 tu joues & tu as joue 
il joue & ii ajou6 
Teacher A absent - cover work 

Fri 22 Feb EM audio 

25 m.ms iKm-inwnuni 

EM audio 

>>• 1 . Cli'. ill..--
9 nous jouons & nous avons joue 

vous jouez & vous avez joue 
Mon 25 Feb EM audio 

RM audio 
RM video 

EM video 
10 tu as & il a jouG (reading only) 

Teacher A absent - cover work 
Wed 27 Feb EM audio EM audio 

11 il a mange &il est alls 
|il a mange/est alle & ils out mange/sont alWs 

Mon 4 March EM video A audio 



Appendi% 14b: Record of Intervention protocol 

Class B 

Lesson Language forms Date PI teacher EI teacher Note 
1 je joue & nous jouons Tues 22 Jan EM video B audio last half of last ET activity (out of 4) not done by mosc 

2 il a & il est Tues 29 Jan B video EM audio 
3 il (+16) joue & lis jouent (reading only) 

il est, a, Wt, va & ils spnt, ont, font, yqnt 
Fri 1 Feb EM video B audio W EI activ ity (out of 6) not done v tliourougWy by all 

4 il joue & tii joues 
tu joues & vous jouez 

Tues 5 Feb B video EM audio 

5 joue/jouons &joue; 
jejoue&j'aijoue 

Tues 19 Feb EM audio B video 

6 tu joues & tu as joue 
il joue & il a joue 
tu as & il a joue (reading only) 

Thurs 21 Fe B video EM audio 

7 Tocher B absent - cover work ('au camping") Fri 22 Feb non-inLM.cnuon;:d:.iiu> 

8 nous jouons & nous avons jou6 
Teacher B absent - cover work ('an carnpihg') 

Tues 26 Feb EM video | EM au^o 

9 vOus jouez & voUs avez joue Tues 5 Mar B video EM audio 
10 il a mang6 & ii est alle 

il a mange/est alle & ils ont mang6/sont alles 
Thurs 7 Ma EM video B audio 



Appendix 15: Analyses to assess the randomised matched pairs sampling procedure 

Sum of Squares dj M e a n Square F Sig/ 
LIST Between Groups 223,616 2 111.808 .560 .574 

Within Groups 16383.153 82 199.795 
Total 16606.769 84 

READ Betwem Groups 3 2 3 5 . ^ 6 2 1617.943 4.790 .011 
Within Groups 27699.062 82 337.793 

Total 30934.948 84 
WRIT Between Groups 5698.084 2 2849.044 7.974 .eol 

Within Groups 29298.922 82 357.304 
Total 34997.003 84 

SPK Between G&oups 551.177 2 275.589 1 4 8 1 : ^ 
Within-Groups ^559.555 46 1^6.077 

Total 9110.732 48 
O/fg way co/Mpore pre af . s c o r e . g f 7 & /Merggffgrcwpf afKf C 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

(I) GROUP (J) GROUP Lower Upper 
Read PI EI '3.1928 4 .99655 J 9 9 -15.2452 8.8595 

Class_C EI 11.W30 4.96440 078 -.963^ 22.9698 
Class C M 14.1959 4.72260 :011 2.8252 25.5L666 

Writing EI PI .7238 4.16666 :984 -9J238 10.7715 
Class C EI 16.7405 5.16372 .006 4.2540 29.2269 

- Class C PI 17.4643 5.34126 .005 4.15783 30:3503 
f Aoc fo compare (Ae .gcore.; f/ze MergB<;f:6Y & 7Y grpop.; owf cZo&y C ofpre fe.̂ ^ 

Meow 
DgQfgrgwe 

GgM/7dleMce AfferyaZ 

Lower - tapper 
List A -.415 26 .681 -2.6793 6.45111 r -45.93972 10.58115 

B 303 25 .764 1:1790 3.89209 -6.«3690 -9.19492 
Read A • .581 26 .566 3.8964 6.70887 -9.89384 17.68670 

B .503 25 .620 1.531Q 3.04666 -4:74372^ 7:80571 
Writing A ' 3 3 1 27 .743 -2 .200j 6.65405 -15.^5322 1445274 

B 1.235 24 .229 3.3410 2.70434 -2.24054 8 . ^ 2 4 4 
Speaking A -.034 ' 14 .973 -.2733 8.07304 -17.58830 17.04161 

B -.054 15 .958 -.1699 3.13626 -6.85463 6.51493 
.yoTT̂ Ze.; ^ ^e.̂ f fo compare Âe jY o W ^ g r o z / p p r e ê.;̂  m aZZ meagMrê y 

' For the listening, reading^and qieaking test measures, Levene's test of homogeneity of variances suggested 
that the variances of the groups' scores at pre test could be considered normal (appendix 32). For the;writing 
test scores, it was found that the results of ± e ANOVA Aould be interpreted wi& caution. However, non-
parametric tests were (arried out and, as they siq)ported the Gndings presented below, they are not shown here. 
Non parametric tests were also carded out for the speaking tests as the n was quite small, though again they are 
not presented hers as they supported the parametric tests. See section 3 ,8 for presentation and discussion of the 
statistical procedures used 
^ The Gaines Howell post hoc test was used, as sanq)les had unequal variances and sizes. 
^ Equal vaitmces could be assumed according to Lev^e'^4est^reU"w^ 



Appendix 16 Sequence of Linguistic Features 

Unit Example 

1 je joue & nousjouons (+ in neg.) 

2 il a & il est (+ in neg.) 

3 il (+je) joue & ils jouent (+ in neg.) 

il est, a, fait, va & ils sont, ont, font, vont (+ in neg.) 

4 tu joues & vous jouez-(+ in neg. + interrog.) 

5 joue/jouons & joue; 
je jOue & j'ai joue (+ in neg.) 

6 tu joues & tu ^ joue 
il joue & il a jou6 (+ in neg.) 

tu as & il a 

7 nous jouons & nous avons jou6 (+ in neg.) 

8 ' vous jouez & vous avez joue (+ interrogs) 

9 il a maag^ & il est all6 (+ in neg.) 

10 il a niang6 & ils ont mang6 (+ in neg.) 
il est alle & il sont alles ̂ +in neg.) 

feature 

number 

semantic, avoir + %e 

number 

number 

number 

past ^ r t i e ip le 
auxr i^inc. fait^type) 

aux - tgnse 

aux - person 

aux - tense 

aux - tense 

semantic/aititrary 
(avoir & etre) 

number 



Appendix 17 Ensuring the two versions of the tests obtained similar results 

Althoug^i only the pretest results are shown, the post and dp tests obtained similar results. 

Test version N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
List I 58 50.6460 14.68547 1.92830 

. 2 27 40.894& 9,92695 1.91044 
Read 1 42 45.4545 21,g73# 3J7515 

2 43 40.^28 16.W^25 ^:45206 
Writ 1 41 24.7854 23.95579 3.74127 

2 43 19.287» 16.36294 249533 
Spk 1 22' 21.3259 15.34092 3.27070 

2 21 17.3643 7.51078 1.63899 

Test 
version 

Kohnogorov-
Smimov statistic 

d* Sig. Shapiro-
Wilk 

statistic 

df Sig. 

Listening 1 .099 58 .200 .980 58 .150 
2 .124 27 .200 .987 27 .167 

Reading 1 j 3 2 41̂  .068 .931̂  41 .015 
2 .140 43 .034 .950 43 .058 

Writing 1 .218 4T .000 .813 41 .000 
2 .164 43 .005 .876 43 .000 

Speaking 1 .206 22 .016 .812 22 .001 
2 .1221 21 .200 .9&1 21 .942 

F Sig. • ? di Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Dif&rence 
Lower Upper 

Listening 4.65^ .034 ̂ 3.592 71.915 .001 9.7512 2.71443 4^4000 15.16244 
Reading 3:001 .087 1.119 83 .266 4.6517 4.15705 -3.61646 1291993 
Writing 3.087 .083 1.233 82 .221 5.4976 4.45782 _-3.37041, 14.3^566 

Speaking 4.396 :042 1.083 30.830 .287 3.9616 3.65838 -3.50142 11.42454 

READPRE WRITMtE SPKPRE 
Mann-Whitney U 836.000 789.500 219,500 

Wilcoxon W 178Z000 1735.500 450^00 
Z ^ -.590 -.823 '280 

Asymp. Sig. {2-tailed) .555 .410 .780 
/Taramezy/c 

' the analysis of the speaking test versicns, 6 learners (3 Aom class A, 2 6om class B and 1 &mn class 
C) took difE^ent visions of the sentence and narrative tests (e.g. version 1 of the sentence level but version 
2 of the narrative tasks) and so these were excluded &om thia analysis. This left 43 learners in this analysis. 
^ Equal variances could be assumed for the reading and writing tests but not for the listening and speaking 
tests. SPSS provided the suitable test statistic taking this into account. 



Appendix 18 Breakdowns of Linguistic Features in Interpretation Tests 

Task Description of test Tense Feature details aZZ okcZoraffve No. items (excL 
no. dis tractors) 

1 Choosing subject for inflected verbs. present Er verbs 12 
2 Choosing subject for inflected verbs. perfect Er verbs, avoir, all persons 12 
2 Choosing subject for inflected verbs. perfect Er verbs, etre, 3'̂ '' pers, sing & plural 4 
4 overriding event probabilities, matching infl to subject. present Er verbs, all except 1̂ ^ pers. singular 5 
5 overriding event probabilities, matching infl to subject. perfect Er verbs, avoir, all except 1^ pers. sing. 5 
6 matching verb to picture present vs perfect Er, avoir 11 
6 matching verb to picture present vs perfect 'Non er' (aux only possible cue ecrit, fait). 3 
6 matching verb to picture present vs perfect Er, etre, 3'̂ '' person sing & plural only 1 (2 in version 2) 
6 matching verb to picture present vs perfect 'Non er', etre, 3''' person sing & plural 2 (1 in version 2) 

Total = 55 

jMferprefqffOM q/̂  OMraf ver6 

Task Description of test^ Tense Feature detaik cfecZorafive No. items (excl. 
no. distractors) 
1 Choosing subj. for infl. verbs present Er, null, ons, ez 3 
1 Choosing subj. for infl. verbs present Er, negative, null, ons, ez 3 
2 Choosing suiy. for infl. verbs perfect Er, ai, a, avons, ont 4 
2 Choosing sut^. for infl. verbs perfect Er, negative, ai, a, avons, ont 4 
2 Choosing subj. for infl. verbs perfect Er, sont 1 
2 Choosing sut^. for infl. verbs perfect Er, negative, sont 1 
3 Choosing sing, or pi. present est, a, va, fait versus sont, ont, vont, font 8 
4 Choosing pres or past present & perfect Er verbs, avoir, all persons, aux & pp cues 12 

4 Choosing pres or past present & perfect Er verbs, avoir, negative, 1^ & 3"* pers sing, aux & pp cues 4 

4 Choosing pres or past present & perfect Er verbs etre, 3'̂ '' person sing & plural only. 2 

4 Choosing pres or past present & perfect Aux. owZy possible clue (e.g. fait, dit & vous mangez/mange) 6 
Total = 48 

Learners could select 'not sure' far each item 



Appendix 19 Breakdowns of Linguistic Features in Production Tests 

Task Description Tense Feature details No. items (excl. 
distractors) 

1 Gap 511 present Er, all persons (3̂ '' pers sing - 2 nouns, 1 pron) 9 

2 Gap fill present Est, a, va, fait, sont, ont, vont, font 8 
Describe weekend / hobbies sentence/discourse present Any verbs - not person 8 (max.) 

4 Gap 611 perfect Er, avoir, all except avez 8 
4 Gap fill perfect Er, etre, 3"̂  person sing & plural only 3 
6 Describe weekend / holiday sentence/discourse perfect Any verbs - not 2""" person 12 (max.) 

Total approx = 48 

Task Description Tense Feature details No. items (excl. distractors) 

1 sentence Fill in blank present Er, regular, all persons 8 

2 sentence Fill in blank present Est, va, a, fait & sont, vont, ont, font 8 
3 sentence Fill in blank perfect Er, declarative, avoir 8 
3 sentence Fill in blank perfect Er, declarative, etre, 3"̂  pers, sing & pi only 4 
4 discourse Le weekend, narration present Er, declarative, targets: 1^ & 3̂ ^ sing & plural 8 (max) 
5 discourse Le weekend, 'Q & A' present Any, 2° ,̂ sing & plural 6 (max) 
5 discourse Le weekend, 'Q & A' present Any, 1st, sing & plural 4 (max) 
6 discourse No6l - narration perfect Any (er & fait, 3̂"* person sing & plural, 1^ person 

plural targeted in example) 
8 (max) 

7 discourse Les vacances, 'Q & A' perfect Any, 2°'', sing & plural 6 (max) 

7 discourse Les vacances 'Q & A' perfect Any, 1st, sing & plural 6 (max) 
Total approx = 66 



Appendix 20 Descriptions of the test activities 

All instructions were read out to learners at every administration of the test, as well as 

learners being asked to read them on their sheets. 

a) - ,^6: acffwAfgf - 27a 

'Aantgff (or mafcAmg)^77 m fgofgnce /eveZ acfh/fAgf. 

- 2 offered a bank of different lexical verbs with a range of inflections 

- 6 target present tense er verbs 

- 8 target auxiliaries in the perfect tense (aU iTvofr and singular & 

plural 3"̂^ person auxiliaries)). 

- 2 offered a range of pronoims/subject 

- 6 target items in the present 

- 8 target items in the perfect 

There were two non-target feature 'distractors' in each activity (e.g. where learners had to 

select a noun). These were not included in the analysis. 

The tests were timed to within about 15 seconds. Learners had 10 minutes 30 to complete 

the 2 present tense reading tasks and 10 minutes to complete the 2 perfect tense tasks. 

Although alphabetical presentation of the po^ssible words is often suggested {Alderson 

2000 238 /id} it was not used here as this would mean that the order would have been 

different for the two versions of the 'same test'. By 'scattering' the items it was also 

considered likely that learners' attention would not be unnecessarily drawn to the fact that 

there was a list of subject pronouns in the bank. The position of the words for both 

versions of the test was identical. 

J (6 Two j'gMfgMce ZevgZ & verA mafcAmg 

- 5 in the present 

- 5 in the perfect 

Pupils were given 2 minutes 30 for the present tense task and 2 minutes 15 for the perfect 

tense task. 

Learners were asked to combine the start and ends of 5 sentences, though 6 possible 

endings were given. This task was designed to mislead learners to process verbs on the 



basis of their lexical semantics (rather than by matching the inflection to the subject). The 

verb inflections went against event probabilities e.g. learners should have combined f oj'A 

with TMaMgg rather than with cAaMfgj' ok Za mwj'zgMe. 

6^ ZwfgMfMg - ^ - XfipgwdtK 276 

The tape was not stopped during the activities, so each test took the same time at each test 

administration. Each sentence was heard twice before moving on to the next one. 

Recording was done with an unsophisticated lapel microhone and audio-cassette recorder. 

There was no prosodic emphasis given to the target inflections to enhance their acoustical 

salience (unlike in VanPatten 1990 p290). The speech rate would probably not be 

considered to be native. 

7,) f a w / 

Learners heard 6 sentences in the present tense, containing regular er verbs with their 

subjects removed and were asked to circle either z7, vowf or It was my voice 

(i.e. non-native speaker) recorded. Each type of inflection (null, 'ons% 'ez') was heard 

twice, once in a declarative sentence and once in a negative sentence. 

f gr/ecf femfg on 

Learners heard 10 sentences in the perfect tense without subjects , 8 of which had avoir 

auxiliaries and 2 had Learners had to circle one ofye, zZ, or j'wre. I 

recorded this activity. Each type of inflection was heard twice, once in a declarative 

sentence and once in a negative sentence. 

Learners heard 8 declarative sentences containing a, gff, va, OM/, j'omr, or 

with no subjects. They had to tick either the singular or plural subject e.g. Ze from, Zea' 

or not sure. A bilingual male teenager recorded the sentences under my direction. 

