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Within the GUME project (Goteborg, UndervisningsMetod i

Engelska = Gothenburg/Teaching/Methods/English) earlier stu-

dies showed no significant differences in learning effects

between different methods of teaching English.

The present study is a direct continuation of the earlier

studies. Modifications in design, teaching strategies, etc.,

were made in order to increase the probability of detecting

true differences between methods, if such existed. As in the

previous experiments, the three methods being compared were:

the Implicit method, the Explicit-English method, and the

Explicit-Swedish method. In all the methods the students have

systwatized drills; in Ee and Es the students have analysis

and explanations as well. In Ee these explanations are given

in the target language and in Es in the source language. In

'Es comparisons are alsO made with the corresponding grammatical

structures in Swedish.

In comparison with earlier investigations, the present

study - GUilE 4 - was modified in the following respects: a

new type of explanation was used, the duration of the expe-

riment was prolonged, the grammatical content was more varied,

the study was carried out at another grade level, and the

teachers did take a limited part in the te..ching procedure.

Hain effects were investigated by analysis of covariance

and interaction effects by analysis of variance (two-way

classification). Individual scores and, in one case, school

class means were used as units of analysis. Various measures

of progress during the experiment were used in the comparisons.
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE ON THE TREATMENT OF STATISTICS

The study dealt with in the present report is an interdepartmental

(tvarvetenskaplig) undertaking, one of the authors representing English

as an academic discipline and a school subject, one representing peda-

gogy as an academic discipline and educational research and statistics

as theoretical background. We have written the report with two quite

distinct groups of readers in mind: teachers of English and educational

researchers. The former group normally has little training in statis-

tics and has a tendency to shy away from figures, the latter has

training in this field and is perhaps more used to reading reports like

the present one. This has caused problems in writing the report.

What we have tried to do is the following. We have used ordinary

statistical methods and give as much information and as many tables

as will hopefully satisfy the second group of our intended readers.

But we have also tried to arrange the tables so as to facilitate the

reading of them for the first group of readers. The language teacher

with little training in statistics is recommended to study columns

and tables of means and standard deviations, and U (see below). In

commenting on our tables we have not always limited ourselves to

conclusions and discussions of these but have also tried to explain how

we arrived at these conclusions, how thefigures ought to be understood,

what size a certain figure must reach to be "significant", etc. We hope

that those readers who find these comments superfluous will understand

the pedagogical naaon d'ane for them and will just skip them.

For the convenience of the reader with little statistical training

some frequent symbols and terms are explained below. In almost every

case the explanation is an attempt at giving the general idea or prac-

tical use of a symbol rather than.an adequate or in all respects logical

definition of it.

N The nurbet of pupils for which a certain measure is given.

The ovathaetie mean of a group.

s The .standartd deviation, i.e. a measure of the extent to which
the scores for a certain group vary. The larger the a, the
more heterogeneous the group. A single 4 does not carry much
meaning; the measure should be used for comparison with
other a's.
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F

This value indicates whether a difference between the
means of two groups is "statistically significant" or
whether it can be explained as a chance occurrence. As i
as the analyses in the present report are concerned the
critical t-value is 1.96, i.e. when t is equal to or gr(
ter than 1.96, the difference under investigation is cot
sidered a real, non-chance difference.

F, or the F-ratio, is used for the same purposes as t.
However, F is the relevant characteristic when more that
t,o means are compared. Since three teaching
methods are being compared in the present study, F appec
quite often in our tables. The corresponding critical
value for interpreting differences as true differences
around 3.00; this figure varies a little depending on tl
number of pupils.

T-scale A scale with a theoretical mean of 50 and a standard de:
tion of 10. The scores on a certain test, whatever its :
and s, can be transformed into T-scores.

Stanine A 9-point scale with a theoretical mean of 5 and a stan,

scale and deviation of 2. In contrast to the T-scale, the
stanine scale has a so-called standardized (normalized)
distribution of scores. Scores on a test may be transfoi
to stanines by giving the top and bottom 4 % of the pup
9 and 1 points respectively, the next 7 % at each end 8
and 2 respectively, thus: 9 (4 %), 8 (7 %), 7 (12 %),
6 (17 %), 5 (20 %), 4 (17 %), 3 (12 %), 2 (7 %), 1 (4 %

Analysis The method is used for comparing the means of three or ri

of groups which have been exposed to different treatments.

variance the groups respond in different ways, i.e. are their mei
statistically different? In this sort of analysis, the
variation in scores between groups and wii
i n groups are considered in relation to each other.
true differences between group means to exist, it is
necessary for the variation in scores between groups to
be greater than the variation within groups. This sort (
analysis yields an F-ratio (see #bove).

Analysis The same as the above method with the addition that the

of groups' standing on essential background variables is

covariance taken into account. For instance, if three groups are t(
be compared with respect to learning effects and the
groups differ substantially in intelligence, it is very
probable that the group having the brightest children 0
not necessarily the children exposed to the "best" meth(
would come out as the best. In an analysis of covariant(
differences of this sort are equalled out statistically.
This analysis also yields an F-ratio.
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Adjusted Refers to analyses of covariance. The means of the groups

means being compared are adjusted for variation between the
groups in background variables. Briefly, if three groups
were to rank A)-B).0 in a teaching experiment and their
values in the background variable, say intelligence, also
ranked A>B,C, the adjusted means would be equal for the
three groups. Thus, when original differences between the
three groups were taken into consideration, differences
obtained after the teaching experiment disappeired.

X
2
(Chi

2
) A value used to indicate whether the answers on, for

instance, a questionnaire. are evenly distributed
among the response alternatives. It is used to investigate
if the particular distribution of answers (given by a
group of individuals) is in accordance with an expected
distribution and if a deviation in this respect is so
small that it might be explained as a chance occurrence.
The differences between observed and (theoretically)
expected frequencies add up to a so-called X -value; the

higher this value, the more probable is the conclusion
that the group (of pupils, etc) under consideration
deviates significantly from "the norm".
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BACKGROUND

Earlier GUME Activities

The present report describes further research on the teaching of

English as a foreign language by members of the so-called GUME project.

The work should be viewed against the background of four separate

reports, published in 1969 (see special section of the bibliography,

page 134) and describing teaching method comparisons performed thus

far. For readers not familiar with the publications just mentioned, a

brief resume may be in order:

Three parallel studies, identical in design, were carried out in

order to investigate three different methods of teaching grammatical

structures in English as a foreign language. The studies were performed

during the autumn term of 1968 and the spring term of 1969. Three

different areas of English grammar that are known to cause Swedish

students difficulty were selected for investigation:

GUME 1 The do-construction

GUME 2 The some-any dichotomy

GUME 3 The passive voice

The three methods of instruction (independent variables) investigated

in each of the experiments were:

Im The Imptizit method, where the students had systematised drills

but no analysis or explanations of the grammatical structures

involved.

Ee The Expliat-Engti4h method, where the students had systematiz

ed. drills and, in addition, analysis and explanations in the

target language (English). The, time allotted to the explana-

tions was taken from the drills.

The Exptieit-Stvediak method, where the students had systema-

tized drills and, in addition, analysis and explanations in the

source language (Swedish); comparisons with corresponding

structures in Swedish were also made. The time allotted to the

explanations was taken from the drills.

In each part :project 18 school classes took part, 6 per teaching stra-

tegy. Of these 6 classes, 4 represented the advanced course (sNrskild

kurs, abbreviated sk) and 2 the easier course (allman kurs, abbreviated
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ak). Thus the total GUME project contained 54 classes, of which 36 were

in sk and 18 in ak. The school classes, representing a wide geographical

variation within the Gothenburg area, were randomly assigned to the

teaching methods.

For each part project 3 lesson series (Im/Ee/Es) were constructed,

each consisting of 6 lessons. In order to control the teac:ler factor

"canned" lessons were used throughout the experiment. The students

listened to the programs via headsets with induction receivers. Magnetic

wires were installed and tape-recorders used in every classroom; this

simple arrangement comes close to a language lab as far as sound

quality is concerned.

Within each part project, the pupils' progress was measured by an

achievement test, designed to correspond to the specific objectives of

the part project in question. That is to say, the same test was adminis-

tered as Pre-test before and as Post-test after the experiment, the

difference between the two being the Progress score for each pupil. The

identical test was also administered as Re-test approximately one month

after the experiment in order to m6;sure retention.

The pupils' attitudes to various aspects of the study were collected

by means of a questionnaire.

Since the treatment groups within each experiment were not experi-

mentally controlled, statistical control was undertaken by means of

analysis of covariance. The covariates resorted to ',Jere "general intel-

ligence" (the verbal, inductive and spatial factors of an ,IQ test

frequently used in Swedish schools), grades in English, Swedish and

Mathematics, and in some analyses Pre-test scores. Partly the

analyses were made with Progress scores as the dependent variable and

partly with Post-test scores as the dependent variable.

In the various statistical analyses the experimental population was

divided according to two principles: in one type of analysis sk and ak

were treated separately, in another the population was divided into three

equal parts according to IQ scores, the Upper, Middle and Lower third.

In the latter case analyses of variance (two-way classification) were

performed in order to investigate interaction between ability level

and teaching method.

More detailed information about the statistical treatment of GUME 1-3

will not be given in this connection, suffice it to say that a total of

60 (sixty) analyses of covariance and variance were performed.
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In two of them statistically significant differences were obtained,

which is less than could be accounted for by mere chance even if the

null hypothesis (no difference between treatments) were true. Nor was

there any evidence of interaction between ability level and teaching

strategy in the study.

Thus the GUME 1-3 experiments have not shown that any iifferences

are produced by the three teaching methods.

It is sometimes argued that "insignificant" results like those

obtained in GUME 1-3 have low social utility (Anderson, 1969) since

they do not provide much support for people involved in production of

teaching materials.

In the three studies referred to, however, the main concern was with

the basic problem of whether explanations facilitate learning rather

than with production of materials. Consequently the lessons were

designed to provide an answer to the basic research question without

necessarily coming close to "ordinary" lessons. Even so, no differences

were found between the three teaching methods compared. (If significant

differences had appeared, they would still have been of limited interest

with ne4pect to the ptoduction o6 matekiat64

Findings like those just reported are not uncommon in educational

research (Stephens, 1967). True differences between methods may have

escaped detection because the experiments lacked statistical power

(Stanley, 1970) or because of deficiencies in the planning and execution

of the studies. There is also the possibility that no true differences

between the methods exist, though this can never be proved.