/ o r 

Learners heard 24 sentences (containing a mix of 12 present and 12 perfect tense) - a break 

down of the linguistic features is given in appendix . Pupils had to tick either present, 

perfect or not sure (the rubrics explained these labels). On every administration, I also said 

"it's ok to tick the not sure colunm if you don't know, aren't 100% sure or think you can't 

tell". This activity was stopped after 12 items^ and the pupils completed a short reading 

' on every administration, except with about 7 learners who did the test individually. 



activity before continuing with items 13-24. This was simply to give the learners a break 

6om listening to 24 French sentences. 

c) fPr&mg - J ac/fvAfgf - 22a 

1) This consisted of 9 present tense declarative sentences with temporal adverbs 

indicating present tense context but regular er verbs missing. An English infinitive was 

given at the end in brackets indicating which French verb could be used to fill in the blank. 

The learners 1 minute 30 seconds to revise a list of the nine target verbs in English with 

their French infinitive equivalents (and the irregular in&nitives for the next activity, see 

below). The lists were different for pupils taking test 1 and test 2. Before the task began 

they were told "the words you have just revised will help you a bit but not entirely". 

2) 8 3'̂ '' person present tense declarative sentences required 4 singular and 4 plural 

forms of common irregular verbs (/hire, aZZer, efre, avoir). English infinitives were given 

at the end of the sentence in brackets and the English and French infinitives had on the 

revision list prior to the previous activity. 

The learners were given 5 minutes 30 seconds to complete this and the previous task. 

3) 11 sentences with past tense temporal adverbs and a range of subjects (see appendix 

) required completion with appropriate forms of gr verbs. The English infinitive was given 

at the end of each sentence in brackets. The gap indicating the missing language contained 

one continuous line, so as not to indicate that two words were needed. The learners had 1 

minute 15 seconds to revise the words they would be required to use. The words "in the 

past" were stressed when reading out the instructions. Before the task they were told "the 

words you have just revised will help you a bit but not entirely". 3 verbs took gfre (2 

singular, I plural). Learners had 4 minutes 30 to complete the task. 

Discourse level 

4) Present tense. 

Learners were asked to write about typical weekend activities guiding them to make Sve 

obligatory references to person singular and plural subjects and five to 3'̂ '' person 

singular and plural subjects. Half of the activity required the learners to use their 

imagination. Picture prompts were given to the learners to help them to think of things to 

say for which they may have known the vocabulary. The pupils had 8 minutes 30 to 

complete this task. 



5) Perfect tense 

Learners were asked to write 12 sentences about past holidays, of which 6 were prompted 

to be in the 1^ person (3 singular, 3 plural) and 6 in the 3"̂"̂  person (3 singular and 3 plural). 

Some of the prompts required the learners to use their imagination. The same picture 

prompts were given to the learners as in the previous task. The learners were given 8 

minutes 30 to complete the task. 

The learners had as long as they wanted to complete the activity, though no learner took 

longer than about 90 seconds to complete each activity. They did not stop recording once 

these three activities had started. 

Sentence level tasks 

7^ ZeveZ - jenf fgnj'e - regwZor 

Learners were given 1 minute 40 seconds to familiarise themselves with the symbols that 

were going to be used in the task, their English meaning and the French infinitives. They 

then heard me recorded doing an example task, reading out eight similar sentences with the 

same lexical verbs they would have to use but with different inflections. The instructions 

were then read out to learners and I emphasised, for every test, the present tense context by 

saying "these sentences are about what a group of Mends normaZ/y do after school when 

they go home and make themselves a snack. Or you can imagine that they are a list of 

instructions for how to make chocolate mousse". The learners then started the activity, 

each working at their own pace through the sentences. Pupils sat a couple of metres away 

&om each other and every attempt was made to place pupils doing test 1 near pupils doing 

test 2, to try to reduce the temptation to repeat their peers' utterances. 

^ S'eMfeMce ZeveZ - //rggwZor fgnfe 

At every administration, the information in the speech bubble "the sentences only need 

either DO, GO, HAVE or BE (is/are)" was stressed and two examples were given, one 

&om test 1 and one from test 2 e.g. "the first picture you would need to say 'he is rich' or 

for those with the other test 'she does the homework'". 

The learners were given 1 minute to revise the symbols, English and French infinitives of 

the lexical items they would need. The instructions were read out to them and I stressed 



the words "what people did during the last holidays". I then gave them an example in 

English e.g. "During the holidays my Dad worked in the garden". 

This task was intended to elicit singular and plural 1̂ ^ and person present tense verbs. 

Learners first listened to an example of the activity using headphones. Four versions of the 

test were used: test 1 and test 2 and a male and female version, as the gender and activity of 

the person in each picture was different. For example, the female pupils doing test 1 were 

instructed to imagine that they were the girl in the first picture and the other people were 

their family or friends, as in the recorded example they heard. 

f r e 

This activity was designed to elicit first and second person singular and plural verbs. It 

also may have decreased the artificiality of the learners' language and increased the 

cognitive load, as they were required to think of something to say, and possibly, think 

about genuine events in their own lives. The researcher was given possible answers they 

could give to the learners' questions and guidance about how to encourage the learners to 

speak (e.g. use pictures 6om the first task as a source of ideas). As the learners' rubrics told 

them what would be said to them, it is acknowledged that these tasks did not always 

demand genuine interaction. 

Again the learners heard an example of the narration of a series of photos of events over a 

Christmas holiday, with dates above each photo. They were told that the person describing 

what happened was a Mend of theirs telling them what they did over Christmas. They 

were then asked to tell researcher what their 6iend had done (i.e. attempting to elicit third 

person singular and plural obligatory contexts). 

This was a similar format to the present tense structured conversation, designed to elicit 

contexts for first and second singular and plural verbs. 



Appendix 21a The interpretation tests: reading tests 

Reading 

These sentences are about what people eat. 

Choose a word to fill In the blanks. 

1 • Je/j' les pommes 

2. Dans ma f ^ U e , on est fou du , par exemple le cheddar ou le brie 

3. Nous les hamburgers 

4. Us ' les gateaux 

5. M o n l ^ i n adore les ! 

6. Vous le pain 

7. Tu les tomates 

8. EUe la pizza 

These sentences are about what people do to protect the environment 

Choose a word to fill in the blanks. 

1. Ausupa-marchdjechoisisles&uits 

2. recycles les bouteilles 

3 achetez le papier recycle 

4. utilisent les aerosols noti-CFC 

5. Je vais en velo, pas en 

6 • protege T environnement 

7. prenons une douche - pas un bain — pour economiser I'eau 

respecte la nature 

0 ) 



Reading 

Match the first part of each sentence (1-5) with an ending (A-F). 

Le president A prepare la table 

B detestent Tecole, en general 

Les professeurs C corrigeons les cahiers tons les jours 

Moi et mes amis, nous D parler beaucoup en frangais 

''Tres bien, vous. . . E representes le gouvemement 

F Aimez des cigarettes 

© 



These sentences are about what happened in the holidays last summer. 
Choose a word to fill in the blanks. You can use the words more than once or not at all. 

L'ete dernier... 

1. lis passe 10 jours en France 

2. Hy avait beancoup de soleil et ii 6isait tons les jours 

3. Tu quitte lliotei a l l heures 

4. Le premier jour, nous nage dans la mer 

5. Vous achate trop de souvenirs 

6. Ma copine rentree en Angleterre le 25 juillet 

7. Je/j' commence les vacances le 15 juillet ^1^1^ 

8. Mon ami se bronzait sur la 

9. Oui, elle visite tons les musees 

10. Mes copains , arrives en Espagne le 8 aout 

9 1 m s 

These sentences are about what people did last weekend In their freetime. 
Choose a word to fill in the blanks. You can use the words more than once or not at all. 

Le weekend dernier... MW?" t 'f 'Wk 
1 _aplantedesfleursdanslejardin ^ 

2. avez corrige les devoirs 

3. Onpromenaitle dans le pare 
ftaailw „ , , , , 

4. ai fait les courses au supermarche ^ 

5. Samedi soir, ont range la maison 

6. sont montes a cheval 

7. Normalement je parle aux amis au -

8 as mange du chocolat 

9. Dimanche soir, avons etudie pour I'universite 

IQ- est reste a la maison pour faire les devoirs 



Reading 

/latch the first part of each sentence (1-5) with an ending (A-F). 

1. Le directeur de I'ecole 

2. MKrg; ^Tu... 

J . Les acteurs de "Friends" 

4. ;»t^ggw:"Excelleiit,voiis... 

5. Le weekend dernier, nous 

A parler bien en &angais, super! 

B avons mange chez Monica at Chandler 

C as exclu (^eapel) les e l^es 

D ont nage a Romsey Rapids 

E a fait les devoirs? 

F avez fait 10 series a la tele 



Past or Present? 

Is each sentence describing something be/ng done now or something that 

has already been done? 

The first picture in each pair shows an action being done now. The 

second picture shows that the action bag been done /n 

Tick the picture that best illustrates the sentence. 

1) Nous avons ecrit 

Elle a prepare le diner 

5) n fait de I'exercice 

descend I'escalier 

4) Elles plantent des fleurs 

6) f a i r6pare la voiture 

II est monte I'echelle Til as achate des fruits 



<)) lis cHot la\ns la T/aisK&elle 

11) Vous corrigez les cahiers 

1 

^ r ^ r 

13) II a fait les devoirs 

15) Je repasse im chemisier 

ICX) &f(}u5i]iiaiigps(]iis 

12) Vous avez etudie beaucoup 

14) Tu travailles beaucoup 

16) lis sont desceadus Tescalier 

• f l 

IIT) 11 cLoimK: un aniwszHi c&e inariiauze:! Ijuucie 



Appendix 21b The interpretation tests: listening tests 

Transcript: 
Person & number, listening test 1 

Part 1 - present 
1) commence les activites 

/ 
< r f 

2) rangeons la chambre 

3) ne prepare pas le diner 

4) ne presentez pas le prqjet 

5) restez a I'ecole 

6) ne corrigeons pas les devoirs 

2 null 
2 ons 
2 ez 

1 declarative & 1 negative for each 

Part 2: Perfect tense 

1. avons travaille dans le jardin 

2. n' ont pas reserve une table 

3. a recycle les bouteilles 

4. ne sent pas arrives en train 

5. ai donne les cadeaux a "L 

6. ont fmi les devoirs 

7. n' a pas achete les Suits 

8. n'avons pas ecoute la radio 

9. sont alles a 8 heures 

10 . n'ai pas prepare le diner 

2ai 
2a 
2 avons 
2 ont 
2 sont 
1 declarative & negative in each 

rising intonation for each taken out Jan 6 2002 
not testing any 'est' in perfect tense - too similar to 'ai' ??? 



Transcript - Present irregular - number-Test 1 

1) [Le train] va a Paris 

2) [La Glle] a iine piscine 

3) [EUes] font les activites 

4) [Les professeurs] sont intelligents 

5) [Les gargons] vont a Calais 

6) [H] fait les devoirs 

7) [La maison] est grande 

8) [Les villes] ont un pare 

J 



Listening - Interpreting tense test 1 

1. Je nage dans la piscine 
2. Les filles ont travaille dans la salle de classe 
3. Luc a reserve nne chambre 
4. Je fkis les activites 
5. J'ai &it les devoirs 
6. EUe ne range pas le salon 
7. Nous avons jone an i 
8. Je n'ai pas danse a Thotel 
9. Les grandparents sont rentres a 5 henres 
10. Marc reserve nne table 
11. Les Giles travaillent dans la bibliotbeque 
12. Vous avez parle an professeur 
13. n mange les 6ites 
14. Elle est reste a la maison 
15. J'ai nage dans la i^er 
16. Je ne danse pas (bEig la disco 
17. H a mange les pommes 
18. H dit bonjour an professenr 
19. Nous jouons au tennis 
20. Tu fermes la porte 
21. Tu as ferme la fenetre 
22. Vons parlez an telephone 
23. II a dit au revoir an medecin 
24. Elle n'a pas range la chambre 

(X, H- 10 I \ ' 3 i& 2 0 % 

§ ^ IT. 
's 19. 23 



Listening 

I*aLrt 1 

The 6rst word of each sentence yon hear has been missed out. 

Which word should be at the start of each sentence? (The sentences refer to the present), 

ck ONE of: il (he) nous (we) vous ^ou) not sure 

1) il nous vous not sure 

2) il nous vous not sure 

3) il nous vous not sure 

4) il nous vous not sure 

5) il nous vous not sure 

6) il nous vous not sure 

Part 2 

The jSrst word of each sentence you hear has been missed out. 

Which word should be at the start of each sentence? (The sentences re fer to the past). 

Tick ONE of: je (i) il (he) nous (we) ils (they) not sure 

1) je il nous ils not sure 

2) je il nous ils not sure 

3) je il nous ils not sure 

4) je il nous ils not sure 

5) je il nous Us not sure 

6) je il nous ils not sure 

7) je il nous ils not sure 

8) je il nous ils not sure 

9) je il nous ils not sure 

10) je il nous ils not sure 



Listening' 

The 5rst word of each sentence you hear has been missed out 

Decide whether Ae person is talking about person (or Aing) or MORE THAN ONE. 

Tick the word that must have come at the start of each sentence you hear. 

Tick 'not sure' ff you don't know. 

1) Le gargon... 

Les gargons... 

Not sure 

2) Laville... 

Les Tulles... 

Not sure 

3) n... 
Us... 

Not sure 

4) La maison... 

Les maisons... 

Not sure 

5) Le train... 

Les trains... 

Not sure 

6) EUe... 

EHes... 

Not sure 

7) Le professeur... 

Lesprofesseurs... 

Not sure 

8) L a m e . . . 

Les filles... 

Not sure 

(D 



Listening 
now or m the past? 

Indicate whether these sentences are using the present tense (i.e. talking about now) 

or the perfect tense (i.e. talking about the past). 

Tick one column: 'present', 'past' or 'not sure'. 

present past not sure 

1) 

2) 

3) 1 

4) 1 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 
1 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 

20) 1 
i 

21) 
i 

22) 1 

23) 

24) 1 



Appendix 22a The production tests: writing tests 

Writmg 

Fill in the blanks to make complete sentences. 

Ail the sentences are about things that always happen or happen regularly. 

Normalement... 
Vous 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Le supermarche 

Normaiement, il 

Nous 

Je 

a Tecole a 8 heures en France (start) 

i 8 heiires les jeudis (shut) 

la voiture le weekend (wash) 

le pizza - c'est delicieuxl (love) 

Mon pere 

Eiles 

dans la piscine tous les weekends (swim) 

_ _ _ _ _ a la maison a 7 heures tous les jours (arrive) 

Helene 

Tu 

les CDs les samedis (listen) 

la t^e tous les soirs (watch) 

le cMen dans le pare (walk) 

Part 2 

Fill in the blanks. 

Ail the sentences are about things that always happen or happen regularly. 

Normalement... 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

n 
EUes 

La viUe 

EUe 

Us 

les exercices dans les cahiers [do] 

a Brighton en train [go] 

modeme [be] 

a Paris en avion [go] 

petits [be] 

Le cinema 

Les Giles 

12 ecrans (^screens) [have] 

Les ordinateurs 

les devoirs dans la bibHotheque [do] 

des problemes [have] 



Writing 

TJn Wedtend Typique de Ma Mere 

Write 5 sentences describing a typical weekend of your Mum (or your Dad, your Auntie etc) 

You mmt include: 
2 sentaices about things she does alone — ) 
2 sentences about things s/he does with other people (not with you!) (7%^ ) 

You must use a diiferent veit) for each sentence. 

Normalement le weekend, ma mere.... 

Ma m&e et irne amie m... 

Mon Weekend Typiqne 

Imagine you are your French teacher! 

Write 5 sentences describing what you do on a typical weekend (yes - you may have to use 
your imagination about what she does, but tell it as though it was really true e.g I... We....) 

You must include: 
2 sentences about things you do alone (without your family or friends!) ( / . . . ) 
2 sentences about things you do with your family and/or &iends ( ] ^ . . . 

You must use a different verb for each sentence. 

NonnalemenL le weekend, je.. 

Nous.. 



Writing - what happened? 

Complete the following sentences with the correct words to say what happened. 