Modifications of Earlier Designs.

When the present experiment was planned, the teaching strategies and

general design were modified in essential respects to increase the

probability of detecting differences, if such existed. The teaching

strategies, the lessons, and the experimental procedure will be described

in detail later; here we shall only give a brief description of the

modifications alluded to above.

1. In GUME 1-3 great effort was made (in Ee and Es) to keep the time

allotted to explanations in each lesson constant. Furthermore it

was judged essential that the explanations be of substantial length;

in fact, the explanation time approximated 1/3 of the lesson time in

Ee and Es. However, pupils' questionnaires as well as observation of
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classroom activities suggested that the explanations were too long.

As a result, some experimental strictness (= equality of explanation

time in Ee and Es) was sacrifized for the benefit of "optimal"

explanations. This perhaps somewhat pretentious term indicates

that the explanations were introduced "when they were needed" and

in a way judged relevant with regard to optimal learning. As it

appeared, this strategy had the effect that the explanations usually

became shorter and that the Ee and Es explanations could, and did,

vary in length.

2. A common feature of comparative field studies is their relatively

short duration. It is the exception rather than the rule that the

treatments are applied for any considerable amount of time, for

instance a school term or more. Although this would be desirable

in most cases, practical and monetary considerations usually

restrict the researcher's actions. As was mentioned earlier, GUME

1-3 consisted of 6 lessons, which was what the resources permitted

at that time. The present study, GUME 4, consisted of 12 lessons,

administered during one month. Although this may still be considered

a relatively small amount of time for a treatment to show its

potential, there should be reasonable probability for true differences

to appear. Besides, even an experiment consisting of as few as 12

"canned" lessons, or rather 12 per method, i.e. 3 x 12 lessons,

as was the case in GUME 4, takes a considerable time to prepare

and administer.

3. In GUME 1-3 the three part projects concentrated on one syntactic

structure each. In GUME 4 it was thought desirable to expose the

students to a somewhat wider range of grammatical structures or

problems, thereby creating greater variety and, hopefully, higher

motivation, and also increasing the probability of detecting method

differences. The particular grammatical items chosen will be presented

in due course.

4. The GUME 1-3 experiments were performed in grade 7, i.e. the first

grade of the Upper stage of the Swedish comprehensive school, where

the pupils take two separate courses in English. The preient study

was carried out in grade 6. One reason for moving to grade 6 is the

fact that there the pupils take a number of standardized achieve-

ment tests in English, which might be used for the purpose of

treatment group comparisons and description of the experimental

population. Another not unimportant advantage of performing the study
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in grade 6 is the class-teacher system prevalent there, which means

that practical problems (disturbances in research schedule because

of unforeseen circumstances, etc.) can be more easily solved than in

classes at the Upper stage where a number of teachers will bi

affected by such changes.

5. In GUME 1-3 assistants administered the lessons, i.e. their sole

function was to start the tape and hand out the booklets containing

the lesson material. Observation of classroom activities revealed,

however, that in some classes the pupils did not take a very active

part in the oral drills. The assistants were instructed not to

interfere in the teaching procedure; thus nothing prevented the

pupils from being inactive. Although the idea behind using "canned"

lessons is to control the teacher factor, it was judged preferable

in GUME 4 to let the live teacher control pupil activities with

respect to oral drills. Thus the teachers were instructed to

activate the pupils' repeating after the tape and to indicate, by

pointing, etc., which of the pupils should answer a question. This

participation by the teachers was thus intended as a check on pupil

activities and should, if carried out according to instructions,

be almost identical among the teachers. However, variation in

teacher behaviour should be taken into account as a possible source

of error in the experiment.

The above modifications, compared with earlier research within the

GUME project, are all aimed at increasing the internal as well as the

external validity of the experiment. Thus in GUME 4 (as opposed to

GUME 1-3):

1. "Optimal" explanations are used

2. The duration of the experiment is doubled

3. More grammatical structures are taught

4. The study is carried out in grade 6

5. The ordinary teacher administers the "canned" lessons.



Total GUME Activities.

So far the reader has become acquainted with the three first part projects,

GUME 1-3. As has been shown, the results generated some hypotheses

about new directions for further research to take. In the case of the

present study, GUME 4, the revised research strategy has been presented

in the preceding section. However, two more part projects, GUME 5 and

GUME 6, were started during 1970 in order to provide further knowledge

within the field of foreign language teaching. The two part projects

will be presented in forthcoming reports (GUME 5 in January, 1971, and

GUME 6 in April/May, 1971). The following brief discussion of the two

studies is intended to complete the picture of the total GUME activities.

GUME 5 was carried out simultaneously with the present study though

in grade 8. It is a direct continuation of GUME 3 as far as lesson

content is concerned. The passive voice is the syntactic structure

taught and the same pedagogical expert is responsible for the production

of teaching materials. The pupils in grade 8 take two separate courses

in English. One and the same teaching program was used in both courses.

Finding out how this functioned has become even more interesting after

the introduction of the new Curriculum for Swedish Schools (Lgr 69)

which states that the same objectives should apply to both courses.

GUME 6 is undertaken at the adult level. The strategy adopted in this

case is to compare two methods only, one of an audiolingual kind with

numerous structure drills and no explanations, and one with very few

drills but with explanations in the source language. The two methods

are intentionally made more distinct than for instance Im vs. Ee/Es

in the earlier GUME experiments. Fig. 1 gives a survey of the GUME

studies, performed as well as planned. At one point a clarification

is necessary; the figures 1, 2 and 3, appearing in two positions,

indicate that the achievement tests used in GUME 1, 2 and 3 respectively

were administered in control classes at the beginning and the end of the

school year. The purpose was to find out to what extent the structures

taught during the GUME experiments are actually learnt in a school

year without the teachers' paying special attention to those structures.

Progress in the control classes will be commented on in the present

report (p. 118 ff).
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THE PENNSYLVANIA PROJECT CONTINUED

The largest undertaking in recent years in the field of educational

research concerning the teaching of foreign languages is the

Pennsylvania study. The GUME project is a similar enterprise although

on a much more modest scale, smaller in scope and personnel. We have

studied the Pennsylvania reports carefully and tried to learn both

from those parts of the design and evaluation which are worthy of

imitation, and from the mistakes and shortcomings. In an earlier report

(Levin, 1969, p. 6 ff) we gave a commented outline of the study,

including what had been reported by September, 1969. The debate in

USA has been lively, and since much of the criticism leielled at the

Pennsylvania Project might be directed at us, we have considered it

worth-while to give a fairly extensive survey of this debate and its

main arguments. This might seem to be somewhat outside the scope of

the present report, but the survey has been written with the direct

bearing on the GUMS project of the debate in view, even if this is not

explicitly pointed out more than once or twice.

When the outline of the Pennsylvania Project, given in the synopsis

of the earlier GUME studies (Levin, 1969, p. 6 ff) was written,the

results of the two first years* studies (as reported in Smith-Berger,

1968, and Smith-Baranyi, 1968) were available. As a matter of fact, a

preliminary report on the third year follow-up was also at hand;

however, we then abstained from commenting on more than levels I and

II, i.e. the first two years of investigation. Since that time a

supplementary report (Smith, 1969a),covering the third and fourth

year results as well as complementary statistical treatment of level I

and II data, has become available. Various members of the GONE project

tave also had the privilege of personally obtaining any information

desired from Dr Philip Smith, Jr., the project coordinator.

The reader is referred to the above mentioned synopsis for an

outline of the Pennsylvania project, its objectives, research design,

etc. (Of course we agree with those reviewers of the Pennsylvania

project who recommend interested raders to consult the full reports.

Any brief critique fails to do justice to the full scope of the

findings).The following sketch is for the benefit of readers not

acquainted with the Pennsylvania project.
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The main purposes were to investigate which of three foreign language

strategies was most effective and to determine whW1 of three language

laboratory systems was best suited, economically and instructionally,

to the development of pronunciation and structural accuracy. The

three teaching methods compared were the Traditional Method (TIM),

the Functional Skills Method (FSM), and the Functional Skills ¢ Grammar

Method (FSG); the three laboratory systems compared were Tape Recorder

only (TR), the Audio-Active system (AA), and the Audio-Active-Record

system (AAR). The intact school class was the experimental unit.

Class assignment was random only across the two functional skills

methods (in the case of TU4 only teachers who had expressed a pre-

ference for that method were assigned to it). The original (= first

year's) population consisted of 104 school classes (61 French, 43

German) from nearly as many schools, representing a great geographical

variation within the state of Pennsylvania. Of the original 104 classes,

61 remained throughout the second year. After two years, the main

finding, obviously not expected by the profession, was that no sig-

nificant differences existed among strategies on all skills except

reading (nisi>) as measured by contemporary tests. Nor did the

language laboratory of any type, used twice weekly, have any dis-

cernible effect on achievement. The criticism that we ventured to pass

in our previous report on the research performed thus, far (levels I

and II) may be summarized thus:

1. The non-random assignment of classes to treatments (in the case

of 11M) is a potential source of error in that teacher preference

may reflect belief in that strategy, which will breed more

enthusiasm for the work and hence increase the chances of better

results.

2. The two "Functional Skills" methods do not seem to be very

distinct;. considering the diffuse difference between FSM and

FSG one might suspect that the experiment is, in reality, a

comparison between one traditional and one audio-lingual method.

3. No special course material was constructed. The project staff

chose five French and four German textbooks out of the twenty-

seven which are commonly used and decided which were to be used

in each method. Most teachers were thus left with a limited choice.

No maximum pensum to be read was established; the different

classes could (and did!) cover different amounts of text. Thus
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text materials chosen as well as rate of progress in ,oe 'Jxt-

books are possible sources of variation. (As a matter or fact,

during the first year, TLM classes covered almost three times as

much text as did the FS classes.)

4. An outdated version of the MLA Cooperative Tests (1939-41),

apparently favouring TLM classes, was used in on phase of the

study.

(A Swedish reader should be aware that the experimental population,

compared to Swedish circumstances, was a very select group since only

11 -20 % take a foreign language in Pennsylvania; thus even the "low

IQ group" would be part of the upper IQ third of the GURE population.)

In the final report (Smith, 1969a)it becomes evident (p. 23) that

too few French students remained in the Traditional experimental

treatment after three years for meaningful comparisons to be made with

Functional Skills classes. The third year summary reads (p. 41):

"A sufficient number of German students remained available to the projei

staff through Level III to support the conclusions drawn after Levels

I and II: 'Traditional' students equaled or significantly exceeded the

achievement of 'Functional Skills' students on the MLA Cooperative

Classroom Listening and Reading Tests". It should be mentioned that two

more conclusions were forwarded, one concerning correlations between

measures of teacher proficiency and school class achievement, and one

concerning student opinion measures; however, our concern here is with

the main results.

Complete data extending over a full four-year period wt.s obtained

on 92 students, 72 German and 20 French, i.e. 2 % of the original

population. The German students were quite evenly distributed among

the three strategies: TLM: 27, FSM: 24, FSG: 21. This sample permitted

the computation of an analysis of covariance using the pre-experimental

Modern Language Aptitude Test as a covariate. For the French students

no such investigation of main effects was possible. The fourth year

summary reads as follows (p. 44): "Level 1Y results support earlier

findings that there is no advantage favoring Functional Skills classes

in performance on tests designed to measure functional skills. IQ seems

to be the best predictor of long-range student foreign language

achievement within the secondary school setting'. The final report also

contains additional information and analyses of the first and second

years of study and, most interestingly, a "Condensation of Discussion

Conference Proceedings".
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The following section is a review of reviews; in the case of the

Pennsylvania study, the results of which stirred up emotions and

initiated a lot of reviews, this may be a contribution in its own

right.

The reviews we shall comment on here are Carroll's (1969) and

Wiley's (1969) in the December issue of Foreign Laquage Annat4,1969,

and various articles in the now famous October issue of the Modun

Language jxanat, 1969.

In our own review in the previous report (Levin, 1969, p. 6) we

stated that the Pennsylvania project would probably become a classic,

considering the investment in people and money. Dr. Philip Smith Jr.

gives the following factual information on the scope of the investiga-

tion (1969c, p. 2): "four thousand two hundred students in one

hundred and thirty-two classes representing an investment of three

hundred and fifty thousand dollars and over a thousand pages of written

materials , .% " Similarly, Carroll says (p. 214): "The

Pennsylvania Foreign Language Research Project will undoubtedly go

down in the annals of foreign language teaching research as one of the

classics. In size, scope, carefulness of experimental design, and

importance of results it is unmatched by any previous study of its kind.

It has already attracted wide attention because of the apparent

discrepancy between its findings and the outcomes that current

thinking about foreign language teaching might have led one to expect

or to hope for". As the last sentence indicates Carroll is obviously

assuming that the profession at large would expect results favouring

the audio-lingual methods rather than the traditional. Carroll, although

professing that he does notintend to choose sides in the debate, admits

his adn bias towards a "cognitive code-learning" approach, which un-

doubtedly has more in common with the TLM than the other two methods

in the Pennsylvania study, Perhaps it is this inclination that causes

him to take the results, at least to some extent, at their face value

(p. 214): "In brief, It (the study) seems to tell us that the 'audio-

lingualsemphasis of current FL teaching philosophy is in some way

misguided".

Carroll is almost laudatory with respect to the experimental design

of the study. "In fact, it is one of the few large-scale studies that

has well ubserved the canons of scientific educational research* (p. 215).

This is in agreement with Wiley who states (p. 211): "(In spite of
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these criticisms) the design and its implementation were excellent

in comparison to other evaluation studies in that no attempt at

random assignment of relevant units to treatments is usually made".

The following quotation is intended to illustrate the inconsistencf

between different reviews by qualified researchers (Aleamoni & Spencer,

1959, p. 421): "The study appears to fall more into the category of an

ex post tiacto research design while professing to be an experimental

design. The ex past 6acto research design does not allow testing for

treatment effects but, instead, only permits comparisons between groups,

etc., on common variables. In the case of the Pennsylvania Project,

data could be collected under this model to determine differences of

student achievement in existing but varying classroom conditions,

but the aesutts would not indicate what, any, e46ect the ctasalcoom

conditions had on Atudent achievement" (italics ours). If this

critique were valid, and our own belief is that it is not, the results

of the study would be highly suspect.

To return to Carroll, he makes the observation (p. 235) that "the

'Traditional' method used in the study was apparently, in most cases,

a 'traditional-modified' method which exposed the student to a

considerable amount of spoken language (cf p.30 below). The most

misleading thing about the publicity that has attended the study is

the use of the word 'traditional', which will be interpreted by the

casual reader as meaning a form of FL instruction that may have been

prevalent forty years ago but that hardly has a place in to-day's

schools*. It is unfortunate that the observation scales used for

describing classroom activities were Innstructed so as not to make

control of adherence to method by teachers possible (a fact which has

been pointed out by several reviewers); as Carroll observes, TLM

students obviously used oral language more than they were supposed to

(218). If this observation by Carroll is correct, and similarly, if

our own statement concerning the diffuse differences between FSM and

FSG is correct,then, which Wtkt the methods being compared in the

Pennsylvania project? If we have stressed this point strongly here,

it is because we have become aware, during the course of our own work,

of the difficulty of keeping the methods distinct (though this must be

far more easy in the case of "canned* materials).
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Some of the criticisms that Carroll passes on the study are:

Too few classes remain in some of the strategy-system cells for

statistical inferences to be made.

The text used, rather than the method, may explain some of the

main effects (in Carroll's teminology, the text is a "stowaway

variable").

Control of vocabulary load should have been made in the case of

the criterion tests.

Sampling of classes was not strictly random.

Some selectivity in the reporting of data can be noticed. ("As this

critique demonstrates, the readers of a statistical report sometimes

find it necessary to refer to data that the investigators may not

think worth reporting", p. 221).

No rationale was given for the choice of covariates.

No two-way analyses of variance were made in order to investigate

interaction between strategy and ability.

The tests of "teacher proficiency" were in no sense intended to

measure actual ability to teach a Okeign Language; apart from the

misleading term, Carroll criticizes the statistical treatment of

"teacher data" for being incomplete.

Our review of Carroll's review has been severely selective in that we

have hardly made justice to his fundamentally positive attitude to the

research completed by the Pennsylvania project staff. Our negative

bias has had one aim: to provide the reader and ourselves with a

"check-list" when contemplating the present report.

A final quotation from Carroll's review (p. 234): "I do believe

that the findings of the study with regard to teaching strategies

and laboratory systems are sufficiently solid and replicable to prompt

us to rethink methods and objectives in foreign language teaching".

Wiley's review concentrates on the design and the statistical

treatment of the results. The most serious defect in the design, accord-

ing to Wiley, is the non-random assignment of classes to treatments. He

points out that the average IQ in schools which had a language

laboratory might be different from the IQ In schools without these

facilities; thus wawa Ok dance of a language laboratory might be

associated with background variables. Because of this possibility it
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is unfortunate that no analyses of Pre-test data are reported so that

this suggestion could be investigated. "The analysis of covariance may

not help in this case since it is sensible to non-random assignment in

the presence of fallible covariates as well as to nonlinear regression,

where there are large initial differences in the groups" (p. 211).

Some other points made by Wiley are: The multivariate test statistics

and their associated probability levels are not used. The adjusted

means are not reported for the analyses of covariance. Tests of

homogeneity of regression do not precede the analyses of covariance.

However, Wiley inclines towards the positive and mentions a number

of commendable features of the study, among them " the monitoring

of the treatment effects which allowed rather more precise definition

of the various strategy-laboratory combinations. This is especially

useful for those who wish to base decisions on the study" (pp 211 - 212).

It is noteworthy that this point, like so many others, has been quite

differently commented on by competent reviewers.

In the October issue, 1969, of the ModeAn Languege Joultnat, the

Pennsylvania project was fiercely criticized in a number of articles.

Some of them were very negative in tone, and one wonders whether the

authors had an axe to grind. Anyway, there is reason to believe that

at least some objectivity was sacrificed in the heat of argument. We

shall be brief in our comments.

Hocking, concentrating on the comparisons between laboratory

systems, seems to be accusing the project staff of sabotage as far as

the language laboratory side was concerned. Hocking seems to advocate

more restricted projects than the Pennsylvania study which he thinks

involved too many inponderables and uncontrolled variables. However,

true this may be, a strong need was obviously felt in the mid-1960's

that a study of this dimension should be undertaken.

Clark's main criticisms (p. 388 ff) include: nonrardom assignment

of classes to methods, no clear distinction between methods, faulty

scales for controlling teacher adherence to strategy; all these items

have appeared above. However, Clark's argument on p. 394 has a strong

resemblance with our own discussion of "Hypothetical Treatment Effects"

(see p. 22 below):1Within the Pennsylvania Project, the most polterful

demonstration of superior pedagogical efficiency for one or another of

the throe teaching methods would have been for that method to satisfy

all of the following conditions: 1) to prove superior for both the
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French and German groups rather than for a single group; 2) to show

superiority on all three measurement occasions (first- and second-year

tests for the original group; first year test for the replication

group); 3) to show similar results for closely related tests, as

within a single skill area; and '4) to prove superior to both of the

other two methods, rather than to only one of these methods. To the

extent that these outcomes are not reflected in project results, it

becomes necessary to introduce explanatory hypotheses which may become

so diverse and complex as to reduce considerably the possibility of

identifying a single fa:tor - such as inherent superiority of a par-

ticular teaching method - which would account for the observed results".

Clark contends that the only safe generalization that can be made for

the results of the study is that the majority of comparisons show non-

significant differences among the teaching methods. However, he does not

accept this as evidence of the pedagogical equivalence of the methods

but considers the possibility that true differences may have been

concealed by uncontrolled factors.

Otto's review (p. 411 ff) is primarily focused on the area of

teacher activities within the project. He contends that the MLA

Proficiency Tests do not measure redagogical proficiency, that several

teachers were assigned to teaching strategies against their preference,

that assignments were not based on effective screening techniques

(which would have helped the project personnel co determine if the

teachers had the ability add experience to follow a particular

strategy), that the so-called orientation sessions for teachers did not

provide exemplary models of effective teaching behaviours for each

strategy, that the orientation sessions were no work-shop sessions

(which was what was needed), that assistance and supervision was not

sufficiently provided, that the Teacheea Manua was poorly organized.