All the sentences refer to events in the past (last year, yesterday, last weekend etc): 

1) L'annee demiere, les hommes au basket (play) 

2) Hieqma grandm^re 10 cigarettes (smoke) 

3) Le weekend demier, je / j' dans un groiq)e (sing) 

4) Tu ies plans la semaine demiere? (present) 

5) L'annee demiere, il dans un s h o w a Londres (dance) 

6) Qu'est-ce que tu chez tes grandparents a Noel? (eat) 

7) Pendant les vacances, il an Canada (go) 

8) Moi et mes amis, nous le diner hier soir (prepare) 

9) Samedi demier, Helene dans la banque a 3 heures (enter) 

10) Hier soir, Hs un film au cinema (watch) 

11) Le weekend demier, ils a 7 heures (arrive) 



Writing - what happened?' 

Les Vacances de Mon Ami 

Write 6 sentences describing what a friend and his (or her) 6mily did in the holidays (you 
may have to guess what they did, but tell it as though it was really true e.g SAe... .They ...) 

You must include: 
3 sentences about things your j&iend did alone J 
3 sentences about things your Mend did with their family together 

bu must use a different verb for each sentence. 

Remember!! you are writing about things that h^pened in the past. 

Pendant les vacances, men ami.. . 

Us... 

Mes Vacances 

Imagine you are Victoria or David Beckham! 

Write 6 sentences describing the holidays you and your family had (yes - you will have to use 
your imagination, but tell it as though it was really true e g I . . w e . . . ) 

You must include: 
3 sentences about things you did by yourself 
3 sentences about things you did with your 6mily together (we ...J 

You must u s e a different verb for every sentence . 

Remember!! you are writing about things that happened in the past. 

Pendant les vacances. ie... 

Nous.. . 

© 



lisit f<)Tr ipyirilkiii;? 

t o s ta r t c o m m e n g e r 

t o s h u t = f e r m e r 

t() t v a s l i = l a v e r 

t o l o v e a d o r e r 

t o s w i m = n a g e r 

t o a r r i v e = a r r i v e r 

t o l i s t e n = & o i i t e r 

t o w a t c h = r e g a r d e r 

t o w a l k p r o m e n e r 

t o d o f a i r e 

t o g o = a l l e r 

t o b e 
_ 

e t re 

t o h a v e = a v o i r 



Quick revision list for writing activity 

t o p l a y = j o u e r 

t o s m o k e = A i m e r 

t o s i n g = c h a n t e r 

t o p r e s e n t = p r e s e n t e r 

t o d a n c e = d a n s e r 

t o ea t = m a n g e r 

t o g o = a l l e r 

t o p r e p a r e = p r e p a r e r 

t o e n t e r = e n t r e r 

t o w a t c h = r e g a r d e r 

t o a r r i v e = a r r i v e r 



W H A T TO SAY?? - these are JUST IDEAS to jog your memory! 

(you do not have to use this sheet) 

JiorsL 

-

jiff 

## 
r i*3~ 

3 



Appendix 22b The production tests: speaking tests 

"o SYMBOLS 

/ooA' 

61 

n a l e ^ ciece^Cgr 

/ , M 
Luosh. laKCr 



EXAMPLE Speaking 

You will hear an example of this activity then you will do a similar one yourself. 

These sentences are all about chocolate mousse ! 

Say the whole of each sentence, replacing the symbol with the correct word. 

1, Nous a la mousse an chocolat 

Vous la mousse 

3. Je les instructions 

4. Julie le chocolat 

5. Tu la mousse 

6. 

7, 

Ds 

Les amis 

la mousse 

la mousse 

' Exampk 

Elle 
/ ' I 

/ ' , 

la vaiselle 



Speaking 

These sentences are all about chocolate mousse ! 

Say the whole of each sentence, replacing the symbol with the correct word. 

1. EUe a la moiisse au chocolat 

2. Les amis la mousse 

3. 

4. 

Marc 

Nous 

les instructions 

le chocolat 

5. Je la mousse 

6. Vous la mousse 

7. Hs la mousse 

Tu / ' I I la vaiselle 



Speaking' 

Read out the full sentences filling in the blank with a word to make the sentence complete. 

The meaning is also given in the picture just to make sure you know what you are supposed 
to be saying! 

1) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

The sentences only need either: DO, GO, HAVE or BE (b 

n 

2) EUe 

Le train 

Paul 

Les jBlles 

lis 

riche -m 
une idee 

a Paris 

de I'exercice 

en ville 

les devoirs 

7) 

8) 

Les gargons 

lis un bebe 

grands i f f 



Revision of Symbols 

to work (travailler) 

to listen (ecouter) 

to dance (danser) 

to arrive (arriver) 

4^ 
to wash (laver) 

to go (aller) 

to play (iouer) 

to go (aller) 

to eat (manger) 

to watch (regarder) 

to return (rentrer) 



Speaking - What happened during the holidays? 

Read out the full sentences filing in the blank with a word to make the sentence complete. 

The meaning is also given in the picture just to make sure you^^know what you are supposed to 
be saying! All the sentences are describing what people did during the LAST holidays. 

Pendant les vacances... 

1) Mon p6re 

2) Vendredi soir, nous 

3) Mes parents 

4) n 

5) Je 

6) Ma m^re 

7) Elle 

dans le jardin 

la radio 

samedi dernier 

en avion samedi dernier 

le chien le weekend dernier 

a Paris en train I'ete dernier 

au tennis le weekend dernier 

(work) 

#001" 

(arrive) 

8) Mes 6-eres 

9) Tu 

IP) Us 

en vacances en aout 

chez MacDonalds pendant les vacances? 

la tele hier soir 

11) Us en ferry en juiUet (return) 



Researcher's Instructions - Speaking 

Use test 1 with the first pupil, test 2 with the second pupil, test 1 with the third pupil etc 

Intro 
G r e e t t h e p u p i l : 

" B o n j o u r , j e m ' a p p e i l e R o s . , a s s i e d s - t o i , s ' i l te p l a i t . Y o u 

h a v e a b o u t 4 t a s k s t o d o . I t w i l l p r o b a b l y t a k e a b o u t 10 m i n u t e s 

i n t o t a l . I w i l l e x p l a i n e a c h t a s k t o y o u as w e g o a l o n g . O K , 

t h e f i r s t t a s k . " 

Task 1 - Picture Narration - Mon Weekend Typique 
# M a k e s u r e y o u h a v e t h e r e l e v a n t ' b o y ' o r ' g i r l ' t a p e r e a d y a n d (\Q\AAS ^ 

p r e s e n t t e n s e t a s k shee t 1 - t h e p i c t u r e n a r r a t i o n t a s k . B o y t a p e f o r 

a b o y , g i r l t a p e f o r a g i r l ! 

# G i v e t h e m t h e p r e s e n t t e n s e ^ a s k ^ h e e t 1 - t h e p i c t u r e n a r r a t i o n t a s k 

R e a d o u t l o u d w h i l e t h e y a re r e a d i n g t h e i n s t r u c t i o n s : 

" Y o u w i l l h e a r t h i s p e r s o n t a l k i n g a b o u t w h a t h e ( o r she -

i f p u p i l i s a g i r l ! ) a n d h i s ( h e r ) f ^ i l y n o r m a l l y d o a t t h e 

w e e k e n d . H e ( o r she ) is d e s c r i b i n g a t y p i c a l w e e k e n d . W h e n 

y o u h a v e h e a r d t h e r e c o r d i n g , y o u m u s t i m a g i n e y o u a re t h i s 

b o y ( o r g i r l ) . U s i n g t h e p i c t u r e s , d e s c r i b e y o u r t y p i c a l w e e k e n d 

t o t h e r e s e a r c h e r , i m a g i n i n g y o u a re t h e b o y ( o r g i r l ) i n t h e f i r s t 

p i c t u r e . " 

# T e l l t h e p u p i l t o p u t t h e e a r p h o n e s o n , i n E n g l i s h . P ress p l a y -

m a k e su re t h e p u p i l i s l o o k i n g a t t h e p i c t u r e s . T h e p u p i l w i l l p ress 

s top . 

# R e m i n d t h e m , i n E n g l i s h : " N o w , i m a g i n e y o u a re t h a t b o y ( o r g i r l ) . 

D e s c r i b e w h a t y o u & y o u r f a m i l y d o " T h e n a s k t h e m s t r a i g h t 

a w a y " N o r m a l e m e n t , le w e e k e n d q u ' e s t - c e q u e t u f a i s e t q u e f a i t t a 

f a m i l l e ? " 

M a k e s u r e t h e y s a y s o m e t h i n g f o r e v e r y p i c t u r e - i f t h e y m i s s o n e o u t , 

a n d y o u see t h e y are c l e a r l y g o i n g t o , c u t i n a n d say " e t q u e f a i t - i l / 

t o n 6 6 r e / tes p a r e n t s e t c " . I f t h e y h a v e m i s s e d o n e o u t a n d y o u 

c o u l d n ' t c u t i n a t t h e t i m e , w a i t u n t i l t h e y h a v e g o t t o t h e l a s t p i c t u r e 

a n d t h e n ask t h e m a b o u t t h e o n e / s t h e y m i s s e d o u t . 

# S a v " t r6s b i e n , m e r c i b e a u c o u o , n o w t a s k 2 " t o e v e r v n u n i l 



Example of narration for discourse speaking present test 1 - BOY 

Le samedi matin, je nage, au centre sportif. Mon pere travaille dans le jardin presque 
tous les weekends. 

Pendant I'apres midi, ma soeur parle amis au telephone. 

Mes parents promenent le chien avec mes deux freres 

Le samedi soir nous mangeons chez nous ou quelquefbis dans un restaurant. 

Ma mere lave la vaiselle, 
Et nous regardons la tele. 

Je sais que plus tard mes grandparents dansent dans le salon, ils oooutont la-musique et 
-ik-danscntt' 

Example of narration for speaking present test 1 - GIRL 

Le samedi matin, mon frere nage, au centre sportif. Mon p^re travaiUe dans le jardin 
presque tous les weekends. 

Pendant I'apres midi, je parle Innwu amis au telephone. 

Mes parents promenent le chien avec mes deux fr^es 

Le samedi soir nous mangeons chez nous ou quelquefbis dans un restaurant. 

Ma mere lave la vaiselle, 
Et nous regardons la tele. 

Je sais que plus tard mes grandparents dansent dans le salon, ils 6'cuuleiil la mu&iquc et 



Speaking Task Sheet 1 

# First you will hear this person talking about what he and his family normally 

do at the weekend. He is describing a typical weekend. 

# When you have heard the recording, you must imagine the pictures are about 

what you and your family normally do ON A TYPICAL SATURDAY. You 

are the boy swimming in the first picture. You can decide who the other 

pictures are about. 

Describe what happens in French 

10:00 

11:00 



Task 2 - Guided Conversation about Typical Weekend 

# G i v e t h e m T a s k S h e e t 2 . S h o w t h e m t h e f i r s t p a r t , c o v e r i n g u p t h e 

o t h e r p a r t s w i t h t h e c a r d . L e t t h e m r e a d i t a n d t h e n say 

" O K , y o u b e g i n . W h e n w e h a v e f i n i s h e d t h i s p a r t , m o v e 

t h e c a r d d o w n t o see p a r t 2 . Y o u m o v e t h e c a r d d o w n as w e 

f i n i s h e a c h p a r t . " 

P a r t 1 : T h e p u p i l asks y o u w h a t y o u n o r m a l l y d o a t t h e w e e k e n d -

s a y O N L Y " p a s b e a u c o u p , j e r es te a l a m a i s o n , j e t r a v a i l l e u n p e u " 

Part 2: T h e y a s k y o u a b o u t s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t i e s , y o u s a y " o u i , j e . . . " o r 

" n o n , j e n e . . . " ( i t d o e s n ' t m a t t e r w h i c h ) 

Part 3: T h e y a s k w h a t y o u & y o u r h u s b a n d d o . 

S a y O N L Y : " n o u s f a i s o n s des p r o m e n a d e s q u e l q u e f b i s e t n o u s 

r e n d o n s v i s i t e c h e z des a m i s " 

Part 4: T h e y a s k y o u a b o u t s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t i e s , y o u s a y " o u i , n o u s . . . " 

o r " n o n , n o u s n e . . . " ( i t d o e s n ' t m a t t e r w h i c h ) 

Part 5: A s k t h e p u p i l , " e t t o i , q u ' e s t - c e q u e t u f a i s n o r m a l e m e n t l e 

w e e k e n d ? " T h e y are a s k e d o n t h e s h e e t t o s a y a t l e a s t 2 t h i n g s . 

- I f t h e y d o n ' t , p r o m p t b y p o i n t i n g - s a y i n g n o t h i n g - b a c k 

a t t h e p i c t u r e s , r a i s i n g e y e b r o w s q u e s t i o n i n g l y ! 

- I f s t i l l n o r e s p o n s e , a s k a Y e s / N o q u e s t i o n - t u a i d e s tes 

p a r e n t s ? t u r a n g e s l a m a i s o n ? t u f a i s d u s p o r t ? t u a i m e s l a 

m u s i q u e ? - t r y i n g t o g e t t h e m t o d e v e l o p t h e i r r e s p o n s e s us in^ 

t h e i r o w n v e r b 

Part 6 : A s k t h e p u p i l , " e t t o i e t t a f a m i l l e q u ' e s t - c e q u e v o u s f a i t e s 

n o r m a l e m e n t ? " S l i g h t p a u s e , " O u t o i e t t e s a m i s ? " , ( t h e y a re a s k e d t o 

say a t l eas t 2 t h i n g s , i n t o t a l ) 

S a y " s u p e r , m e r c i . N o w t a s k 3 " 



TASK SHEET 2 

Part 1) Ask the lady what she normally does at the weekend (Normalement, le weekend, . . . ) 

use Yu' for you' 

Part 2) Find out if she a) washes the car (use fu'for you) 

b) eats in a restaurant 

Part 3) Ask what she & her husband normally do at the weekend (Normalement, le weekend, ...) 

you must use Vous' for you' 

Part 4) Find out if they a) watch television (you must use "yous'for you") 

b) play tennis 

Part 5) When you are asked - say at least 2 things ! ( j e . . T h e n move on to part 6 ^ 

Part 6) When you are asked - say at least 2 things ! (nous...) 



Task 3 - Christmas Photo» 

# G i v e t h e m T a s k S h e e t 3 

R e a d t h e i n s t r u c t i o n s o u t l o u d w h i l e t h e y r e a d t h e m : 

" 1 ) Y o u w i l l h e a r s o m e b o d y t a l k i n g a b o u t w h a t she a n d h e r 

r e l a t i v e s d i d i n t h e h o l i d a y s - i m a g i n e she i s a f r i e n d o f y o u r s 

t e l l i n g y o u w h a t t h e y d i d . F o l l o w t h e p h o t o s a s s h e is t a l k i n g . 

W h e n s h e f i n i s h e s , p r e s s s t o p . 

2 ) T h e n d e s c r i b e w h a t t h e y d i d o n e a c h d a y . U s e t h e p h o t o s 

t o h e l p y o u . T h e r e s e a r c h e r d o e s n o t k n o w w h a t y o u r f r i e n d d i d . 

Y o u s h o u l d s a y s o m e t h i n g a b o u t e v e r y p h o t o . 

3 ) B e g i n , " l e 2 4 d d c e m b r e . . . 

a n d u s e " S o n p 6 r e . . . i l . . . e l l e . . . A l i c e . . . i l s . . . l e c h i e n . . . e t c " 

# T e l l t h e p u p i l t o p u t t h e e a r p h o n e s o n , i n E n g l i s h . P ress p l a y -

m a k e s u r e t h e p u p i l i s l o o k i n g a t t h e p i c t u r e s . T h e p u p i l w i l l p ress 

s top . 

# R e m i n d t h e p u p i l i n E n g l i s h : " N o w t e l l m e w h a t y o u r f r i e n d s d i d i n 

t h e i r h o l i d a y s a t C h r i s t m a s . Q u ' e s t - c e q u ' i l s o n t f a i t t e s a m i s 

p e n d a n t les v a c a n c e s . . . l e 2 4 d d c e m b r e ? " 

D o n ' t l e t t h e m l o o k b a c k a t t h e t a s k shee t w h i l e t h e y t a l k - so t h e y 

c a n ' t u s e t h e p r o n o u n p r o m p t s ! 