In short, Otto is strongly negative towards the project, at least those

aspects of it which regard the teachers and the part they played.

Valetta, in her review (p. 396 ff), mentions one feature which most

reviewers have touched on, namely the fact that the complex findings

of the Pennsylvania project have been over-simplified and misinter-

preted in various press releases. Stressing the disservice such jour-

nalism does to both the project personnel and the foreign language

teaching profession as a whole, she urges anyone really interested in

the results to read the full reports.
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One interesting comment by Valette is the following (p. 397):

"(Consequently), the section of the Pennsylvania Project which contrasts

teaching approaches has almost become out-dated before the results have

been disseminated". Her argument is that, in 1969, the distinction

between "traditional" and "audio-lingual" is losing some of its

relevance because the new traditional texts (the "thire generation"

texts, in Valette's terminology), make creative use of dialogues and

pattern drills whereas (the "second generation") audio-lingual texts

give attention to formal grammar. This phenomenon has an obvious

resemblance with "the struggle towards the middle", which was discussed

in our previous report (Levin, 1969, p. 79).

Some of Valette's criticisms of the study are the same as those

discussed above, some may be new: TLM students received more contact

with the spoken language than was intended, the contents of the

Cooperative tests favoured TLM students (TLM students did much more

poorly on this test, however, than one would have anticipated), the

criterion test was too difficult, the student opinion scale is dubious

(an expert on attitude testing ought to have evaluated the instrument),

etc.

Her main point on the use of the language laboratory is that, in the

lab, one tape was played to the entire class; thus the lab was not

used for individualization. " we must distinguish between the

physical installation which we term a language laboratory and the use

we make of that laboratory' (p. 404).

Finally, mention should be made of Valette's proposition that, in

modern languages, criterion-referenced tests should be developed.

According to her, the Pennsylvania project had specified "expected

levels of proficiency" but had no tests available to assess whether

the pupils reached those levels.

The last review in the "October issue, 1969" that we shall comment

on is that of Aleamoni and Spencer (p. 421 ff), who are very critical:

"In general, the objectives of the study are stated more broadly than

the study seems capable of handling; and it covers areas so diverse

that it would be difficult for any study to accomplish them" (422).

The authors criticize the project for being unwieldy and

unmanageable.

Furthermore, the project staff is accused of being subjective and

biassed in planning the study: "Many of the statements i the early
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pages of the reports are statements of belief, opinion, or attitude,

which set the stage for the research design. These statements appear

in the reports without evidence or documentation " (p. 423). Some of

the more specific criticisms concern the (alleged) misuse of the

interest, attitude, motivation and teacher factor scales, the decision

not to include students for whom complete data were not awilable, use

of the same test as both a covariate and a criterion when the covariate

had been subject to the effects of the treatment, etc. Of all the

recommendations to the teaching profession, forwarded by the project

staff at the end of the reports, none seem to escape Aleamoni's and

Spencer's criticism.

Later on Dr. Smith wrote a reply to the October, 1969, Modem

Language Jourtnat (Smith, 1969 c). When he states that "Some reactions

have been of the highest professional quality, some reflect simply a

lack of understanding, others smack of panic" (p. 3), he refers to all

reviews until that date. Concerning the specific MLJ review :lel

contends that they "often present a distorted view of the l'ennsylvania

Studies in that they suffer from (1) a narrow add insulated viewpoint;

(2) overt hindsight; (3) personal interpretation; (4) inconsistency;

and (5) obvious oversight. This is tragic, especially in that the

Modenn Language Jounnat attempts to be a responsible professional

journal but will not protect its contributors nor its readers from

obvious oversight, choosing to let errors stand as definitive state-

ments of the research" (pp.5 -6). For some reason, the reviewers had

had no contact with the project staff, which might have led to a

correction of errors - if there were such - or at least to a relaxed

atmosphere, more advantageous to scientific cooperation.

Dr. Smith points at a number of issues where the reviewers have

different, not to say opposed, opinions. However, we shall not discuss

his counter-arguments here, nor try to pass any kind of value judgment

on them. It seems a dilicult task to make a reliable and comprehensive

evaluation of the Pennsylvania project in all its complexity. At any

rate, the contrasting views of competent researchers on various aspects

of the project, is one indication of this.

Whatever significance the project results will have in the long run,

the following statement may be made with confidence: being contrary to

the expectations of many foreign language teachers, the project results

have initiated a debate that will in turn initiate wholesome rethinking

on various aspects of foreign language teaching methodology.
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EXPERIMENTATION IN A FIELD SETTING -

SOME REFLFXIONS

Comparative Experiments - Pros and Cons.

The present study is a case of variable-manipulating, cmparative

experimentation in a field setting. Since the general value of such

research has occasionally been questioned, a comment may be

appropriate.

A classic in this debate is Scriven's (1968) article, where the

principles of formative and summative evaluation are introduced and,

which is of greater interest here, where Cronbach°s (1963) "despair

over comparative studies" is optimistically contradicted. "If we have

really satisfied ourselves that we are using good tests of the main

criterion variable (and we surely can manage that, with care) then to

discover parity of performance La to have discovered something extremely

informative. 'No difference' is not 'no,knowledge'" (Striven, p. 67).

Scriven apparently holds the view that the comparative field study

has a definite (though by no means unlimited) place in evaluation.

A representative of the negative attitude towards field experimen-

tation is Grittner (1968) who, when commenting on the bulk of studies

presented by Stephens (1967), concludes: "In short, half a century

of such 'research' has told us almost nothing about the relative

superiority of one educational strategy over another!"(Examples of the

areas which Stephens reported on are the following: large vs. small

schools; large vs. small class size; accredited vs. non-accredited

teachers; progressive vs. traditional education; live teachers vs. TV;

lecture method vs. discussion method; team teaching vs. traditional

teaching; and homogeneous vs. heterogeneous grouping of students).

"Tables showing standard deviations, covariance, F-ratios and the like

are very impressive; however, if the ultimate result of such studies

is that they cancel one another out, perhaps we should ask for a cease

fire while we search for a more productive means of investigation"

(P. 7).

Wiley (1969) makes a distinction between conclusion- and decision-

oriented research. The former is performed so that the investigator may

drew conclusions about the phenomgnon he is studying. Conclusions,
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however, are tentative by nature and may be modified as more evidence

is accumulated. Decision-oriented research, on the other hand, is

performed to gather evidence which will be used for generating decisions

about actions to be taken. Wiley gives the exatrole of a school super-

intendent who cannot wait for twenty-five years of accumulated evidence

before deciding whether to purchase a language laboratory. If he does

so, he will really have decided against it (p. 209). Wiley further

argues that the concern for the quality of evidence must be greater

in the case of decision-oriented research; decision-makers cannot wait

for ambiguities to be clarified by subsequent investigations. Under

these circumstances, the methodology of research becomes extraolidinari-

ly important.

The point that we want to make here is that Wiley seems to come

rather close to the traditional design proposed by Campbell and Stanley

(in Gage, 1963) when suggesting proper evaluation methodology. The

main difference seems to be Wiley's greater concern with the criterion

tests to be used in program evaluation ("It is not individuals among

whom we wish to discriminate; rather it is programs", p. 208). His

philosophy of evaluation thus seems to be quite similar to Scriven's.

In spite of the difficulty of constructing reliable evaluation instru-

ments, Wiley seems to be in favour of experimentation in school

settings.

Stanley (1970) regrets the present state of affairs in educational

research, which, according to her, is characterized by the paucity

of controlled experimentation. "Apparently there is more lack of

intent, money and technical resources than of available, applicable

methodology. Those critics of experimentation for evaluation who say

that controlled, variable-manipulating experimentation may be splendi

for stands of alfalfa and weights of pigs but inapplicable to educatio

do not adequately appreciate the generality of Fisherian and neo-

Fisherian methods. ....Inflexibility is more in the minds of planr

researchers, and critics than in the methodology itself. Of course,

there is no royal road to new knowledge; it is not easy to experiment

with human beings, whether they are medical patients or school pupil,

In my opinion, however, controlled experimentation and some quasi-

experimental designs are important methodological tools of the educa

tion evaluator. Recent attempts to rule experimentation inapplicable

because other methods are also useful seem misguided" (p. 107).
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The survey of opinions for and against experimentation in the natural

school setting might have been made more extensive. For the moment,

however, we shall be content with this list of contrastive views.

Textbook writers in the branch of educational research often present

an almost overwhelming list of difficulties of experimentation but end

up with words of encouragement, urging the student to use experimental

methods whenever they are feasible.

Later in this report we shall return to the question of comparative

studies and their value as a research activity. However, let us conclude

this section by quoting Wiley once more (ibid, p. 210): "In any

research study, especially one conducted in a field setting, it is

impossible to do everythingIright: There are always going to be un-

anticipated contingencies and contingencies which, although antici-

pated, are practically (usually monetarily co` cooperationally)

impossible to avoid. The main goal is to spend the most time, effort,

and money to avoid the most'important'pitfalls to the validity of the

findings and their interpretation. One problem is that the'importance'

or relevance of each pitfall is different for different individuals".

The GUME Project - Some Comments.

In one of the earlier GUME reports (Levin, 1969, p. 27 ff) our first

three studies were discussed in relation to Carroll's chapter

"Research on Teaching Foreign Languages" in Gage's Handbook (Gage,

1963, p. 1060 ff). Here we shall avoid unnecessary repetition; however,

a few points will be made.

In GUME 4, as in the first three projects, we do not have the

advantage of what Carroll calls a natural zero-point in second-language

acquisition. The experimental population consists of pupils in their

third year of English, as compared to the fourth year in the previous

studies. As a matter of fact, the GUME 4 study was performed during

the spring term whereas the earlier studies were performed during the

autumn term (with one exception: GUME 3 in January); thus the real

difference between the studies with respect to general competence was

probably a small one. Although prior knowledge in English is controlled

statistically by analysis of covariance (to the extent that our

Achievement test measures this), it is obvious that the amount of treat-

ment (teaching) must be large for d4 i6enenee4 between the various treat-

ments to appear. We said earlier in this report ( see p. 3 ) that our
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three teaching methods (anr.certain other factors) were modified so as

to increase the probability of revealing true method differences.

However, our strategy of making the three methods "optimal" may have

worked the other way round, thus reducing (artificial) differences

between the methods. The research problem, in a nut,hell, is then:

Should one use radically different treatments, thereby increasing t'ae

chances for a "posivite" outcome but decreasing the external validity

of the findings, or should one construct different but "realistic"

methods that might be used later in school, thereby decreasing the

probability of obtaining "positive" results? Posing the problem in this

manner is perhaps somewhat naive, but it has to be solved, anyway.

In GUME 4 we have decided to pursue the latter course for two main

reasons. Our three methods have the theoretical psychological background

formulated by Carroll (1965, p. 101); they are thus not ad hoc

creations to form contrasts in an experiment. Secondly, the debate on

methods in language teaching in Sweden (see p. 30f below) has created

a kind of polarization which we wanted to shed some light on. We

considered it more worth-while to test realistic methods at the risk

of not obtaining positive results, than to try to get such results and

then be left with the question how to interpret these results and

what use they can be put to.

Another circumstance decreasing the probability of obtaining

positive results is the fact, not particular to GUME but rather general,

that pupils vary in a number of aspects, and that thi4 vatation

tuated az won in the anatyzez. Incidentally Carroll (1969, pp 233-

34), when reviewing the Pennsylvania Study, notes that "another un-

assailable fact arising from the study - and one that carries at least

some surprise - is that etazzez vary enormously in average performance".

Without anticipating our results we may perhaps state that the same

observation was made in the present study; the differences between

the school classes, let alone between the individual pupils, was enor-

mous. Hopefully a good deal of this variation is held constant in the

analyses of covariance, but it would be a false assumption to believe

that all that variation, for instance in Post-test scores.(an indication

of a corresponding variation in general ability, motivation, reading

facilities in the home, day-dreaming tendencies and what not) could

ever be held constant, experimentally or statistically.
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Hypothetical Treatment Effects. x)

The present investigation implies a comparison between three teaching

strategies. No assumptions are made about the superiority of any one

method; to use a different terminology, the null hypothesis is being

tested. Th? experimental design should be such as to make interpreta-

tions of the results as clearcut as possible. Of all the theoretically

possible outcomes, some are more difficult to interpret than others.

In this section we will briefly discuss specific interpretation problems

that my arise.

The three teaching strategies being compared are

Im Ee Es

On the one hand the effect,of explanations is compared with the effect

of non-explanations, on the other one method utilizing the source language

(Swedish) is cumpared with tro methods utilizing the target language

(English). An ideal design for isolating the effects of explanations/

nonexplanations, source language/target language would have to include

an Ws, i.e. Im- Swedish, variant, Powever, since such a method is im-

possible per definition, and, accordingly, could not be included in the

design, the interpretation problems indicated above will arise in

certain cases.

When comparing three strategies, the following main results are

possible:

a) two methods equal and better than the third (3 possibilities)

b) one method better than the two others, they being equal

( 3 possibilities)

c) method X better than method Y better than method 7 (6 possibilities)

d) the three methods equal.

According to a) above, the following three outcomes are possible in

the GUME project:

1. Ee = Es > Im

2. Im = Ee > Es

3. Im = Es > Ee (?)

In case 1. the facilitative learning effect is unequivocally due to

the explanations, in case 2 to the use of English, whereas in case 3 the

result could not be logically explained. The superiority of methods Im

and Es can be accounted for neither by reference to language of

instruction nor by explanations.

x) This section is identical with the one in Levin (1969, p. 29 ff).
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Correspondingly there are three possible outcomes according to b)

above.

4. Im > Ee = Es

5. Es > Ee = Im

6. Ee > Im = Es (?)

In case 4 the non-explanation method is unequivocally better than the

two explanation methods, in case 5 the facilitative effect can be

traced to the use of the source language, whereas in case 6 the out-

come is impossible to interpret. According to c) above, six results,

approximately identical to the six just presented, are theoretically

possible. Our intentation here is only to predict difficulties of

interpretation in general, and we will not discuss interpretation

problems under c) further. Concerning d)(the three methods equal) it

should be remembered that such an outcome does not puve that there

exist no differences between the methods (as is well known it is a

logical impossibility to prove the null hypothesis). One possible

explanation might be that the experiment, as it was planned and

executed, did not succeed in detecting actually existing differences

between the methods.

To sum up:

The experiment makes possible comparisons between three methods of

instruction. Theoretically thirteen different outcomes are possible

Some of them would be impossible to explain, or rather, would arouse

doubts about the experiment, notably the expe-imental control of

the three teaching strategies. We may have good reason for

returning to the interpretation problem in the results section.
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METHODS IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

Introduction

One important aspect in the planning and reporting of a comparative

study like the present one is the exact definition of the different

methods used in the project. Even the Pennsylvania Project, which has

been discussed at some length above, seems to have failed to a certain

extent in this respect as many of its critics point out, among them

Carroll, Clark, and Valette (see pp. 9, 14, 16 above). In the GUME

project three different methods were compared. In studying and

interpreting the results it is important that; the reader has a clear

picture of what is compared, in what respects the methods differed

and which were the points of comparison. As a background to the GUME

methods a short survey will be given of some of the ordinarily used

terms.

Some Well-known Methods.

How many different methods do foreign language teachers have to choose

between and in what respects do they differ and what are their charac-

teristics? These questions are more difficult to answer than one might

think.

Mackey (p. 151), after an historical survey, lists no less than

fifteen different methods and gives short characteristics of them.

Titone (p. 97) uses three main headings, the formal, the functional,

and the integrated approach, and then subdivides the second of these

into five different methods. Carroll (1966, p. 101) has tried to arrange

all competing methods two groups, based on two opposing psycholinguis-

tic theories, the audio-tinguat habit 104mation theory and the cognitive

code-tea/ming theory. Rivers (1968, p. 11) seems to have a similar

classification in mind when she groups the various methods into the

categories actAviata and itounatiAt4.

One ret-n for this seemingly chaotic state of affairs might be that

language teaching is such a many-faceted art. How should vocabulary be

taught? How grammar? In what respects should elementary school English

(as a foreign language) differ from high school and college English? To

what extent can/should/must the linguistic differences between English

and Russian effect methods? Teachers who agree on one point may very well
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described?

Mackey has constructed a "method profile" (see e.g. pp. 317-318),

which however seems fairly difficult to read.

One might simplify matters and arrange methods a'ong a continuum

(see fig. 2), putting an extreme grammar-translation method at one

end and an extreme direct method at the other. It would then probably

functionalists formalists

direct

activists eclecticists

grammar-translation

habit-formation cognitive code-learning
theory theory

Fig. 2

be possible to divide this line into three parts: the two extremes

which differ radically from each other and from most of the in-between

gradations, and the largest part along which the methods used by most

language teachers would in all likelihood be arranged. This corresponds

well to Casey's "Methods Profile" developed in an experiment concerning

the teaching of English in some Finnish schools and being an attempt

at quantification of method (Casey, 1968, p. 6).

Most advocates of a formalist kind of teaching would be somewhere to

the right of the middle, including those who favour translation,

theoretical grammar and a lot of written work. Towards the left would

be activists with the direct method proponents close to the dividing

line (it is probable that the Berlitz method, the well-known American

private school, would be beyond that line at the extreme end), followed

by audio-lingualists like Brooks. At the centre of the line we would

find the eclectic method (Rivers, 1968, p. 21), or perhaps rather the

eclectic methods. It is probably correct to characterize Wilga Rivers as

the most outstanding eclecticist and her two books as the most authori-

tative formulation of this middle-of-the-road method.

The Authorized Curriculum for Swedish Schools.

The official curriculum for all Swedish schools on the compulsory level

(LNroplan fbr grundskolan) sets down both goals and recommended methods

for the teaching of English and the second foreign language (French or
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German). The versions of 1962 and 1969 (Lgr 62 and Lgr 69) differ to

a certain extent, but it would probably be correct to characterize them

both as proponents for an eclectic method even if they represent a

position rather to the left of the middle and with the latest version

(Lgr 69) to the left of the older one.This means that the audio-lingual

kind of structure drill method for teaching grammar is proposed and

that teachers are advised to be restrictive in the use of theoretical

grammatical explanations. Also, a direct method kind of monolingual

method for teaching vocabulary is advocated rather than a translation

method. It does not mean, however, that the teacher is forbidden to use

grammatical terminolcgy or translation when this must be judged the

best method under certain circumstances.

GUME Methods

Within the GUME project we have chosen to use the terms Implicit and

Explicit method rather than any of the accepted terms like direct method

and grammar-translation method. There Are two main reasons for this:

1. The established terms are unclear and filled with connotations, good

or bad as the case may be.

2. The project has not investigated the teaching of English as a foreign

language, not even the teaching of English on a certain level. It has

tried to investigate the teaching otS gummatieat ztkuctuiteo in English

on a certain level. The established terms normally refer to the teaching

of a foreign language in general. In the project we have not investigated

and not expressed any opinions on how vocabulary should be taught, when

the student should be introduced to the written language, etc. The three

methods used in the project and described in some detail below, are thus

not on a par with other names of language teaching methods discussed

above.

It should also be noted at the outset that we have not tried to

investigate methods as different as possible, represented by the extreme

ends of the line in fig. 2 above, but rather methods which are all in

the central part of the continuum and which would all find proponents

among language teachers. They could all be said to fit into the Swedish

curriculum, since this is written in such a way as to allow a wide

variety of methods and procedures to suit different teachers and pupils.

It should also be stressed that our methods are not just ad hoc

creations to make up a nice experimental design with contrasting methods,

but rather they are an attempt at putting the two theories formulated
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by Carroll (1966, p. 101) to the test, one a pure habit formation theory,

the other a cognitive theory, which does not eliminate practice and

which does not necessarily mean a deductive method with rote learning

of rules etc. as some grammar-translation methods would have it. A more

comprehensive description of the three methods will be given in the next

chapter where the lessons are described in some detail. Here we shall try

to give some of the theoretical considerations behind the three

strategies.