M a k e s u r e t h e y t r y t o s a y s o m e t h i n g f o r e a c h p i c t u r e . I f t h e y a r e 

r e a l l y s t u c k , a f t e r a b o u t 1 0 - 1 5 s e c o n d s ( ? ! ) , a s k Y e s / N o q u e s t i o n 

w h i c h is o b v i o u s l y w r o n g - e l l e s o n t j o u 6 a u f o o t b a l l / f a i t les d e v o i r s / 

e c r i t des l e t t r e s ? I f s t i l l n o r e s p o n s e , a s k a Y e s / N o q u e s t i o n t h a t is 

c o r r e c t ! 

# S a y " O K , e x c e l l e n t , n o w t h e l as t t a s k " 



Task Sheet 3 - Les Vacances de Noel 

1) Y o u w i l l h e a r s o m e b o d y t a l k i n g a b o u t w h a t s h e a n d h e r 

r e l a t i v e s d i d i n t h e h o l i d a y s - i m a g i n e s h e i s a M e n d o f y o u r s 

t e l l i n g y o u w h a t t h e y d i d . F o l l o w t h e p h o t o s as s h e is t a l k i n g . 

W h e n she jSn ishes , p r e s s s top . 

2 ) T h e n d e s c r i b e w h a t t h e y d i d o n e a c h d a y . U s e t h e p h o t o s t o h e l p 

y o u . T h e r e s e a r c h e r d o e s n o t k n o w w h a t y o u r f r i e n d d i d . Y o u 

s h o u l d s a y s o m e t h i n g a b o u t e v e r y p h o t o . 

3 ) B e g i n , " l e 2 4 d e c e m b r e . . . 

a n d u s e " S o n p 6 r e . . . i l . . . e l l e . . . A l i c e . . . i l s . . . l e c h i e n . . . e t c " 



Tape Tra^nscript 
Narration for Christmas Photos ^ 1) ^ 

Nous sommes aBos-chiiy muK niiiijiiiLL, pvw MiWl'- l̂ Tuiii ji.iiiiiiiwj restes a la 
maison) , 

^Le 24 decembre mon pere a regarde im match de football a la tele -nl cat fan de 
fo^rcntr^F Git],r. 
Le soir, mon frere, mon mari et mon pere ont joue a "Pictionaiy". lis ont joue 
beaucoup. 

Le jour de Noe$l, le 25 decembre, nous avons mange un grand diner. 
L'apres midi ma niece, qui s'appelle Alice, a joue avec les cadeaux et elle a fait 
dn velo. 

Le 26 decembre, mnn ont promene le chien. Le chien a joue dans ICL 
neige. 
Le soir elles ont lu un livre Apres ^a, eHes sont alles au lit. 

Prej.s S f o f 

5 , J 

0 



soir. # # 



I Of. 
* a * 

# 
* # * 

r - ' 



» 't 

. _ . 

e i o i r . . . 



Task 4 - Guided Conversation about the Holidays 

# G i v e t h e m T a s k S h e e t 4 . S h o w t h e m t h e f i r s t p a r t , c o v e r i n g u p t h e 

o t h e r p a r t s w i t h t h e c a r d . L e t t h e m r e a d i t a n d t h e n say 

" O K , y o u b e g i n . W h e n w e h a v e f i n i s h e d t h i s p a r t , m o v e 

t h e c a r d d o w n t o see p a r t 2 . Y o u m o v e t h e c a r d d o w n as w e 

f i n i s h e a c h p a r t . " 

Part 1 : T h e p u p i l asks y o u w h a t y o u d i d d u r i n g t h e h o l i d a y s - s a y O N L Y : 

" j e s u i s a i l 6 c h e z m o n f r e r e , j e n ' a i p a s t r a v a i l l e b e a u c o u p , c ' d t a i t b i e n " 

Part 2: T h e y a s k y o u a b o u t s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t i e s , y o u s a y " o u i , j ' a i . . . " o r 

" n o n , j e n ' a i . . . " ( i t d o e s n ' t m a t t e r w h i c h ) 

Part 3: T h e y a s k w h a t y o u a n d y o u r f a m i l y d i d - s a y O N L Y : " n o u s 

a v o n s b u b e a u c o u p d e v i n , o n s 'es t d e t e n d u , r i e n d e s p 6 c i a l e " 

Part 4: T h e y a s k y o u a b o u t s p e c i f i c a c t i v i t i e s , y o u s a y " o u i , n o u s 

a v o n s . . . " o r " n o n , n o u s n ' a v o n s p a s . . . " ( i t d o e s n ' t m a t t e r w h i c h ) 

Part 5: A s k t h e p u p i l , " e t t o i , q u ' e s t - c e q u e t u as f a i t p e n d a n t les 

v a c a n c e s ? " T h e y are a s k e d o n t h e shee t t o s a y a t l e a s t 3 t h i n g s . 

- I f t h e y d o n ' t , p r o m p t t h e m s i m p l y b y p o i n t i n g - s a y i n g n o t h i n g -

b a c k a t s o m e o f t h e p h o t o s , j u s t r a i s i n g e y e b r o w s q u e s t i o n i n g l y ! 

- I f t h e y s t i l l d o n ' t , a f t e r 1 0 - 1 5 s e c o n d s , t h e n a s k : 

q u ' e s t - c e q u e t u as m a n g e / j o u e / r e g a r d ^ ^ l a t616/ 

t u es res t6 a l a m a i s o n / a l l 6 a u c i n d m a ? 

- I f s t i l l d o n ' t p r o d u c e o w n l a n g u a g e (e .g . w h a t G h n t h e y 

w a t c h e d ) a s k a m o r e d i r e c t Y e s / N o q u e s t i o n ! 

Part 6: A s k t h e p u p i l , " e t t o i e t t a f a m i l l e , q u ' e s t - c e q u e v o u s a v e z f a i t 

p e n d a n t les v a c a n c e s ? " S l i g h t p a u s e , " O u t o i e t t e s a m i s ? " , ( t h e y a re 

a s k e d t o s a y a t l eas t 3 t h i n g s , i n t o t a l - i f t h e y d o n ' t , d o t h e s a m e as 

a b o v e b u t w i t h ' v o u s ' ) . 

# S a y " s u p e r , m e r c i b e a u c o u p . C ' e s t f i n i . Y o u c a n g o b a c k t o y o u r 

c lass n o w a n d a s k t h e t e a c h e r f o r t h e n e x t s t u d e n t " 

IlllChange to the other test (1 or 2) for the next pupil 

& check whether boy or girl as they arrive! 



TASK SHEET 4 

1) Ask the lady what she did in the holidays ("Pendant les vacances ...) 

use Yu' for you' 

2) Find out if she a) played tennis (use Yu'for you) 

b) watched television 

3) Ask what she and her husband did in the holidays ("Pendant les vacances ...) 

you must use Vous' for "you' 

4) Find out if they a) ate chocolate (you must use Vows'for you") 

b) listened to music 

5) When asked - say at least 3 things ! (je...). Then move on to part 6 ^ 

6) When asked - say at least 3 things ! (nous...) 



Appendix 23 Scoring written interlanguage 

j'gMfgMCg /gW 

The spelling of the stem verb was not scored, as there were no unrecognisable stems \ 

There were fixed totals for all learners in the sentence level tasks as almost all the 

learners attempted all the items using the correct verb^. 

Learners were given infinitive forms in a revision list prior to the test. 2 points were 

available for each item, awarded as follows: 

0 points: an infinitive; past participle; attempt at a past participle (any accent on an 'e' 

after the stem); any attempt at an auxiliary regardless of the form of any subsequent 

lexical verb; unsuitable semantic choice, regardless of target-likeness of inflection. 

1 point: any attempt at present inflection, including null endings; no ending (e.g. 

regard); non-target like inflection (e.g. mangeon for mangeons, fais for fait, allent for 

vont, regardez for regardons). 

2 points: a correctly spelt target-like inflection. 

Perfect tense 

2 points were available for each obligatory context, awarded as follows: 

0 points: an infinitive; an attempt at or target-Hke present tense; unsuitable lexical verb 

0.5 points: an attempt at past participle (requiring an accent on an 'e' after stem e.g. 

aller, alle, regardee) with or without an auxiliary. 

0.5 points: an attempt at auxiliary if followed by a lexical verb (including a for and 

allons / et / ont / ent). 

1 point: target-Hke past participle (had to be a suitable lexical verb; gender & number 

agreements were ignored as this was not a target feature in the teaching materials). 

1 point: target-like auxiliary 

' The most potentially controversial was probably accepting promenades for promenes or promenade for 
promene (this was done as forms such as promenade + r / e/ er / ez / ent were recurrent). However, if 
there was a determiner in &ont of a form of promenade, it was not counted as a verb. 
^ There were a few occurrences in the sentence level tasks where learners did not complete an item or 
used the wrong lexical verb. Analyses were carried out where such instances were eliminated and each 
learner had an 'individual' total possible score. However, there were no differences between this analysis 
and an analysis with the number of items as a fixed total for all learners. The latter is maintained 
throughout the thesis, as this complements the method of scoring in the narratives (which assessed 
learners' ability to inflect verbs they 'accessed' themselves i.e. in learner produced obligatory contexts). 



b) Guided narrative level 

These were scored out of a total obligatory contexts produced by each learner (see main 

thesis for definition). Use of LI or L3 was not counted as an obligatory context. 

As for the sentence level tasks, except that there were a few instances of slightly 

ambiguous semantics where 1 point was given if the verb inflection was correct (ma 

soeur travaille les devoirs). 

As for the sentence level tasks, including that to get any score for an auxiliary, there had 

to be a lexical verb e.g. Nous avons en supermarche or Ds ont le fishng were given no 

points. 

C'est, c'etait, j'aime were excluded as obligatory contexts of the target features as it was 

considered more reliable to exclude the data rather than guess what tense / aspect the 

learners intended. 

There were a very few occurrences of an item being inserted between the auxiliary and 

the lexical verb (e.g. nous sommes un visite) and 0.5 points were taken off the score. 

Co-indexation to the auxiliary was allowed, as in mature grammars e.g. Nous avons 

joue (2 points) au tennis et lave (2 points) le chien. 

Further notes on the definition of obligatory contexts 

The pronoun/sulqect written by the learner was used as the obligatory context if this was 

unambiguous (e.g. l/g a&rgr /gyZZ/M' wri#en after a sentence which had used the 'nous' 

prompt was counted as an obligatory context for 'je'). However, if learners inserted a 

pronoun immediately after the subject prompt then this was counted as an obligatory 

context for the subject prompt (not the learners' pronoun) e.g. '"ma mere et son amie' 

[^written prompt] ' vowj' m/ez a/Zg'" would count as a third person plural context. If it 

was not clear which referent was intended for a second or third verb in a paragraph then 

the context was not counted e.g. 'yna /Mere WMg a/Mz'g aZ/gr WM ' 

( ' M o z t y w a s ignored). In any case, there were few such occurrences and the analyses 

were not at the fine-grained level of the accuracy of particular person and number 

inflections. 



Appendix 24 Scoring oral interlanguage 

Learners' final production of any verbs was scored (it was very rare that pupils had 

more than one attempt at any utterance). Some verbs were pronounced 

"orthographically" and these were considered correct e.g. mangeONS, unless this 

aSected communication (e.g. suggesting interference from another language) in 

which case one mark was given if the form was likely to be correct e.g. la fille eS 

(for est). 

The sentence level tasks were scored out of the number of items (i.e. a Gxed total for 

all learners). The narrative tasks were scored out of the number of obligatory 

contexts produced by each learner (unsuitable lexical verbs and verbs with no subject 

were discounted &om the total obligatory contexts). 

0 points: the infinitive form (unless this was [e] with vous) (it is emphasised that the 

same 'advantage' was experienced across all groups); chunks such as 'nous j'ai' 

1 point: non-target like inflection e.g. conveying the wrong number and/or person 

2 points: target-like inflection. 

1.5 points were available for a target-like auxiliary and 1 for a target-like past 

participle. A lexical verb had to be used in order to score anything for an auxiliary. 

These were awarded as follows: 

0 points: regular 'er' infinitive e.g. je mang[e] 

1 point: attempt at an auxiliary with a non-target-like past participle (e.g. 'short' 

lexical verb: nous a mange) 

1 point: correct irregular past participle with no auxihary e.g. il lu. 

1.5 points: attempt at an auxiliary with target-like past participle e.g. nous a mang[e] 

1.5 points: target-like auxiliary with non-target-like past participle e.g. il a lave, elle a 

lis[e] 

1.5 points: a few occurrences of an intervening le/la between target-like auxiliary and 

past participle e.g. il a le mang[e] 

2 points: target-like auxiliary and past participle. 



Appendix 25 Likert scale questions about pupils' attitudes to French, 

administered just before pre, post and dp tests 

Name 

1) Compared to other subjects, how do you like French? 

Tick the phrase that you feel is most true for you: 

French is my favourite subject 

French is one of the subjects I usually like 

French is one of the subjects I usually think is OK 

French is one of my least favourite subjects 

French is my least favourite subject 

2) How difRcult do you find French compared to other subjects? 

Tick the phrase that you feel is most true for you: 

French is the most difficult subject 

French is one of the more difficult subjects 

French is one of the subjects I usually find OK 

French is one of the easier subjects 

French is the easiest subject for me 



Appendix 26 : Questionnaire about the intervention activities 

When the teachers have split the group into two, what do y o u think of the activities y o u 

have been doing? Explain your thoughts as fully as possible: 

1 Have you ei^oyed them? Yes/No 

Why / why not? Because 

2 Did you And them helpful and useful? Yes / No 

Why / why not? Because 

3 Do you think they were any diSerait6om things you have done before? Underline: 

The activities were: 

If you think the activities were different to things you have done before, 

i) how were they different? 

ii) would you like the teacher to continue using this style of activities? Yes / No 

Why / why not? 

4 What have you been learning when you have been in the split groups? Give examples if you 

like. 

5 What of activties have you been doing and what is your opinion about them? 

6 Have the activities changed the way you notice Fraich grammar at all? Yes a bit / No not really 

If so, please explain 

7 What would you change about these activities? 

Please write ANYTHING else you'd like to add -suggestions, comments- on the back of this 

sheet. 