Implicit. The implicit method corresponds to Carroll's habit formation

theory, based largely on Skinner's experiments and writings. It is well

in line with a "pure" audio-lingual method as it has been described by,

for example, Nelsoi Brooks (1960, p. 47): "The single paramount fact

about language learning is that it concerns, not problem-solving, but

the formation and performance of habits." Brooks, however, does not

forbid the giving of generalizations after a grammatical structure has

been practised. But "pattern practice" or "structure drill" which

"makes no pretense of being communication" is the corner-stone of this

method. This is also in keeping with the recommendations in LOroplan for

grundskolan, Supplement, Engelska (1969), where it is stressed (pp. 12-14)

that "The learning of grammatical phenomena takes place through

systematic practice", and: the exercise should be presented to the pupils

"in such a way that the pupils understand what the teacher wants them

to do". "The insight into the build-up of the language, which the

pupils are supposed to arrive at, is achieved mainly through systematic

practice". Generalizations should come in late and preferably be for-

mulated by the pupils themselves which proves "that the pupils have

reached insight thnough the exercise". Wilga Rivers (1968, p. 43) points

out that in some materials, especially for junior high schools, "these

generalizations are omitted because it is believed that the very design

of the materials will lead to an inductive apprehension of structural

relationships". This is, according to Rivers (p. 48) typical of the direct

method, where the student "must acquire the meanin7s of words and the

functioning of structural patterns inductively with very few props to

help him", and she feels that this makes it particularly difficult for

the less gifted pupils.

Our Implicit method is thus an inductive method in which the pupil is

left to draw what conclusions he can from drills, very carefully

structured drills, and it is our belief that this method is used in many

classrooms today.
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The Explicit Methods. Both our explicit methor would fall under

Carroll's category Cognitive code-learning theory which stresses the

Intellectual (cognitive) understanding of what one is doing. This is

not an old grammar-translation method since a large part of the time is

taken up by structure drills, the same as in the Irqlicit method.Carroll

pointed out in 1965 (14LJ p. 281) that the audio-lingual approach, no

longer In step with the state of psychological thinking", was "ripe

for a major revision, particularly in the direction of joining with it

some of the better elements of the cognitive code-learning theory". This

mixed method would fairly well correspond to what Rivers (1968, p. 21)

has called the eclectic method: "The true eclecticist, as distinguished

from the drifter who adopts new techniques cumulatively and purpose-

lessly, seeks the balanced development of all four skills at all stages".

This is roughly the kind of technique proposed by Palmer (1921), and

the method recommended by Rivers, a modified audio-lingual approach,

would also fall into this category.

In the Explicit methods the pupils were given generalizations (which

is probably a better term than the one we used, explanations) about

what they were doing in the drills. This is in line with the normal

audio-lingual approach, as Rivers (1968, p. 43) points out. She expresses

the opinion that in drills based on uncomplicated structures the students

can "establish for themselves what the point at issue is, and little or

no explanation is necessary" but with more difficult structures which

form a contrast with the native language "the teacher should make sure

that the students understand what they are expected to learn by the drill"

(p. 82). This is an excellent statement of one of the points at issue

in our project, and what we have tried to do is to establish where to

draw this line.

The Expticit-Engtiat method is so far from being in line with the

traditional approach that it could rather be characterized as a direct

method, which "gave structural explanations as well as exercises in

the language" (Rivers, 1968, p. 84). This is in line with what the Aro-

plan for grundskolan, Supplement, Engelska, p. 14 prescribes: "Every

grammatical rule must (sic:) be formulated with English ai the starting-

point". The writer of these recommendations also knows .hat if "some-any"

are translated "this will give rise to a mixing of them which might be

avoided" if they were practised separately, which will make confusion

"impossible since the two words, in a given context, exclude each other".

This is a point which we wanted to investigate.
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The Explicit -Saved iA method is probably the most widely used. It is

advocated by many teachers and it has been recommended by, for example,

Professor Alvar EllegArd in various newspaper articles (DN 3/1, 8/2 1969,

cf Edwardsson, 1970), with the assumption that new developments in

linguistics and psychology have overruled the tenets behind the "New Key"

movement (i.e. the audio-lingual method in post-world-war-two USA).

The Official Curricula for Swedish Schools (Lbroplan fdr grundskolan)

which does not forbid the giving of explanations or even rules in Swedish

has been understood to do so, and this has given rise to some debate

in which a return in the direction of what might be termed an explicit-

Swedish method has been advocated. Whether this method is best suited

for weak students, as Rivers (1968, p. 85) presupposes, is one of the

main objectives of the project to investigate.

To sum up:

the Implicit method corresponds to a "pure" audio-lingual method

without generalizations,

the Explicit-English method corresponds to an audio-lingual method

with direct - method generalizations in the target language,

the Explicit-Swedish method corresponds to an audio-lingual method

with explanations or generalizations and comparisons with Swedish

structures.

It may L? of interest to compare the GUME methods to those of the

Pennsylvania Project. An attempt at visualizing this is made in fig. 3.

The explicit methods compare roughly to the Functional Skills Grammar

method, an audio-lingual method including grammatical generalizations.

The Explicit-Swedish method is perhaps a little more "traditional" than

the Explicit-English. The "pure" audio-lingual method is called Implicit

and Functional Skills in the two projects respectively. The Implicit is

perhaps a little further to the left than the FSM since in this method

grammar is not totally forbidden (as it was in the Im method);cf Smith-

Berger (1968, p. 21), criteria for FSM: "D. Grammar - 1. Descriptive

rather than prescriptive, 2. Incidental to functional skills being

taught".

As for the position of the Traditional method in the Pennsylvania

study there seems to be some debate. The tertmhas been severely criticized,

and Carroll (1969, p. 219 and pa44im) points out that this method might

have corresponded to his own suggested "Traditional-Modified" because
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of the amount of foreign language used in class, the use of tape-

recorders etc. He also says that "the most misleading thing about the

publicity that has attended the study is the use of the word 'traditio-

nal' (p. 235).

To sum up:

The differences between the methods compared were somewhat larger in

the Pennsylvania study than in GUME, but in neither case were they

as large as is theoretically possible. The methods were all of a

"middle-of-the-road" kind as practised in classrooms throughout the

world today.

Current Debate.

The debate on language teaching problems has been extremely vivid in

Sweden in the last few years. A brief review of some of the discussion

was given in our first report (Lindblad, 1969, pp. 27-28). Quite

recently most of the articles have been brought together and commented

on in a book by Roland Edwardsson, "SprAkdebatten 1969 - 1970"("The

Language Teaching Debate 1969 - 1970").

What is of interest to our project are those arguments which deal

with the teaching of grammar. The "action of the 2000", a long letter

from 2000 teachers in the Swedish 'gymnasium' (sixth form) to the

Minister of Education, demanded the acceptance of grammar books written

in Swedish, making comparisons with and giving rules in the mother

tongue. The method recommended would probably come close to our Es



method. This action concerned pupils aged 16-19, however.

Professor Alvar EllegArd in Gothenburg, the originator and sponsor

of the GUME project, who had started the debate in 1969 by proposing

a re-thinking in methods considering new findings in linguistics and

psycholinguistics and in educational research (mainly the Pennsylvania

Project), started a new debate with an article in June, 1970: "Dfliga

sprikkunskaper 4r direktmetodens fel" ("Bad language proficiency is

the fault of the direct method."). In this article and in the ensuing

debate, primarily with Per-Olof Hensjd, EllegArd suggested a concen-

tration on vocabulary learning at lower levels (in 'grundskolan', the

9-year compulsory comprehensive school, pupils aged 7-16).

He proposed an exclusion of grammar both in the form of

structure drills (as the audio-lingualists would have it) and of

theoretical grammar (as the formalists suggest). This might be an un-

fairness to the brighter pupils, but EllegArd wanted to take this risk

for the sake of the non-streamed comprehensive school and he felt that

these pupils would easily make up for this loss at higher levels, in

'gymnasiet'. The last two articles by Hensjd and EllegSrd were called

"Skall grammatiken kastas ut?" and "Uej, men drilldvningarna" ("Are

we to throw away grammar?" - "Ho, but structure drills"). The end of

this discussion was that Hensjd, who is a defender of the direct method,

stood up in defence of grammar (taught by drilling and not rules, of

course) and linguistic strictness.

Edwardsson, who has criticized what he feels to be an undue loose-

ness in the policy of the National Board of Education, has also

advocated a strictness and demand for correctness in grammatical

matters, and in his comments on the above discussion he sides with

Hensjd. This is an indication of the complexity of the discussion.

Those who are, by newspapers and the public at large, taken to be on

opposite sides in the debate often agree, and vice versa. If the

various arguments were plotted along the continuum introduced in

figures 2 and 3 above (pp.25 and 30), a larger amount of clarification

might be won.

It is in this setting of uncertainty and opposing claims that we have,

in the project, tried to shed some light on the problem of the place of

theoretical grammar in teaching grammatcal phenomena. Re have of course

made all possible effort not to favour any of tne methods used in the

project. The lessons we made flare the nest we could produce within the

framework of the study.
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The teaching phase of the project consisted of 12 40-minute lessons.

Three lessons were given every week, and the project thus took four

weeks, exclusive of testing time. All lessons were pre-recorded and

had an actual running time between 32 and 38 minutes. Twelve booklets

of 7-9 pages, one for each lesson, were prepared. They contained reading

texts, tables and other background material for drills, pictures and

written exercises. The teachers handed out the booklets and started

the tape-recorder, and then their sole - but important - function was

to supervise the pupils and see to it that they worked properly.

Especially in connection with the oral drills the teachers had to make

the pupils answer; they indicated individual students who were supposed

to answer and activited the pupils in repeating after the tape. The

teachers were not supposed to give any help of a linguistic kind.

In preparing the material, we always made the implicit lessons first.

They were the backbone of all lessons. Then all explanations for the

explicit groups were written and timed, and finally certain exercises

or parts of exercises in the implicit lessons were replaced by these

explanations. Great attention was paid to the length of the lessons so

that all three methods should get exactly the same amount of teaching

time. The final figures for this are given in table 1.

Contents

The following grammatical phenomena were practised: the s-form of the

verb in the third person singular present (he gets up late); the present

and past continuous tenses in contrast to the simple present and past

(he is playing the piano - he plays the violin, she was reading when

he came in); preposition followed by an ing-form of the verb (he is good

at dancing); the position of adverbs of time (he is always late, he

always comes home late); the some-any dichotomy, including something,

somebody, anything, anybody; the docoostruction in questions and

negative sentences, both in the present and the past tenses, and in all

persons (does he like tea? - yes, he likes tea very much etc.); and

finally the regular past tense in -ed (he walked home).
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Table 1. Total Running Time of the Twelve Lessons in the Three

Methods.