Appendix 27 Non-parametric tests 

Listening tests 

Overall Class 
A 

Class 
B 

Class 
C 

Merged 
EI 

Merged 
PI 

Class 
A, EI 

Class 
A, PI 

Class 
B,EI 

Class 
B,PI 

N 85 28 27 30 27 28 14 14 13 14 
Chi-

Square 
43.855 34.545 1.415 20.018 9.250 17.429 20.593 15.571 .120 3.857 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.000 .000 .493 .000 .010 .000 .000 .000 .942 .145 

frzec/moM varfaMce q/̂ c/zĵ rgMce^ ^efween /Mfewmg fe^core^ 

POST-PRE D P T - P O S l DPT-PRE 
(1-tailed^ (2 tailed] (1 tailed) 

Overal Z -6.309 -1.838 -6.056 
Asymp. Sig .000 .066 .000 

Class A Z -4.533 -1.286 -4.579 
Asymp. Sig. .000 .198 .000 

Class B Z -2.326 -.216 -1.207 
Asymp. Sig. .010 .829 .114 

Class C Z -3.755 -2.439 -4.087 
Asymp. Sig. .000 .015 .000 

Merged EI Z -3.088 -1.104 -2.909 
Asymp. Sig. .001 .270 .001 

Merged PI Z -4.021 -.184 -3.462 
Asymp. Sig. .000 .854 .001 

Class A, EI Z -3.235 -2.120 -3.297 
Asymp. Sig. .001 .034 .001 

Class A, PI Z -3.204 -.341 -3.235 
Asymp. Sig. .001 .733 .001 

Class B, EI Z -.707 -.489 -.039 
Asymp. Sig. .240 .624 .485 

Class B, PI Z -2.262 -.220 -1.570 
Asymp. Sig. .012 .826 .058 

q/^(fz^rgMcgj' 6g/w/ggM q/̂ Zzj'fgMZMg fĝ yf ^corgj^ 



Reading tests 

Overall Class 
A 

Class 
B 

Class 
C 

Merged 
El 

Merged 
PI 

Class 
A, EI 

Class 
A, PI 

Class 
B,EI 

Class 
B, PI 

N 85 28 27 30 27 28 14 14 13 14 
Chi-Square! 46.447 25.327 8.712 28.359 8.766 17.290 13.857 11.593 1.059 10.302 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.000 .000 .013 .000 .012 .000 .001 .003 .589 .006 

frfgcAwm var/wzcg q / ^ f ^efwegM j^corej' 

POST - PRE DPT - POST DPT - PRE 
Overal Z -5.642 -3.611 -6.703 

Asymp. Sig .OOG .000 .000 
Class A Z -4.160 -3.067 -4.314 

Asymp. Sig .000 .002 .000 
Class B Z -2.518 -1.759 -2.236 

Asymp. Sig. .006 .079 .013 
Class C Z -2.873 -3.343 -4.373 

Asymp. Sig. .002 .001 .000 
Merged EI Z -2.912 -1.229 -2.973 

Asymp. Sig. .002 .219 .002 
Merged PI Z -3.965 -.806 -3.991 

Asymp. Sig. .000 .420 .000 
Class A, EI Z -3.111 -2.106 -3.109 

Asymp. Sig. .001 .035 .001 
Class A, PI Z -2.764 -2.295 -3.046 

Asymp. Sig. .003 .022 .001 
Class B, El Z -.456 -.880 -.235 

Asymp. Sig. .325 .379 .407 
Class B, PI Z -2.830 -1.646 -2.639 

Asymp. Sig. .003 .100 .004 
(fifZcoxoM q/̂  (/z^reMcgj' 6eA4;ggM joazrĵ  q/̂  rga^/mg fgj'f fcoref 



Writing tests 

Overal] Class Class Class Merged Merged Class Class Class Class 
A B C EI PI A, EI A, PI B,EI B, PI 

N 80 29 26 25 26 29 14 15 12 14 
Chi- 52.900 38.345 5.846 24.000 14.846 24.069 17.714 20.800 3.500 6.143 

Square 
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. .000 .000 .054 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .174 .046 
Sig. 

fyyga&Man vwzaMCg q/(fz^rgMcgj' Ae^egM fAe w;rzA'Mg fgj-̂  ĵ corgf 

POST - PRE DPT - POST DPT - PRE 
Overal Z -4.854 -4.341 -6.824 

Asymp. Sig .000 .000 .000 
Class A Z -4.508 -2.692 -4.617 

Asymp. Sig .000 .007 .000 
Class B Z -2.337 -.793 -1.943 

Asymp. Sig. .010 .428 .026 
Class C Z -.745 -3.216 -4.418 

Asymp. Sig. .228 .001 .000 
Merged EI Z -3.454 -1.177 -2.984 

Asymp. Sig. .001 .239 .002 
Merged PI Z -3.968 -2.335 -4.271 

Asymp. Sig. .000 .020 .000 
Class A, EI Z -3.170 -1.915 -3.233 

Asymp. Sig. .001 .056 .001 
Class A, PI Z -3.351 -1.704 -3.408 

Asymp. Sig. .001 .088 .001 
Class B, EI Z -1.295 -.664 -.235 

Asymp. Sig. .098 .507 .407 
Class B, PI Z -1.915 -1.664 -2.417 

Asymp. Sig. .028 .096 .008 
PFz/coxoM fgj'fj- q / ^ A a f w e e n q/wrzA'?7g fgf^ j'coref 



Speaking tests 

Overal] Class 
A 

Class 
B 

Class 
C 

Merged 
EI 

Merged 
PI 

Class 
A, EI 

Class 
A, PI 

Class 
B,EI 

Class 
B, PI 

48 16 17 15 15 18 8 8 7 10 

Chi-Square 25.978 11.143 2.469 16.915 2.133 11.910 7.000 4.323 1.143 9.056 
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. 
Sig. 

.000 .004 .291 .000 .344 .003 .030 .115 .565 .011 

FrzadTMOM vorzoMce (^f^rgMcgf Agfwggw fAg ^gaAzwg fgff j'corgj' 

POST - PRI : DPT - P0S1 DPT - PRE 
Overa 2 : -4.i7( -1.272 -4.950 

Asymp 
Sig 

.ooc .202 .000 

Class 2 -2.767 -1.552 -3.069 
Asymp 

Sig 
.003 .121 .001 

Class B Z -1.448 -.796 -1.397 
Asymp 

Sig 
.074 .426 0.081 

Class C Z -2.840 -1.023 -3.409 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.003 .306 0.001 

Merged EI Z -1.704 -.852 -1.905 
Asymp. 

SiR. 
.044 .394 .029 

Merged PI Z -2.486 .000 -2.820 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.007 1.000 .003 

Class A, EI Z -2.380 -1.260 -2.313 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.009 .208 .011 

Class A, PI Z -1.540 -.980 -2.028 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.062 .327 .022 

Class B, EI Z -.507 .000 -.423 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.306 1.000 .336 

Class B, PI z -1.956 -1.051 -1.897 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.025 .293 .029 

)f?/go%o» ĝf (/ii^rg?7gg j' 6gAyggM jcazrf o/ ̂ pgaA '̂ng j'corgf 



Appendix 29 Tables of the tests of the normality of the distribution of data 

BColmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Statisti( : d f Sig. ̂  Statistii : d f Sig. 

LISTPRI 1 Overal .10: ; 8f ) .02( ) .96( ) 8j .040 

LISTP0S1 .10] 8f ) .031 .962 8f .014 
LISTDM .082 8f .20C .98( 8f .225 
LISTPRE Class .A .14f 2* .138 .95] 28 .228 

Class B .12^ 21 .20C .966 27 .494 
Class C .096 3[ .20C .945 3C .162 

LISTPOSl Class A .098 28 .20C .96^ 28 .442 
Class B .143 27 .168 .959 27 .356 
Class C .128 30 .200 .983 30 .895 

LISTDPT Class A .104 28 .200 .957 28 .303 
ClassB .150 27 .120 .956 27 .298 
Class C .084 30 .200 .971 30 .577 

LISTPRE Merged EI .118 27 .200 .972 27 .648 
Merged PI .145 28 .137 .940 28 .109 

LISTPOST Merged EI .188 27 .015 .89^ 27 .011 
Merged PI .116 28 .200 .947 28 .165 

LISTDPT Merged EI .121 27 .200 .934 27 .086 
Merged PI .132 28 .200 .970 28 .580 

Class A 
LISTPRE EI .152 14 .200 .961 14 .746 

PI .137 14 .200 .941 14 .433 
LISTPOST EI .150 14 .200 .953 14 .616 

PI .195 14 .157 .907 14 .141 
LISTDPT EI .126 14 .200 .959 14 .701 

PI .199 14 .139 .914 14 .177 
Class B 

LISTPRE EI .123 13 .200 .971 13 .910 
PI .154 14 .200 .922 14 .233 

LISTPOST EI .168 13 .200 .965 13 .828 
PI .106 14 .200 .948 14 .525 

LISTDPT EI .203 13 .147 .830 13 .016 
PI .201 14 .128 .925 14 .257 

This is a lower bound of the true significance i.e. K-S test does not produce p values above 0.200. 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Statist! : c f Sig Statisti : c SiR. 

READPRI 1 Overa 1 .10( ) 8f ) .oij ) .95^ 8f .004 
READP0S1 .I0( ) 8j ) .03(! ) .95( ) 8f .002 

READDP] .11^ 8f ) .008 .93: > 8f .000 
GROUI ) 

READPRI : E .172 21 7 .03* .92* 21 .062 
p. .172 2* .031 .89( 2g .007 

READPOSl E] .183 21 .021 .898 21 .012 
P] .135 25 .191 .902 29 .011 

READDPl E] .204 27 .005 .832 27 .001 
PI .165 29 .041 .905 29 .013 

CLASS 
READPRE A .124 28 .200 .953 28 .232 

B .179 27 .026 .943 27 .145 
C .108 30 .200 .983 30 .901 

READPOST A .149 28 .116 .919 28 .033 
B .168 27 .050 .937 27 .104 
C .108 30 .200 .973 30 .613 

READDPT A .159 28 .069 .904 28 .014 
B .128 27 .200 .875 27 .004 
C .113 30 .200 .956 30 .238 

Class A 
READPRE EI .126 14 .200 .963 14 .768 

PI .178 14 .200 .938 14 .396 
READPOST EI .134 14 .200 .945 14 .491 

PI .187 14 .200 .897 14 .103 
READDPT EI .258 14 .012 .811 14 .007 

PI .161 14 .200 .938 14 .389 
Class B 

READPRE EI .174 13 .200 .926 13 .302 
PI .207 14 .108 .934 14 .350 

READPOST EI .244 13 .033 .894 13 .112 
PI .161 14 .200 .932 14 .329 

READDPT EI .286 13 .005 .672 13 .000 
PI .096 14 .200 .984 14 .991 

7eMorTMoZzYy q/fAe q/"fAe reoKfmg foWj' 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
GROUI ' Statistic : c Sig Statisti< : d Sig. 

SREADPRI : E .14* 21 7 .13^ ̂  .955 ) 21 .360 
p .15/ 2* } .08* .94* ; 2* .178 

SREADP05 E .172 21 ̂ .03( .91' / 21 .034 
pi .11* 2g .20C .91* 28 .031 

SREADDPl E] .192 21 .012 .83* 2-/ .001 
P] .145 2@ .135 .931 28 .095 

CLASS 
SREADPRE A .112 28 .200 .972 28 .624 

B .151 27 .118 .972 27 .660 
C .111 30 .200 .977 30 .733 

SREADPOS A .154 28 .089 .893 28 .008 
B .144 27 .160 .962 27 .402 
C .102 30 .200 .977 30 .749 

SREADDPT A .185 28 .015 .853 28 .001 
B .132 27 .200 .926 27 .054 
C .112 30 .200 .952 30 .186 

CLASS 1 
GROUP 

SREADPRE LOO .134 14 .200 .963 14 .774 
2.00 .145 14 .200 .973 14 .909 

SREADPOS LOO .159 14 .200 .913 14 .176 
2.00 .187 14 .200 .882 14 .062 

SREADDPT LOO .281 14 .004 .766 14 .002 
2.00 .159 14 .200 .894 14 .092 

CLASS 2 
GROUP 

SREADPRE LOO .143 13 .200 .962 13 .782 
2.00 .182 14 .200 .939 14 .402 

SREADPOS LOO .216 13 .100 .940 13 .453 
2.00 .153 14 .200 .943 14 .457 

SREADDPT LOO .252 13 .023 .748 13 .002 
2.00 .113 14 .200 .981 14 .980 

Tefff q/̂ fAg ĵ gwarg roof q/̂ fAg rga^Ang diafa 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-WiUc 
Statisti( : c f Sig Statisdi : c SiR. 

WRITPRI 1 Overa .17( ) 8( ) .00( ) .83: ; 8( ) .000 
WRITP0S1 Overa .16* ; 8( ) .00( ) .92( ) 8( .000 

WRITDP] Overa .09f 8( ) .071 .92( ) 8C .000 
WRITPRI Class ̂  .18: 25 .Olf .90( 25 .010 

Class E .121 26 .20C .90f 26 .020 
Class C .19^ 2! .016 .88C 25 .007 

WRITPOSl Class A .095 25 .20C .961 25 .351 
Class B .149 26 .155 .933 26 .090 
Class C .134 25 .200 .928 25 .080 

WRITDPT Class A .093 29 .200 .954 29 .226 
Class B .140 26 .200 .890 26 .009 
Class C .158 25 .107 .927 25 .073 

WRITPRE Merged EI .205 26 .006 .797 26 .000 
Merged P .173 29 .027 .825 29 .000 

WRITPOST Merged E .195 26 .012 .893 26 .011 
Vferged PI .188 29 .010 .853 29 .001 

WRITDPT VIerged EI .203 26 .007 .880 26 .006 
Vlerged PI .141 29 .146 .904 29 .012 

Class A 
WRITPRE EI .215 14 .079 .882 14 .061 

PI .182 15 .195 .881 15 .050 
WRITPOST El .147 14 .200 .968 14 .848 

PI .163 15 .200 .899 15 .093 
WRITDPT EI .193 14 .168 .950 14 .564 

PI .145 15 .200 .942 15 .407 
Class B 

WRTTPRE EI .136 12 .200 .950 12 .631 
PI .273 14 .006 .770 14 .002 

WRITPOST EI .226 12 .093 .951 12 .654 
PI .227 14 .048 .864 14 .035 

WRTTDPT EI .203 12 .184 .919 12 .281 
PI .180 14 .200 .913 14 .173 

fAg Mor/MaZzYy q/"f/;g q/̂ wr/A'Mg fgj'̂  <a&zfa 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Statistic df Sig. Statisti( : d Sig. 

Overall PRE .185 80 .000 .87* ; 8( ) .000 
Overall POST .152 80 .000 .94( ) 8( .001 
Overall DPT .150 80 .000 .95( ) 8C .003 

PRE Class A .272 29 .000 .81^ 25 .000 
Class B .213 26 .004 .88* It .009 
Class C .213 25 .005 .865 25 .004 

POST Class A .241 29 .000 .81C 25 .000 
Class B .176 26 .038 .955 26 .295 
Class C .242 25 .001 .89C 25 .011 

DPT Class A .151 29 .091 .962 29 .374 
Class B .163 26 .075 .935 26 .100 
Class C .202 25 .010 .884 25 .008 

PRE EI .302 26 .000 .771 26 .000 
PI .195 29 .006 .880 29 .003 

POST EI .225 26 .002 .881 26 .006 
PI .108 29 .200 .959 29 .312 

DPT EI .187 26 .020 .918 26 .040 
PI .187 29 .011 .944 29 .131 

Class A, EI 
PRE .309 14 .001 .731 14 .001 

POST .301 14 .001 .696 14 .000 
DPT .158 14 .200 .923 14 .245 

Class B, EI 
PRE .280 12 .010 .852 12 .038 

POST .173 12 .200 .963 12 .825 
DPT .236 12 .063 .893 12 .128 

Class A, PI 
PRE .204 15 .093 .899 15 .090 

POST .252 15 .011 .812 15 .005 
DPT .154 15 .200^ .949 15 .505 

Class B,P 
PRE .185 14 .200 .915 14 .185 

POST .225 14 .053 .934 14 .348 
DPT .214 14 .083 .900 14 .112 

Mor/na/zfy fAe q/o6Z*gaforx coMfexfj' ̂ ro6/wcg(/ m wnVfen 
wrzffgM Marraffvg 

^ 0.200 is the maximum p value provided by the K-S test in SPSS - it gives the maximum indication 
available the samples can not be considered normally distributed. 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Overa] 1 Statisti( : d f Sig Statistic : d f Sig. 

SRWRIPRI 1 .08: ; 8( ) .20( ) .97( ) 8( ) .056 
SRWRIP05 ; .iO( 5 8( ) .02( 5 .971 8( ) .068 
SRWRITDI ̂  .08] 8( ) .20( ) .95f 8( ) .007 

CLASS A 
SRWRIPRI : .lo: ̂  2( ) .20( ) .986 25 .963 
SRWRIPOS .lOf 25 .20C .971 25 .577 
SRWRITDF .125 25 .20C .926 25 .044 

CLASS B 
SRWRIPRE .082 26 .20C .976 26 .770 
SRWRIPOS .155 26 .111 .919 26 .043 
SRWRITDP .106 26 .20C .960 26 .383 

Class C 
SRWRIPRE .144 25 .194 .934 25 .108 
SRWRIPOS .138 25 .200 .934 25 .106 
SRWRITDP .154 25 .127 .941 25 .155 

Merged EI 
SRWRIPRE .127 26 .200 .917 26 .039 
SRWRIPOS .139 26 .200 .944 26 .172 
SRWRITDP .161 26 .083 .920 26 .044 

Merged PI group 
SRWRIPRE .094 29 .200 .971 29 .595 
SRWRIPOS .107 29 .200 .962 29 .366 
SRWRITDP .085 29 .200 .961 29 .351 

Class A, EI group 
SRWRIPRE .146 14 .200 .942 14 .447 
SRWRIPOS .209 14 .100 .921 14 .225 
SRWRITDP .231 14 .041 .899 14 .110 

Class B, EI group 
SRWRIPRE .137 12 .200 .963 12 .825 

.183 12 .200 .951 12 .652 
SRWRITDP .194 12 .200 .950 12 .630 

Class A, PI group 
SRWRIPRE 
SRWRIPOS 

.152 15 .200 .965 15 .775 SRWRIPRE 
SRWRIPOS .131 15 .200 .950 15 .531 
SRWRITDP .139 15 .200 .938 15 .362 

Class B, PI group 
SRWRIPRE .157 14 .200 .934 14 .350 
SRWRIPOS .244 14 .023 .857 14 .027 
SRWRITDP .125 14 .200 .957 14 .673 

jVormaZiYy q / f r a n ^ r m g c f f^gworg roo() wn^Mg a:corgâ  



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Statist! : c f Sig Statisti : c Sig. 

SPKPRI ̂  Overa .21( ) 4{ * .00( ) .75! ̂ 4* .000 
SPKPOS] Overa .16: ) 4; ; .00: ) .88' 4E .000 

SPKDP1 Overa .14( ) 4( ; .oo( ) .90: 48 .001 
SPKPRI 2 Class / .28' 7 U ) .00] .68: 16 .000 

Class E .11: 11 ̂ .20( ) .94f 17 .387 
Class C .235 If .021 .835 15 .012 

SPKP0S1 Class .17: 16 .20( .9K 16 .133 
ClassB .181 11 .143 .871 17 .023 
Class C .193 15 .131 .894 15 .077 

SPKDPl Class A .129 U .20C .933 16 .267 
Class B .170 17 .20C .92C 17 .146 
Class C .234 15 .027 .931 15 .285 

SPKPRE Mergec 
EI 

.186 15 .173 .932 15 .297 

Mergec 
PI 

.307 18 .000 .589 18 .000 

SPKPOST Mergec 
EI 

.191 15 .144 .895 15 .080 

Merged 
PI 

.230 18 .013 .828 18 .004 

SPKDPT Merged 
EI 

.150 15 .200 .907 15 .121 

Merged 
PI 

.247 18 .005 .773 18 .001 

Class A 
SPKPRE EI .304 8 .028 .890 8 .232 

PI .351 8 .004 .575 8 .000 
SPKPOST EI .121 8 .200 .964 8 .849 

PI .341 8 .007 .782 8 .018 
SPKDPT EI .179 8 .200 .953 8 .737 

PI .272 8 .085 .784 8 .019 
ClassB 

SPKPRE EI .204 7 .200 .905 7 .359 
PI .168 10 .200 .936 10 .514 

SPKPOST EI .172 7 .200 .973 7 .919 
PI .192 10 .200 .939 10 .538 

SPKDPT EI .265 7 .146 .864 7 .166 
PI .164 10 .200 .957 10 .747 

q/' fa' yor apgah'Mg j'corej' 



Kolmogorov-Smimov Shapiro-Wilk 
Statisti( : c f Sig Statistii : d Sig. 

SQRTSKPP L Overa .15: ) 4* ; .00' .90( ) 48 .001 
SQRTSKPC Overa .12: > 4; .071 .96( ) 48 .097 
SQRTSKDf Overa .08* 4; .20( .956 ) 48 .070 
SQRTSKPF Class ̂  .236 1( .018 .80] 16 .003 

ClassE .126 1/ .20c .938 17 .291 
Class C .18C 15 .20c .94C 15 .378 

SQRTSKPC Class A .133 16 .20c .975 16 .916 
Class B .14C 17 .20c .949 17 .438 
Class C .142 15 .200 .950 15 .522 

SQRTSKDP Class A .117 16 .200 .951 16 .510 
Class B .165 17 .200 .916 17 .124 
Class C .193 15 .136 .956 15 .620 

SQRTSKPR Merged E .140 15 .200 .977 15 .942 
Merged P! .224 18 .018 .765 18 .001 

SQRTSKPO Merged EI .171 15 .200 .930 15 .271 
Merged PI .162 18 .200 .934 18 .224 

SQRTSKDP Merged EI .139 15 .200 .928 15 .255 
Merged PI .180 18 .126 .886 18 .033 

Class A 
SQRTSKPR EI .266 8 .099 .939 8 .598 

PI .319 8 .016 .655 8 .001 
SQRTSKPO EI .151 8 .200 .941 8 .620 

PI .286 8 .053 .893 8 .248 
SQRTSKDP EI .208 8 .200 .938 8 .589 

PI .248 8 .157 .833 8 .064 
Class B 

SQRTSKPR EI .190 7 .200 .923 7 .492 
PI .184 10 .200 .916 10 .329 

SQRTSKPO EI .197 7 .200 .971 7 .903 
PI .147 10 .200 .975 10 .932 

SQRTSKDP EI .247 7 .200 .878 7 .216 
PI .184 10 .200 .936 10 .511 

A/br/MaZzfy ^or rraM^ r̂/Mgcf roo(^ fAe jpeaAiMg j'corgj' 



Kolmogorov- Smimo v Shapiro-Wilk 
Statist! c d f Sig Statisti : d f Sig. 

Overall 
TOTCON PRI E .13: 2 2̂  ̂ .20( ) .95j ) 2̂  : .345 

TOTCON POS] .12: 2 2̂  : .20c .96( ) 2̂  ̂ .433 
TOTCON DPI .21: ) 2̂  $ .006 .932 2̂  ̂  .114 

CLASS 
TOTCON PRE / .1681 8|.200j .93 f 8l .562 

E .340̂  8 .OO7I .83* 8| .072 
C .233 a .20a .881 8 .193 

TOTCON POST A .178| 81.20a .873 8| .162 
B .17a 8 .20q .983 8l .975 
C .189̂  a .200 .943 8 .639 

TOTCON DP A .219̂  8 .20Q .936 8 .568 
B .153 8.20a .952 8 .731 
C .233 8 .200 .881 8 .193 

GROUP 
TOTCON PRE EI .162 8 .200 .932 8 .531 

PI .296 8 .037 .860 8 .119 
TOTCON POST E]̂  .179 8 .200 .952 8 .732 

PI .149 8 .200 .923 8 .458 
TOTCON DPT EI .248 8 .161 .913 8 .372 

PI .215 8 .200 .857 8 .113 
Class A, EI 

TOTCON PRE .307 4 .729 4 .024 
TOTCON POST .210 4 .982 4 .911 

TOTCON DP .162 4 .989 4 .952 
Class A, PI 

TOTCON PRE .250 4 .963 4 .797 
TOTCON POST .283 4 .863 4 .272 

TOTCON DP .269 4 .844 4 .207 
Class B, EI 

TOTCON PRE .210 4 .982 4 .911 
TOTCON POST .214 4 .963 4 .798 

TOTCON DP .307 4 .729 4 .024 
Class B, PI 

TOTCON PRE .415 4 .716 4 .017 
TOTCON POST .151 4 .993 4 .972 

TOTCON DP .229 4 .895 4 .404 
TVor/Ma/zfy q / " / o r fAg o^ZzgafoAy coMfgxfj' /?ro(/«cg(/ m MarraAvg / 
com/grfa^oM jpeaAfwg fgf 



Appendix 30 Interview with teachers A & B regarding intervention period 

First I'll ask you about the actual teaching - then we can talk about the administration 
of the study and any other issues. 

1) What have you felt about the materials we have been using lor the split 

group teaching? 

Blue materials & green - show examples 

2) Do you fhmk they are any different from materials you were using before? 

If so how? 

3) What do you think the POINT of this activity was? Show green referential 
and affective activities? And blue comparisons for each of these. 

4) What do you think about the level of the materials? 

Easy / hard / too many linguistic features / not enough? (compared with the rate you 
would have got through the linguistic features (present and perfect) normally?) 

5) Motivational value of the materials (both blue and referential and affective 
activities?) Interesting materials / fun or boring? 

6) How do you think the pupils reacted? Both in terms of 

a) motivational value? - compared to previous materials... ? 
b) And linguistically? 

7) Average score would you say the class should get on average on 10 
questions asking them to write verbs in present? In perfect? 

8) When you were using the materials, did you prefer one or another? - which? 
Why? 

Did this affect how you taught with the materials? 

9) What did you feel were the advantages of one or another? - did you think 
one set would be better for anything? Make a more marked improvement in 
any area? 

10) What improvements do you think could be made to the materials? 

11) Have you thought about adapting any of the ideas for your own teaching? 
Could the ideas behind the materials be useful for other classes / languages / 
linguistic futures? 

12) Do you think you v îll use any of the materials again? 



Appendix 31 Descriptive statistics of the language test scores 

Sample pre post dp 

Class A 1 PI 52.98 
17.35(14) 

72.08 
15.94 (15) 

69.72 
20.00(15) 

I EI 50.30 
16.78 (14) 

64.73 
15.88 (14) 

72.47 
14.11 (14) 

Class B PI 40.33 
9.16 (14) 

49.11 
11.08 (14) 

48.96 
15.69 (14) 

EI 41.51 
11.039(13) 

43.59 
5.80 (13) 

41.51 
14.35 (13) 

Merged PI 46.65 
15.06 (28) 

60.99 
17.90 (29) 

59.70 
20.63 (29) 

Merged EI 46.06 
14.74 (27) 

54.55 
16.04(27) 

57.56 
21.05 (27) 

Class A 51.64 
16.80 (28) 

68.53 
16.06 (29) 

71.05 
17.16 (29) 

Class B 40.90 
9.93 (27) 

46.45 
9.21 (27) 

45.37 
15.25 (27) 

Class C 49.72 
12.62 (30) 

59.31 
13.87 (30) 

64.93 
13.80(30) 

Overall 47.55 
14.06 (85) 

58.38 
16.04 (86) 

60.85 
18.72(86) 

TbW Zii'fgMmg TMeoM j-corej, j-fawdlarff akvza/zoMj' 7̂  z» eacA growpmg j'ampZe 

Sample pre post dp 

Class A PI 48.83 
17.81 (14) 

61.94 
20.86 (15) 

68.85 
22.43 (15) 

EI 52.73 
17.69 (14) 

64.16 
19.70 (14) 

68.83 
18.89 (14) 

Class B PI 25.32 
6.55 (14) 

36.75 
9.44 (14) 

34.16 
7.31 (14) 

EI 26.85 
9.16(13) 

28.53 
8.95 (13) 

27.83 
13.10(13) 

PI 37.08 
17.80 (28) 

49.78 
20.57 (29) 

52.10 
24.24 (29) 

EI 40.27 
19.20 (27) 

47.00 
23.67 (27) 

49.09 
26.33 (27) 

Class A 50.78 
17.53 (28) 

63.01 
19.98 (29) 

68.84 
20.43 (29) 

Class B 26.06 
7.80 (27) 

32.79 
9.95 (27) 

31.11 
10.78 (27) 

Class C 51.27 
18.16(30) 

56.67 
15.66 (30) 

64.79 
19.16(30) 

Overall 43.10 
19.19(85) 

51.31 
20.28 (86) 

55.58 
24.05 (86) 

TofaZ reacfmg mgan â coreâ , arfandarfi (oW 7̂  m eacA groining jampZe 



Sample pre post dp 

Class A PI 24.08 42.79 49.99 
21JP 

(15) (15) (15) 
EI 21.88 45.44 51.91 

77.2^ 22 OP 22 7 J 
(14) (14) (14) 

Class B PI 6.80 13.47 17.22 
&70 7230 
(14) (14) (14) 

EI 10.14 13.02 13.37 
5.06 6.18 14.63 
12 13 13 

PI 15.74 28.64 34.17 
16.70 24.49 25.99 

29 29 29 
EI 16.46 29.83 33.36 

14.19 23.11 26.99 
26 27 27 

Class A 23.01 44.07 50.92 
17.62 23.84 23.57 

29 29 29 
Class B 8.34 13.25 15.37 

6.95 7.60 13.35 
26 27 27 

Class C 33.20 38.25 51.08 
23.82 23.10 24.18 

30 27 28 
Overall 22.12 32.15 39.55 

20.41 23.70 26.72 
85 83 84 

7bW TiTzAMg yMgaM fcorgj", (/ev/af;oMf (2mĉ  zn eacA groz^pmg 



Overa f Mear & Std. Deviation 
Overall SPKPRI : 45 ) 19.680! 13.77704 

SPKPOS] 4( 2%104; 17.24942 
SPKDF 48 29.6561 Mr79982 

Class A SPKPRI U 19.9692 15.59924 
SPKPOS] u 29.0973 18.72817 

SPKDP u 34^065 21.02597 
Class B SPKPRE 11 14.8778 6i.l6261 

SPKPOST 17 19.2135 10.90442 
SPKDP 17 17.6762 8.27738 

Class C SPKPRE 16 24.4955 16.50988 
SPKPOST 16 33.4959 18.87271 

SPKDP 15 37.9547 18.93377 
Merged EI SPKPRE 15 17.4737 8.75540 

SPKPOST 15 23.8252 13.21355 
SPKDP 15 27.0518 16.98719 

Merged PI SPKPRE 18 17.2403 14.13738 
SPKPOST 18 24.1561 18.02545 

SPKDP 18 24.9123 18.80681 
Class A, EI SPKPRE 8 igL8326 9.69548 

SPKPOST 8 323160 12.63574 
SPKDP 8 38.8396 14.08727 

Class A, PI SPKPRE 8 2&1059 20.67341 
SPKPOST 8 25.8786 23.83805 

SPKDP 8 30.3734 26.60695 
Class B, EI SPKPRE 7 14.7779 7.30064 

SPKPOST 7 14.1214 3^9108 
SPKDP 7 13J801 6.69230 

Class B, PI SPKPRE 10 14.9477 5.65420 
SPKPOST 10 22.7780 12.92325 

SPKDP 10 20.5434 835241 
ZbW /Mgaw f f o k W a f z o M j a W » m eacA groz/pmg j'a/T^/e 



Appendix 32 Levene's tests of equality of variances 

For variances to be considered homogenous at the 95% confidence level, sig. must 
be more than 0.05; at the 99% confidence level (increasing the chance of accepting 
the null hypothesis of'no difference'), sig. must be more than 0.01 (this is a less 
conservative outcome for the purposes of finding equal variances). 

Measun B Between subjec 
variable 

t Repeated measur 
s 

e 1 T df] 1 dC Sig. 