Lesson

Minutes per lesson

Im Ee Es

1 37 37 38

2 37 38 37

3 36.5 36 37

4 37 36.5 37.5

5 36.5 36 35.5

6 35.5 36 36.5

7 31.5 32 31.5

8 32 32.5 32

9 36.5 36.5 36

10 36 36 36

11 36.5 36.5 36

12 32 32 32.5

Total 424 425 425.5

Ee and Es had almost the same tottl running time, Im had 1 minute

less than Ee and 1.5 less than Es.

The distribution of these various grammatical points is shown in

table 2 , where we indicate in which lessons these things were actually

practised (not just occurred).

An attempt was made to vary the lessons as much as possible. Many

different activities alternated: listening, oral drills with different

stimuli, written exercises and reading. All four language skills

(listening, speaking, reading, weitirg) were practised, but the main

objective was the learning of the abovementioned grammatical structures

and the pupils' ability to use them; listening and reading, the passive
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Table 2 . Grammatical Structures and When They Were Practised.

Structures Lessons

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

the s-form

present continuous

past continuous

prep + ing-form

adverbs of time

x

x

x

x

x

x

x x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

some-any

do-questions x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x x x x x

x

x

does-questions

don't

doesn't

did-questions

past tense

x x x x x x x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

skills, were thus of secondary importance and in speaking no kind of

pronunciation control was introduced, and vocabulary learning did not

occur except incidentally. Although the lessons outwardly resembled

ordinary lessons in that they were varied and included practice in all

four skills, they differed in that the goal was more limited; compare

p.26 above where reasons for the new names for our three methods are

discussed.

One Lesson Described

It would take up too much space to describe ell twelve lessons in detail.

Only by listening to the tapei with the pupil booklets in front of

himself, can one get a full picture of what the lessons were like. As an

example, one lesson, lesson 7, will be described here in some detail.

First the pupils listened to chapter 3 of a story which continued

through five lessons and which contained a large number of examples of

'some' and 'any' and their compounds. The pupils had the text, one page,
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in front of them. A few questions were then asked on the text and the

answers, most of which contained examples of 'some' or 'any' were given;

the pupils were just listening. This first part, during which the

pupils were silent (but hopefully not completely passive!) took just

over 4 minutes.

Then the pupils were asked to turn to page 2 (see fig. 4 fo a

diminished copy of it). This is a mechanical drill of 'not anything' in

the sense of 'nothing'. First the pupils listened to the whole dialogue

and then they were asked to take over Bill's part. Normally drills

of this kind were made as 4-phase: Tom's sentence is the stimulus, one

pupil speaks Bill's part (the teacher points to a pupil who answers),

the tape gives the right sentence, and then the whole class repeats

this. Working with this page took about three minutes.

After this they were allowed to relax while they listened to a

song, the text of which was given on page 3 of their booklets.

On page 4 the pupils practised 'any' in questions in a written drill.

After a short introduction in Swedish they were given 4.5 minutes to

write in. The teacher had an overhead copy of the page with the correct

phrases in it. He put this on the overhead projector after 2 minutes,

so that the pupils could correct what they had written as they got

ready. The weakest pupils who might not have known what to write could

copy the correct phrases, but experience showed that very few did that.

When one minute remained soft piano music was played on the tape to

warn the pupils that it was time to start correcting what they had

written. Not all of them had time to write everything.

Next the pupils looked up the pictures on page 5 (see fig. 4 ). In

all these pictures there is somebody doing something at the moment, but

there is also something to indicate that at other times he or she does

something else, e.g. in number 1 John is playing the piano, but on the

wall is his guitar: He plays the guitar very well". This is meant to

practise the meaning of the simple present and the present continuous.

First the pupils listened while the voices on the tape spoke about

the pictures, next they were asked to repeat after the tape, and then

they answered quastions,like "Does John play the guitar?", "Is he

playing the guitar now?", "What is he playing?": for Swedish pupils,

in whose language the difference between the simple and continuous tenses

does not exist, the difference in meaning poses a greater problem than

the forms. This exercise took a little over 12 minutes in all.
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Finally they had pictures 4, 7 and 9 reproduced on page 6 in their

booklets and were asked to write down answers to questions similar to

those that they had answered orally before. They had 4 minutes to do

this. They had an overhead key and music to warn them that time was op

just as in the previous written exercise.

The total running time of this lessons was 31.5 minutes; this happens

to be the shortest lesson of all.

Explicit Lessons

The comments given in the explicit groups were sometimes very short,

like "When you write this, remember to have the 's' after 'he', but

not after 'I' and not after 'they'", sometimes very long, taking 4 or

5 minutes. In the latter case they were combined with written or oral

practice, they were not just long lectures on theoretical grammar but

rather commented drills where the pupil was "taken by the hand".

No pre-determined fixed time of explanations per lesson existed, as

it did in our previous experiments (the exact time for the explanations

is given in table 3 ). The explanations were meant to be "optimal",

simply defined as the best we could produce for our purposes and taking

as long as they had to. The explanations in Ee and Es were of almost

equal length, however, even though this was not a fixed condition.

There were between two and eight explanations in each lesson.

In GUHE 1 and 2, as a contrast, we tried to work with a stricter,

theoretical plan: the explanations there took up about 30 % of the time,

consisting of three 3-minute comments per lesson (which sometimes led

to an unnatural "stuffing"), and the formulation of the explanations

had to follow a strict pre-determined plan: in GUMS 1 a kind of

transformational approach was attempted, in GUM( 2 we kept to a strongly

semantical kind of explanation, making very little of the various

structural surroundings of dome -any in (;;;HE 4 we used all kinds of

explanations, whether they should be termed traditional, structural or

transformational.

The most COMO procedure in GUNS 4 was to have a short introduction

either in the form of a few examples that the pupils just listened to,

or in the form of a short drill, then came the explanation, and after

that followed the main body of the drill. This seems to be slightly

different from the common audio-lingual practice: N(the) generalization

sets out in organized form what he ha4 been doing in the drill" (Rivers,



Table 3: Exact Times for Explanations in the E Groups

Lesson Ee Es I Lesson Ee Es I Lesson Ee Es
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1

Total

2

Total

3

Total

..111.111

4

Total

1'02" 1'17" 5 50" 51" 10 48" 45"

2'20" 2'35" 4'30" 4'17" 2'00" 1'56"

57" 53" 50" 52" 2'10" 1'57"

23" 34" 2'47" 2'13" 1 53" 2'08"

35" 38" 32" 32" 32" 46"

1.00" 1'05" Total 9'29" 8'45" 50" 55"

6'17" 7'02"
6 1'28" 1'53"

Total 8'13" 8'27"

26" 26" 26" 25" 11 1'30" 1'52"

1'17" 1'20" 25" 31" 34" 44"

31" 42" 54" 56" 2'05" 1118"

15" 10" Total 3'13" 3'45" 44" 56"

37" 42"
7 25" 26"

1'02" 45"

1'08" 44"
39" 42"

Total 5'55" 5'35"

1'20" 36"
3'13" 3'05" 12 25" 25"

40" 35"
42" 21" 1'24" 1'54"

6'14" 5'15"
Total 4'59" 4'37" 43" 38"

10" 10"
0 1'33"

.11

1'41"
17" 22"

1'10" 2'15"
4'27" 4'01"

20" 16"

7'20" 6'55"
Total 6'00" 5'42"

25" 19"

1'25" 1'50" Tots1 3'34" 3'54"

9 48" 53"

1'37" 1'20"
1'02" 39"

11'42" 12'30"
19" 18"

3'06" 3'04"
2'47" 2'32"

2'27" 2'37"
2'06" 2'25"

17" 24"
59" 52"

1'27" 1'20"
Total 8'01" 7'39"

2'03" 2'37"

2'12" 2'38" GRAND TOTAL 85'09" 85'51"

11'32" 12'40"
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Comments on table 3

The explanations used in the explicit groups were meant to
be "optimal" which simply meant that they were not going to
be limited by theoretical considerations as to length or
wording or by grammatical theories. When it was deemed
necessary to insert an explanation, this was done, and the
best wording we could produce was resorted to. Only one
limitation was introduced in Ee and Es; there was al equal
number of explanations coming in at the same point in the
programmes. They were not translations of each other and
they were not always of equal length, but there is exactly
the same number of explanations. The Swedish explanations
are often somewhat longer than the English ones since com-
parisons with Swedish were added to the comments on English
usage, but this often does not show up in recording time
since in giving the Swedish explanation we could often speak
faster.

As can be seen from table 3 the individual explanations
varied up to almost 50 % even though normally they are
fairly close to each other in length. The difference in
total time per lesson varied up to more than 15 % (in lesson
2), but as the table shows they add up over the total project
period of 12 lessons to within 40 seconds of each other. This
is partly due to pure chance, since the amount of explana-
tions included was not pre-determined.

The number of explanations per lesson varied a lot: in
lesson 8 there were only two explanations, in lesson 2
there were eight. In lesson 12 there were six explanations,
all of them short: in this lesson no new stuff was introduced,
and these explanations are all of the "reminder" kind.

..

1968, p. 43, italics ours). The Authorized Swedish Curriculum (Supplement

Engelskal p. 14) also recomends that generalizations - if they are to

be given or formulated at all - should come in at the end as a confir-

mation. This might be a point worth investigating as Smith-Baranyi

(p. l'i3) point out, but it was not part of the present project, and

we put in explanations at what was felt to be the best possible points.

The same structure was explained or commented on more than once, of

course. Normally the first time was in the form of a short eye-openek,

e.g. in lesson 10: "Now listeners, before you answer the questions I will

tell you what we learn from these examples. After 'good at' we have the

ing-form of the verb. So its not enough to so 'sing' or 'swim' after

'good at'. Ile must say 'good at singing', 'good at swimming'." Then

follows, sometimes after another short reminder, the main explanation,

which often takes the form of a discussion, a dialogue between the

voices on the tape, and with the pupils participating orally and by

writing down certain phrases. Then, in a following lesson, there is a
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umindek, as in lesson 11: "So, listeners, here we are going to practise

sentences where we say 'afraid of'. What form of the verb must we have

after 'afraid of'? //// (Pause for the pupils to think and answer)

- We must have the ing-form. - Yes, that's right. Listen, please. 'He

is afraid of taking the medicine' And why do we have the ing-form? ////

- Well, its because of the little word 'of'." (etc)

"Ee 7"

In lesson 7, the implicit version of which was described in detail

above, explanations in the explicit versions came in at the following

places. The first very short comment came in just before the pupils

listened to page 2; it took 25 seconds and it pointed out that "in

this little exercise we practise 'anything' in sentences with 'not'".