Listening ; Classes & group; ; Pn : 2.18: ) z I 8C .078 
Pos t 3.63f I 8C .009 
DI ' 2.26( ) / I 8C .070 

Class ̂  Pn : .08: 26 .777 
Pos .09^ 1 26 .761 
Dr 5.50f 1 26 .027 

Class B Pre .12f 1 25 .727 
Posi 7.202 1 25 .013 
DP .785 1 25 .384 

Classes Pre 4.442 2 82 .015 
Post 4.410 2 83 .015 
DP .830 2 83 .439 

Groups Pre .372 2 82 .690 
Post 1.218 2 83 .301 
DP 5.079 2 83 .008 

Classes A & B Pre 2.757 3 51 .052 
Post 5.885 3 51 .002 
DP 2.505 3 51 .069 

Groups Pre- post gains .287 2 82 .751 
Post - dp gains 1.099 2 83 .338 
Pre - dp gains .398 2 82 .673 

Classes Pre- post gains .141 2 82 .869 
Post - dp gains 1.158 2 83 .319 
Pre - dp gains 2.028 2 82 .138 

Reading Classes & groups Pre 3.541 4 80 .010 
Post 4.605 4 80 .002 
DP 4.403 4 80 .003 

Class A Pre .000 1 26 .986 
Post .360 1 26 .554 
DP .815 1 26 .375 

ClassB Pre 1.195 1 25 .285 
Post .544 1 25 .468 
DP .933 1 25 .343 

Classes Pre 7.124 2 82 .001 
Post 6.879 2 83 .002 
DP 6.308 2 83 .003 



Group s Pr e 39 5 2 8: 2 ^75 
Pos t| 5.53 1 i ^06 
D] 4.78 9 2 8: ; ^11 

Classes A & I * Pr 3 3.65' 7 ; 5] .018 
Pos t 6.54: 3 : ) 51 ^01 
DI ' 4.34( ; 51 .008 

Classes A & I ; VPr, ; 1.72' 1 : 5] 
VPos t 3.21! ̂ 2 51 .030 
VDf 2.18( 51 JOl 

Group! ; Pre- post gain. ; L31( ) : 82 274 
Post - dp gain: L15: : 83 J19 
Pre - dp gain; 1.985 ] 82 

Classe: Pre- post gains 2 82 ^92 
Post - dp gain; 3.97C 2 83 .023 
Pre - dp gains 2 82 ^61 

Writing Classes & groups Pre 7.976 z 75 .000 
Post 7.206 i 75 .000 
DP 6.002 4 75 .000 

Classes & groups VPte 3.065 L 75 .021 
3.124 L 75 .020 

VDP L102 75 362 
Class A Pre .003 27 .958 

Post .243 27 .626 
DP .562 27 ^60 

ClassB Pre 2.302 24 J42 
Post 4.763 24 .039 
DP 4.637 24 .042 

Classes Pre 13.337 1 82 .000 
Post 15.694 2 80 .000 
DP 7J^2 2 81 .001 

Groups Pre 5J#9 2 82 .005 
Post ^23 2 80 jWO 
DP ^11 2 81 ^45 

Classes A & B Pre 'L413 3 51 .008 
Poa 6.201 3 51 .001 
DP (y918 3 51 .001 

Classes Pre- post gains 3.731 2 79 .028 
Poa-dpgams 348 2 78 
Pre - dp gains 4.266 2 80 .017 

Groups Pre- post gains 289 2 79 750 
Po^-dpgams .088 2 78 916 

Pre - dp gains 3.296 2 80 042 
Speaking Classes & groups Pre L438 4 43 238 

Po# 2J69 4 43 .051 
DP 4J35 4 43 .005 



Class ^ Pre 1.082 1 id .316 
Pod 1.486 1 14 J43 
DP 3J64 1 141 497 

Class B Pre 1 151 J40 
Post 4.492 ll 1^ .051 
DP .254 l| 13 .621 

Classes Pre ZI85 a ^ J24 
Po^ 2.289 a 4d J13 
DP 5.520 a 46| 407 

Groups Pre 1J46 3 4d J27 
Post 369 ^ 4d .694 
DP .217 a 45 ^06 

Classes A & B Pre 1.662 3 29 J97 
Post 2.963 3 29 .048 
DP 6.206 3| 29 402 

Classes Pre- post gains .098 2l 46 .907 
Post - dp gains 2.466 a 46 496 
Pre - dp gains 2.645 a 46 .082 

Groups Pre- post gains 289 2| 79 750 
Po^-dpgams 088 a 78 ^16 

Pre - dp gains 3.296 2| 80 .042 



Appendix 33 Analyses without class C: repeated measures with class and group as 
between group factors, and planned contrasts 

The following variables were found to have unequal error variances, according to 

Levene's test (see appendix 32): Listening: the post test data's variances; Reading: all 

(the transformed scores (square root) provided a dataset with equal variances for the pre 

and dp test, though only at 99% confidence level for the post test - analysis of the 

transformed scores is presented here); Writing: all; Speaking: post test (borderline), dp 

These analyses are therekre presented as indications of trends only. Appendix 27 

provides the statistics for non-parametric analyses (which, by their nature, include 

analyses without class C). 

Source Type m Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig/ 

LIST 4925.606 2 2462.803 27.707 .000 
LIST * GROUP 285.360 2 142.680 1.605 .206 
LIST * CLASS 1721.868 2 860.934 9.686 .000 

LIST * GROUP * CLASS 435.766 2 217.883 2.451 .091 

Source LIST Type 11̂  dj 
Sum of 

Squares 

Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

LIST Post vs. Pre 7074.246^ 1 7074.246 54.456 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 7689.738 1 7689.738 37.374 .000 

Post vs. Dp 12.835 1 12.835 .065 .800 
LIST * GROUP Post vs. Pre 523.794 1 523.794 4.032 .050 

Dp vs. Prei 30.368 1 30.368 .148 .702 
Post vs. Dp 301.919^ 1 301.919 1.527 .222 

LIST * CLASS Post vs. Pre 1922.388 I 1922.388 14.798 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 3102.643 1 3102.642 15.080 .000 

Post vs. Dp 140.573 1 140.572 .711 .403 
LIST * GROUP * Post vs. Pre 3.72« 1 3.728 .029 .866 

CLASS 
Dp vs. Pre 701.04a 1 701.040 3.407 .071 

Post vs. Dp 602.530| 1 602.530 3.048 .087 

Mauchiys Test of Sphericity showed that this assumption was upheld (0.927, 3.800, 2, p=0.150). 



Source Type III Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig." 

READ 3928.111 1.687 2328.238 38.485 .000 
READ * GROUP 261.488 1.687 154.987 2.562 .092 
READ * CLASS 1091.007 1.687 646.653 10.689 .000 

READ * GROUP * CLASS 131.759 1.687 78.095 1.291 .277 

Source READ Type m Sum ol 
Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

READ Post vs. Pre 4702.128 1 4702.128 42.858 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 6876.251 1 6876.251 50.662 .000 
Post vs. dp 205.954 1 205.954 3.389 .071 

READ * GROUP Post vs. Pre 399.918 1 399.918 3.645 .062 
Dp vs. Pre 384.393 1 384.393 2.832 .099 
Post vs. dp .154 1 .154 .003 .960 

READ * CLASS Post vs. Pre 399.812 1 399.812 3.644 .062 
Dp vs. Pre 2167.638 1 2167.638 15.970 .000 
Post vs. dp 705.571 1 705.571 11.612 .001 

READ * GROUP * 
CLASS 

Post vs. Pre 260.784 1 260.784 2.377 .129 

Dp vs. Pre 90.375 1 90.375 .666 .418 
Post vs. dp 44.119 1 44.119 .726 .398 

Source Type i n Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig/ 

VREAD 19.987 1.617 12.360 32.510 .000 
VREAD * GROUP 1.966 1.617 1.216 3.199 .056 
VREAD * CLASS 3.413 1.617 2.111 5.552 .009 

VREAD *GROUP * CLASS 1.149 1.617 .711 1.870 .168 

' Mauchly's test of sphericity showed that this assumption was violated, so the Greenhouse-Geisser 
ac^ustment was used for calculating the p values for the ANOVA (Field 2000 p334). Mauchly's W.B 15 
Approx. Chi-SquarelO,254,2, p=.006, Greenhouse-Geisser .844) 
" Mauchly's test of sphericity showed that this assumption was not upheld (0.763, 13.516,2 p=0.001). The 
Greenhouse Geisser (0.808) is given to correct for this (without this adjustment the ANOVA produced a 
statistically significant interaction p=0.45, and the Huynh-Feldt adjustment produced a p value of 0.052). 



Source VREAD Type II] 
Sum 0] 

Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

VREAD Post vs. Pre 26.003 1 26.003 37.396 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 33.485 1 33.485 40.634 .000 

Post vs. Dp .472 1 .472 1.454 .233 
VREAD * GROUP Post vs. Pre 2.949 1 2.949 4.241 .045 

Dp vs. Pre 2.951 1 2.951 3.580 .064 
Post vs. Dp 2.618E-

07 
1 2.618E-07 .000 .999 

VREAD * CLASS Post vs. Pre .448 1 .448 .645 .426 
Dp vs. Pre 6.361 I 6.361 7.719 .008 

Post vs. Dp 3.431 1 3.431 10.559 .002 
VREAD *GROUP* CLASS Post vs. Pre 2.114 1 2.114 3.040 .087 

Dp vs. Pre 1.209 1 1.209 1.467 .231 
Post vs. Dp .126 1 .126 .387 .537 

Source Typein 
Sum oj 

Squares 

di Mean Square F Sig/ 

WRIT 8230.423 1.715 4798.494 42.556 .000 
WRIT* CLASS 3822.932 1.715 2228.843 19.767 .000 

WRIT * GROUP 119.183 1.715 69.486 .616 .518 
WRIT * CLASS * GROUP 385.024 1.715 224.476 1.991 .149 

Source WRIT Typem 
Sum ol 

Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

WRIT Post vs. Pre 9140.489 1 9140.489 44.330 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 14859.43 

7 
1 14859.437 58.420 .000 

Post vs. Dp 691.342 1 691.342 5.777 .020 
WRIT * CLASS Post vs. Pre 3679.154 I 3679.154 17.843 .000 

Dp vs. Pre 7203.236 1 7203.236 28.320 .000 
Post vs. Dp 586.407 1 586.407 4.900 .031' 

WRIT * GROUP Post vs. Pre 3.238 1 3.238 .016 .901 
Dp vs. Pre 153.260 1 153.260 .603 .441 

Post vs. Dp 201.051 I 201.051 1.680 .201 
WRIT * CLASS * GROUP Post vs. Pre 259.486 1 259.486 1.258 .267 

Dp vs. Pre 763.012 1 763.012 3.000 .089 
Post vs. Dp 132.574 1 132.574 1.108 .298 

Mauchly's Test of Sphericity showed that this assumption was not upheld, so the Greenhouse-Geisser 
correction was used for the calculation of p (Mauchly's W.834, Approx. Chi-Square9.078, 2, 
p=.01 lGreenhouse-Geisser.858) 
' This is slightly different from the analysis with class C (p=0.050) 



Source TypeUI 
Sum oj 

Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig/ 

SPK 1250.158 2 625.079 11.191 .000 

SPK * CLASS 630.301 2 315.151 5.642 .006 

SPK * GROUP 14.065 2 7.032 .126 .882 

SPK* CLASS * GROUP 319.465 2 159.733 2.860 .065^ 

Source SPK Type m Sum 
of Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

SPK Post vs. Pre 1312.099 1 1312.099 13.775 .001 
Dp vs. Pre 2300.527 1 2300.527 18.664 .000 

Post vs. Dp 137.849 1 137.849 1.182 .286 
SPK * CLASS Post vs. Pre 249.190 1 249.190 2.616 .117 

Dp vs. Pre 1255.627 1 1255.627 10.187 .003 
Post vs. Dp 386.086 1 386.086 3.310 .079 

SPK * GROUP Post vs. Pre 6.400 1 6.400 .067 .797 
Dp vs. Pre 7.684 1 7.684 .062 .805 

Post vs. Dp 28.109 1 28.109 .241 .627 
SPK* CLASS * GROUP Post vs. Pre 468.626 1 468.626 4.920 .035 

Dp vs. Pre 489.542 1 489.542 3.972 .056 
Post vs. Dp .228 1 .228 .002 .965 

Mauchjy's Test of Sphericity showed that no adjustment was needed (Mauchley's W 0.977, approx. Chi-
square 0.648, 2, p=0.723). 
** The main difference that this analysis has with the previous analysis is that the interaction 
spktest'''class*group is no longer significant at the 95% confidence level. However, it is approaching 
significance, suggesting that there is likely to be some tendency fbr the type of instruction of have a 
differential impact depending on the class learners are in 



AppeUdii 34 Statistics for the analysis of gains between pf^ post and dp t^ts: 
merged groups and groups in classes A and B 

Comparing the gains made by different instructional groups 

One way ANOVAs and multiple post hoc comparisons using Gabriel's adjustment (as the 

sample sizes were unequal) were carried out to find the source of any differences found 

between the gains made by different instructional groups. Equal variances could be 

aSgilfned for all blK the pfe-dj) test gaihs ih the reading, writiiig, ^ d speaking variables 

(see appendix 32 for the results of Levene's test for the equality of variances). Non-

parametric tests supported the findings here (appendix 27). 

Gains Sum ol 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Pre - post Between Groups 558.466 2 279.233 1.878 .159 
Within Groups 12191.144 82 148.672 

Total 12749.610 84 
Post - dp Between Groups 717.370 2 358.685 1.988 .143 

Within Groups 14974.051 83 180.410 
Total 15691.421 85 

Pre - dp Between Groups 210.278 2 105.139 .429 .653 
Within Groups 20111.925 82 245.267 

Total 20322.203 84 

Gains Sum oj 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Pre - post Between Groups 683.678 2 341.839 3.212 .045 
Within Groups 8726.137 82 106.416 

Total 9409.815 84 
Post - dp Between Groups 683.784 2 341.893 3.894 .024 

Within Groups 7288.282 83 87.811 
Total 7972.066 85 

Pre-dp Between Groups 434.088 2 217.044 1.458 .239 
Within Groups 12209.177 82 148.892 

Total 12643.265 84 



Gains Mean 
Difr(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

(I) GROUP (J) GROUP Lower Upper 
Pre — post PI EI 5.2152 2.78243 .180 -1.5()15 11.9920 

PI Class C 6.5553 2.71068 .052 -.0460 13.1565 
Class C EI -1.3400 2.73652 .947 ^8.0029 5.3229 

Post - dp PI EI .2311 2.50603 1.000 -5.8702 6.3325 
PI Class C -5.8017 2.44028 .058 -11.7437 .1403 

Class C EI 6.0328 2.48581 .051 -.0182 12.0838 
f A o c f / ^/onr^ c/ayj' C 

Gains Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Pre - post Between Groups 1461.058 2 730.529 2.755 .070 

Within Groups 20951.246 79 265.206 
Total 22412.304 81 

Post - dp Between Groups 1284.754 2 642.377 3.750 .028 
Within Groups 13359.961 78 171.282 

Total 14644.714 80 
Pre - dp Between Groups 83.615 2 41.808 .129 .879 

Within Groups 25867.101 80 323.339 
Total 25950.716 82 

Omg way v4A/̂ 0K4/ fPnf/Mĝ  fgfff/ Mgrgg^ jE/oW cZoff C 

Gains Mean DiH 
(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

(I) GROUP (J) GROUP Lower Upper 
Post-dp Merged PI Merged EI 2.0059 3.50000 .918 -6.5262 10.5381 

Class C Merged EI 9.4695 3.63250 .032 .6146 18.3244 
Class C Merged PI 7.4636 3.57177 .114 -1.2389 16.1661 

foj^f Aoc fgj'fj'; fFnVzMg merggcF f / ^ /oW cZâ ĵ  C 



Gains Sam of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Pre - post Between Groups 1461.058 2 730.529 2.755 .070 

Within Groups 20951.246 79 265.206 
Total 22412.304 81 

Post - dp Between Groups 1284.754 2 642.377 3.750 .028 
Within Groups 13359.961 78 171.283 

Total 14644.714 80 
Pre - dp Between Groups 83.615 2 41.808 .129 .879 

Within Groups 25867.101 80 323.339 
Total 25950.716 8^ 1 

Gains Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence 
Interval 

Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
GROUP 

(J) 
GROUP 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Pre-post EI Class C 9.5014 4.58053 .106 -1.5610 20.5638 
PI EI -1.0780 4.47111 .968 -11.8734 9.7175 
PI Class C 8.4234 4.21906 .123 -1.7469 18.5937 

post-dp EI Class C -9.4695 3.80851 .043 -18.6775 -.2615 
PI EI 2.0059 3.34737 .821 -6.0665 10.0784 
PI Class C -7.4636 3.63305 All -16.2563 1.3291 

f Off Aoc fefff/ .̂ ^goAfng /»ergg(f fTj c/off C 



Comparing the gains made by the different instructional groups in classes A and B 

The gains made by the two instructional groups within each of classes A and B were 

analysed using independent samples t tests. The t tests are shown as two tailed tests, 

though p values for one tailed tests can be obtained by dividing the p value provided by 

2. 

Levene's 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances^ 

t-test for Equality of Means 

Gains I ' Sig t d [ Sig. (2 
tailed] 

Meat 
Dif 

Std. Erroi 
Differencf 

'95% ConOdence 
;Interval of the 
Diff 

Lowei Upper 
Class A pre - posi .17C .683 -1.306 26 .203 -5.65^ 4.32971 -14.554 3.24556 

Post - dp .095 .756 2.086 27 .047 lO.lOC 4.84295 .16366 20.0374 
Pre - dp .13C .722 1.261 26 .218 5.657 4.48604 -3.5640 14.8783 

Class B pre - post :067 J98 -L533 25 = 138 -6.696 4J6675 -15:689 2.29733 
Post - dp .847 .366 -.330 25 .744 -1.934 5.86820 -14.020 10.1510 
Pre - dp 1.383 .251 -1.356 25 .187 -8.630 6.36656 -21.743 4.48124 

Class A Pre-post 2.142 .155 -.266 26 .792 -1.038 3.89825 -9.0515 6.97441 
Post - dp 2.033 .165 -.662 27 .513 -2.231 3.37019 -9.1466 4.68350 
Pre - dp 1.059 .313 -.555 26 .583 -2.725 4.90605 -12.809 7.35952 

Class B Pre-postj 1.467 .237 -2.380 25 .025 -9.753 4.09770 -18.192 -1.31371 
Post - dp .034 .856 .803 25 .429 1.898 2.36250 -2.96770 6.76364 
Pre - dp .078 .782 -2.023 25 .054 -7.855 3.88349 -15.8533 .14310 

Class A Pre- post .140 .711 .742 27 .464 4.8456 6.52667 -8.5460 18.2371 
Post - dp .767 .389 -.157 27 .876 -.7211 4.59091 -10.140 8.69862 
Pre - dp .127 .724 .579 27 .568 4.1244 7.12832 -10.501 18.7505 

Class B Pre- post 964 .336 -1.031 24 .313 -3.871 3.75557 -11.622 3.87932 
Post - dp 133 .719 -.702 25 .489 -3.397 4.84262 -13.372 6.57489 
Pre - dp 1.030 .320 -2.446 24 .022 -10.82 4.42556 -19.957 -1.69002 

Class A Pre- post .309 .587 1.383 14 .188 6.7100 4.85008 -3.69239 17.1123 
Post - dp .520 .483 .328 14 .748 2.0288 6.18223 -11.230 15.2883 
Pre - dp .000 .994 1.229 14 .239 8.7388 7.10845 -6.5073 23.9848 

Class B Pre- post .233 .636 -1.755 15 .100 -8.488 4.83634 -18.796 1.81984 
Post - dp .125 .728 .378 15 .711 1.6960 4.48466 -7.8628 11.2548 
Pre - dp .532 .477 -1.957 15 .069 

6.7926 
3.47176 -14.192 .60731 

Note equal variances could be assumed 



Appendii 37 Extracts of responses to the questionnaire completed after the 

intervention 

Each extract (i.e. with a line space underneath) is &om a different pupil's response. 

The responses are to question 1. /Azve f/zg unless otherwise 

stated. See appendix 26 for the questionnaire itself 

Enriched Input learners 

They are more fun than normal lessons but you are still learning the same and I take 

things in better if its fun Q4 The past tense and how you can get mixed up and miss out 

little words 

At the beginning they give a tip on how to recognise the different words, and this has 

helped me a lot 

It makes me look closely at the text I'm reading so I'm more aware of the little things 

Q6 yes because its more focused on the difference in if its you, I, he etc 

Q6 yes if a sentence already tells me its in the past: le weekend dernier, je regarde une 

61m, I don't just notice the sutject, also I leam the ending of the verb 

Q6 yes I notice the il a and tu as more 

Q5 Past and present endings, verbs. .. .It now seeps into my head instead of going in 1 

ear and out the other! 

I leamt more then than in the last 3 years 

When we do them [the activities] time flys... We get more done and it's organised.. .1 

have leamt how to listen to French... [did they change the way you notice grammar?] 

only a bit, I have leamt more words than grammar 

I found the listening a waste of time because nothing stretched our knowledge of French 

I have learned a lot in the last couple of months than I have leam't in 2 years! 



SPKCONT Type n i Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Post vs. Pre 1020.747 1 1020.747 14.544 .001 
Dp vs. Pre 784.021 1 784.021 24.143 .000 

Post vs. Dp 15.593 1 15.593 .217 .646 
co/y^wmg f/ze MŴM̂er c^oraZ ô /zgafOTy coMfex̂ J 

r̂o(fwcg<̂  

Nonparametric tests 

Overall Class Class Class Merged Merged Class A Class A Class B Class 
A B C EI PI EI PI EI BPI 

N 24 8 8 8 8 8 4 4 4 4 

Chi- 12.179 4.963 6.467 6.421 11.630 3.467 6.000 .933 5.733 2.800 
Square 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Asymp. .002 .084 .039 .041 .003 .177 .050 .627 .057 .247 

Sig. 
/̂g6&Ma» co/r̂ orrg ̂ Ag /)ro(y«cA'oyz ĉ o6Z;ga^oyy coMfgjcff m oraZ 

a/MOMgĵ f 6̂ i/̂ reMf 

POST-
PRE 

DP - POST DP - PRE 

Overall Z -3.302 -.506 -2.977 
Asymp. Sig. .001 .613 .003 

Class B Z -2.254 -1.101 -2.205 
Asymp. Sig. .024 .271 .027 

ClassC Z -1.876 -1.231 -2.001 
Asymp. Sig. .061 .254 0.049 

Merged EI Z -2.213 -2.214 -2.371 
Asymp. Sig. .027 .027 .018 

Class A EI Z -1.633 -1.604 -1.604 
Asymp. Sig. .102 .109 .109 

ffy/coxroM 2 ;'az7g(/ j?a//"e(y fo co/?^arg Âg »w/M6gr c^ coMfgjcf̂  ̂ rocA/cĝ / m gacA 
fĝ f m gac/z q/̂ fAg j'aw /̂gj' wAgrg fAg Fn'gtfMOM fgj'fybwM6/ a ^̂ aff j'A'caẐ  j'zgM ĉaM^ 
(/j^rgMcg 

Correlations between contexts produced and accuracy 

As the n was small and some of the data sets were not normally distributed. 

Spearman's Rho (a non parametric test) was calculated to explore whether there was 

any possible relationship between the number of contexts produced and the accuracy 

of learners' productions. Statistically signiGcant correlations were as follows: 

Spearman's rho 
Spk test score with 
contexts produced 

Sig. (2-tailed) N 

Overall, post .584 .003 24 
Class A, post .764 .027 8 

Class A, PI group, post .949 .051 4 

Merged PI group, post .731 .040 8 
Overall, dp .559 .005 24 

Merged EI group, dp .761 .028 8 



Appendix 35 Statistical procedures used to explore whether the number of 

contexts produced in the writing tests varied according to test, class or group 

PRE 
present perfect 
tense tense 
contexts contexts 

Mean 
total 
possible^ 

POST 
present perfect 
tense tense 
contexts contexts 

Mean 
total 
possible 

DP 
present perfect 
tense tense 
contexts contexts 

Mean 
total 
possible 

Class A mean 
a 

8.17 10.72 
1.67 2.00 

93.79 
6.20 

8.83 11.10 
2.54 1.70 

95.86 
6.91 

9.00 12.03 
2.38 0.73 

98.07 
4.77 

Class B mean 
a 

8.35 9.73 
1.94 3.60 

92.15 
9.03 

9.41 11.44 
1.78 1.78 

97.70 
6.67 

9.52 11.56 
1.89 1.01 

98.15 
3.88 

Class C mean 
o 

8.70 10.47 
2.67 2.26 

94.33 
8.81 

9.63 11.07 
1.21 2.20 

97.41 
6.15 

9.11 12.29 
1.55 1.15 

98.79 
4.33 

overall mean 
a 

8.41 10.33 
2.13 2.67 

93.05 
8.96 

9.28 11.20 
1.95 1.89 

96.96 
6.56 

9.20 11.96 
1.96 1.01 

98.33 
4.31 

aW ybr warrafzvg ybr 
foW TMeaM ĵ core m;a;7a6Zg yor ^r0(A/cf70» jrore, 6y 

It was found that the distributions of the several of the samples cannot be considered 

as normally distributed at the 95% confidence level (appendix 29): Class A, EI, pre 

& post test; Class A, PI, post test (though it is signiGcant at the 99% level); Class B, 

EI, pre test (though Mauchley's W .852, sig. 0.038). Therefore non-parametric tests 

were used where necessary. 

A repeated measures ANOVA was carried out in order to assess whether the 

difkrences between the number of contexts produced at the different tests were 

significant and, if so, to see if this was dependent on any of the grouping variables 

(class or input-type group). Levene's test of equality of error variances showed that 

the variances of the groups in the post and dp can be considered as equal, though the 

pre test variances were not at the 95% confidence level. The ANOVA is treated 

with caution. 

F d a df2 Sig. 
PRE 2.762 4 75 .034 

POST .432 4 75 .785 
DP .315 4 75 .867 

Z/gvene f egrwa/ify error var;aMCĝ  m fAe nw/M êr /)ro(̂ wcg(/ m fAe 

^ i.e. once the sentence totals have been added to the number of learner generated contexts, and each 
of these multiplied by two (as two points were available for each item). 



Source Type i n 
Sum oi 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig/ 

CONTEXTS 255.195 2 127.597 15.742 .000 
CONTEXTS * GROUP 26.289 2 13.145 1.622 .201 
CONTEXTS * CLASS 16.359 2 8.180 1.009 .367 

CONTEXTS * GROUP * 
CLASS 

26.048 2 13.024 1.607 .204 

on fAe »«/M6gr q/co»̂ g:ĉ j' ĵ rô /wcĝ / m fAg wrz/few 

The ANOVA suggested there was a statistically signiGcant difkrence between the 

contexts produced at different tests. The within-sutjects planned contrasts show that 

the dijSerences were between pre and post and between pre and dp tests. There were 

no statistically significant diSerences between post and dp tests. 

Source Contexts 
producec 

Type IE 
Sum oj 

Squares 

di Mean 
Square 

F S:g. 

CONTEXTS Post vs. Pre 259.472 1 259.472 14.050 .000 
Dp vs. Pre 474.030 1 474.030 27.168 .000 

Post vs. Dp 32.082 1 32.082 2.523 .116 
CONTEXTS * GROUP Post vs. Pre 48.324 1 48.324 2.617 .110 

Dp vs. Pre 2.854 1 2.854 .164 .687 
Post vs. Dp 27.689 1 27.689 2.177 .144 

CONTEXTS * CLASS Post vs. Pre 32.714 1 32.714 1.771 .187 
Dp vs. Pre 7.830 1 7.830 .449 .505 

Post vs. Dp 8.535 1 8.535 .671 .415 
CONTEXTS *GROUP * 
CLASS 

Post vs. Pre 52.063 1 52.063 2.819 .097 

Dp vs. Pre 14.184 1 14.184 .813 .370 
Post vs. Dpi 11.898 1 11.898 .936 .337 

f f A g MW7M6gr oAZzgafofy af eacA 

The ANOVA showed no statistically significant effect of class or group on the 

number of context produced. However, the planned contrasts show that between pre 

and post test the p value for the statistical significance of the interaction 

wrcontexts*class*group would be signiGcant at the 0.10 confidence level. This may 

suggest the existence of some tendency that the number of contexts produced may 

depend on both the class learners were in and the input-type group. As the non-

normal distribution of data and the non-equal variances at pre test may affect the 

results of this parametric test, non-parametric tests (Friedman and Wilcoxon tests) 

^ Mauchiys Test of Sphericity showed that no ac^ustment was needed for the calculation of the p 
values in the ANOVA (Mauchiys W 0.952, approx Chi-Square, 3.622, 2, p=0.164). 



were also carried out to compare the number of contexts produced between each test 

in each of the samples. 

Overall Class 
A 

Class 
B 

Class 
C 

Merged 
EI 

Merged 
PI 

Class 
A EI 

Class 
BEI 

Class 
API 

Class 
BPI 

N 80 29 26 25 26 29 14 12 15 14 
Chi-Squarej 19.531 8.019 5.312 10.539 5.312 7.635 2.680 2.837 5.593 9.120 

df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Asymp. 

Sig. 
.000 .018 .070 .005 .070 .022 .262 .242 .061 .010 

aTMOMgj'f 

POST - PRE DP - POST DP - PRE 
Overal Z -3.389 -1.275 -5.091 

Asymp. Sig. .001 .202 .000 
Class A Z -.734 -1.662 -3.395 

Asymp. Sig. .463 .097 .001 
Class C Z -2.825 -.550 -2.509 

Asymp. Sig. .005 .583 .012 
Merged PI Z -2.317 .000 -3.257 

Asymp. Sig. .021 1.000 .001 
Class A PI Z -.667 -1.260 -2.558 

Asymp. Sig. .505 .208 .011 
Class B PI Z -2.415 -1.867 -2.184 

Asymp. Sig. .016 .062 .029 
2 Î ẐcoxoM fo co7?^arg fAe Mwyn̂ gr coMfgxff proa!!wce(f m 

wr/A'wg feffj" zn f/zg j'WT̂ Zgj' wAere fAg frz'gf^aM fzcaZ 
ẑgMẐ coMCg (or MgŴ  

All samples increased the number of contexts they produced between the pre and dp 

tests. The only sample to produce more contexts between post and dp tests was the 

merged PI group. Between the pre and post tests a few samples increased the 

number of contexts they produced: the whole data set, class C, the merged PI group 

and the PI group in class B. For class C this suggests that a test effect encouraged 

learners to produce more (there was no FonF/S between pre and post tests). For the 

Merged PI and PI in class B groups, it is possible that this indicates some tendency 

for PI to encourage class B learners to make more attempts to produce subject + verb 

structures. This was also impHed to a more limited extent by the parametric tests 

above. This was not seen in class A or EI learners. 



Appendix 36 Statistical procedures used to explore aspects of reliability and 
validity in the speaking tests 

Test N Mean Std. Deviation 
Class A PRE 8 65.00 9.20 

POST 8 69.75 9.65 
DP 8 70.75 9.79 

Class B PRE 8 57.25 8.61 
POST 8 65.00 8.82 

DP 8 67.75 6.36 
Class C PRE 8 55.75 13.33 

POST 8 63.00 7.86 
DP 8 64.25 8.54 

Overall PRE 24 59.33 10.93 
POST 24 65.92 8.90 

DP 24 64.75 11.81 
akWaAoTWoraZ Marrâ fvg 

The m^ority of the sample groupings can be considered to have normal distributions 

(using K-S tests and Shapiro-Wilks tests to determine the p value for some of the very 

small samples, see appendix 29), but as the n was very small in the smallest sample 

(e.g. PI in class A n=4), non-parametric tests were also carried out. Levene's test of 

equality of error variances showed that this assumption was upheld in the pre and post 

test data at the 95% conEdence level and the dp test data at the 99% level. 

F dn dfZ Sig. 
PRE 2.165 4 19 .112 

POST 1.017 4 19 .424 
DP 3.304 4 19 .032 

ZeveMg .y q / q / e r r o r varzaMcgf m fAe m/m6er coMfgxrfj' ̂ ro6y«cg(/ m fAe 
oraZ pre, 

Source Type n i Sum 
of Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig/ 

CONTEXTS 606.787 2 303.393 10.440 .000 
CONTEXTS * GROUP 81.167 2 40.583 1.396 .260 
CONTEXTS * CLASS 46.167 2 23.083 .794 .459 

CONT * GROUP * 10.167 2 5.083 .175 .840 
CLASS 

on fAe Mwm6gr jcrocfMcecf m fAe oraZ 

' Mauchly's Test of Sphericity showed that no ac^ustments were required for the calculation of the p 
value for the repeated measures ANOVA (Mauchly's W 0.805, approx Chi-square 3.904,2, 
sig=0.142). 



Q41 think we have supposed to leam rules, which are shown on the OHP at the 

beginning of the lesson. I don't remember the rules though, I think it would have been 

better if we had made notes on the rules this helped us to leam vocabulary. 

Processing Instruction learners 

I have learnt to look at the sentence more to see who exactly the sentence is talking 

about. I also 6nd it easier now, after learning to look for odd letters at the end of verbs 

etc. 

Yes it's made me look out for them and made me pay more attention to it 

I remember things more if we do lots of activities on just one thing 

They helped me to see the words that helped were a big part of the sentence that I didn't 

see before.. .they were difkrent because they weren't just a lot of writing they made you 

pay attention to the important things. 

I listen more for the endings and before 1 was using stuff like "le weekend dernier" 

I understand the French we leam better than before 

It made you listen better as you had to listen to small endings and I know now how to 

right in the past tense better.. .1 know what to look for at the ends of words 

It is easier to pick out the little details 

Q3 [yes they were different] fbcussed on specific parts whereas we used to just leam it 

more generally 

I am more aware and notice things like the endings on verbs 

They have taught me about what my mistakes were, and helped me to notice the 

difference (past + present) 