The next one came in just before they started writing on page 4 and

it pointed out in the form of a dialogue between the voices on the tape

that 'any, anything' are used in negative sentences and questions and

'some, something' in "other sentences'. It took 39 seconds.

The third one, which took no less than three minutes, replaced the

introduction to page 5. Instead of a mechanical but systematic

discussion of all the pictures and the two things that they all

expressed, a commented version, concentrating on the first two pictures

and then going over the others very rapidly, was given.

The fourth and last theoretical comment in this lesson was in the

form of a short reminder before the pupils started writing on page 6.

It tuck 40 seconds. (Times given here refer to Ee; Es differs by

twenty seconds only.)

The total running time of the explicit lessons (lesson 7) was about

the same as that for 1m (see table 1 above).
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THE GUME 4 PROJECT

A DESCRIPTION OF THE LAY-OUT

Objectives.

Although the research strategy was modified on essential points as a

consequence of the GUME 1-3 results (see above, p. 5), the main objec-

tives remained almost the same:

1. to investigate what effects theoretical explanations in

juxtaposition to pure structure drills may have on learning as

compared to drills without explanations

2. to compare learning effects when

a) explanations are given in the target language (English)

b) explanations are offered in the source language (Swedish)

and comparisons made with it

3. further production of various sorts of achievement tests in

English

4. continued production of instructional materials.

111 the main the preseni. report will deal with points 1 and 2.

Experimental Procedure.

Schedule. The experiment was carried out in 27 classes in March, April,

and flay, 1970, according to the following time-table:

March 10-20: IQ testing.

31: All lesson material distributed to the schools.

April 1 + 2: Pre-test given one hour each morning.

2: Introductory lesson in Swedish given by tape-recorder in

all classes, explaining experinental aims and procedure

and drill techniques etc (inskolningslektion).

3: first lesson run.

6-24: (three weeks): lessons 2-10 (three each week).

27.29: lessons 11 and 12.

May 4-6: Post-test, and Attitude tests.

, 11-15: Standardized test.

19-22: PACT. Project ends.
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May 26 and 27: Conferences with the teachers (half of them each day)

and all data collected.

June 1-26: Data processed by computer (additional computer

processing in August - October).

InitgaltgTectranements. All classes had a tape-recorder and a separate

loudspeaker on the wall to give better sound than the built-in loud-

speaker could produce. In all lessons except the last one an overhead

projector was used. All classes had 12 tapes with the lessons, one

with the introductory lesson, two with the achievement test; as a matter

of fact the first one of these was in two different versions for the

pre- and the post-tests, to give a better introduction to the two

tests respectively. Apart from these 15 tapes the teacher had a large

box full of pupils'lesson materials that was handed out before each

lesson and afterwards collected The pupils were not allowed

to keep any material and were not supposed to do any homework. These

boxes were collected from the schools after the project,.

Teaching Methods.

The experimental treatments (independent variables) used in the study

(and described in the two previous chapters) are nominally the same as

those used earlier, namely the Implicit and the two Explicit methods,

abbreviated

Im

Ee

Es

However, since there are obvious discrepancies between these methods

and those used in GIME 1-3, and since interpretation of the results

is dependent on a clear picture of "what happened in the classrooms ",

we have given this rather detailed description of the Im, Ee and Es

strategies, thereby also relating them to other strategies that have

been used recently in other research projects.

the Experimental Population.

Number of school classes. At the outset it was decided that a fairly

large number of school classes be used in the study. Carroll (1969)
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states that it has become a sort of unwritten rule cf thumb in

educational and psychological research that there should be a minimum

of about 20 observations within a group in order for the experiment

to have sufficient power to reject the null hypothesis in a reliable

way. When Carroll criticizes the Pennsylvania project (ibid., p. 216)

for insufficient number of school classes in some of the comparisons,

it should be remembered that the 4schoot. cta4.6 mean was the unit of

analysis. If it should be maintained that the school class mean were

the only acceptable unit of analysis in studies of that kind, the

implication would be that no comparative field studies would be worth-

while unless at least 20 school classes (groups) were exposed to each

treatment, In the case of GUME 4 this would have meant 60 school

classes, an unwieldy number considering the administrative work in-

volved and the resources in personnel and money available to the project.

The use of individual scores as the unit of analysis when the intact

school class is the sampling unit is disputable since error (associated

with unknown school class characteristics) is introduced. However,

experiments are always a compromise between the ideal and the manage-

able, and the relatively large number of classes used in GUME 4

(3 x 9 = 27) is assumed to have counterbalanced this particular source

of error to some extent. One reason for deciding on exactly 27 classes

was the fact that an investigation of interaction between teaching

method and student ability (three levels, see page 57 ) was planned;

in the case of GUME 4 this would give a design com'sting of 9 cells.

With 27 school classes there is a good probability that each cell will

contain a minimum of 50 students. The prejudice of some researchers,

including ourselves, is that if a difference between two treatments is

not clearly apparent when each treatment is applied to fifty cases,

then the phenomenon is one of small consequence (cf Travers, 1960).

Selection of school classes. In November, 1969, a request for partici-

pation in the study was sent to a number of school districts. The

headmasters were asked to distribute the request to all teachers in

grade 6. The teachers were required to fill in a questionnaire about

prevalent conditions in the class (textbook used, instructional aids

available, discipline, the teacher's experience in that particular class,

the number of pupils, etc.). A surplus of teachers willing to partici-

pate was obtained this way, and experimental classes were chosen among

those using one particular textbook (Ashton-Olsson, "Hands up"), which
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was our first prerequisite for participation, and showing the greatest

conformity in a number of characteristics (according to the teachers'

responses to the questionnaire). A list of participating school classes

will be found in Appendix E. All the classes are from Gothenburg

though with a large overrepresentation of classes from the western and

northern parts of the city, whereas GUME 5 (see p. 6 ) used classes

and schools in other parts of the city.

Assignment to treatments. The 27 classes were randomly assigned to

teaching methods. However, one restriction was applied to this procedure:

no two classes from the same school were allowed to get the same

treatment. Incidentally, the randomization procedure was undertaken

on March 12th, 1970, Shortly before the beginning of the project and

after all materials were written and the teachers informed about the

project.

Drop-out rate. In the participating school classes there were al-

together 685 pupia. However, 65 of them missed either the Pre-test or

the Post-test and were eliminated from the data processing, thus

leaving 620 pupitz. Of these, 43 pupils were absent from more than two

lessons during the experiment and were cancelled from the computations,

which leaves 577 pupal for the experiment, and it is always this

group that we refer to later on. Concerning the two types of drop-outs,

a word of comment may be appropriate:

a) For those pupils who were absent on the Pre- or Post-test

(N = 65), no data cards were punched. Although information on

a number of variables was available about these pupils, they

could not be used in the main investigation (treatment comparisons)

.. and were therefore dropped.

b) The pupils who were excluded because of too high a rate of

absence (N - 43) will hereafter be referred to as the d4op-out6.

They will be compared on a number of background variables with

the experimental population to find out whether they deviate in

any systematic way from the main population.
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EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS

The Achievement Test.

In any experiment of the kind that GUME represents the results are

dependent on the test used to meahre progress. If the test is not

sensitive enough to measure differences that do exist, or if it is

biassed one way or another, so that one of the strategies under investi-

gation is favoured, all conclusions are invalidated.

Progress, i.e. the difference between what the pupils knew at the

beginning of the project and what they knew at the end of it, was

measured by a 160-item, 80-minute achievement test, specially made for

the project. Its validity and reliability, which are important, will

be discussed below (p.48 ).

Since the Achievement test is a written test, it may be argued that

an important aspect of language mastery, namely the spoken language,

was unduly neglected. A word about that may be in order.

It should be stressed first that we had ne4er planned to cover the

whole field of language learning; we were only interested in the

pupils' active mastery of certain grammatical structures (in speaking,

writing, and readiffg).

We did use an audio comprehension test, PACT, described below, and

in the Standardized test there is a listening comprehension test and

a pronunciation test (although "silent", see below). Moreover: in

marking our tests spelling mistakes were overlooked if they seemed to

indicate a correct spoken form, e.g. 'like's' and 'das' for 'likes'

and 'does'. We felt that by doing this we did in fact, to a certain

extent, measure oral performance: if the pupils knew how to say the

phrases, they should be able to write them well enouyh for the marker

to see this and to give full points.

Developing more sophisticated oral tests, which is a most impnrtant

task for many reasons, was not within the scope of the preseni: project,

nor was it financially possible. This is one of the prime tasks of the

continued GUMF activity (see fig.1,p,7).There is, in all likelihood,so

high a correlation between that kind of test and the one used in the

present study, especially when our generous kind of marking is used,

that the iatroduction of it would have made little or no difference
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for our purposes. As a long-time influence on teaching, however, it

will be of paramount importance.

Some parts of the Achievement test in GUME 4 were used in the

previous studies in 1968-69, and after careful analysis of items they

were re-written. Three consecutive versions of the test were tried out

in a number of classes, item-analysed and re-written before the test

got its final shape.

The twelve parts of the test (see Appendix A) will here be commented

on briefly.

Teht A, Ten items testing the pupils' active correct use of the s-form

of verbs in the third person singular present tense. Spelling mistakes

were everlooked as described above.

Te4t 8. 15 items testing ability to form correct questions with

main verbs in the present and past tenses. Hinor spelling mistakes

overlooked.

Teht C. 45 items. This is in fact a multiple-choice test, but the

alternatives are all given at the beginning of each little part of the

test. This arrangement, which makes it more like a completion test,

was adopted partly because of the wide-spread critical attitude among

language teachers against multiple-choice tests.

This is a multiple-purpose test also; we try to test primarily the

ing-form after prepositions and the correct use of the present and past

continuous as opposed to the simple present and past. There are also

some examples of the s-form as a result of this. It turned out in early

stages of the experiment that it is difficult to construct a good test

of, for example, only the ing-form after prepositions since this tends

to give the pupil either all correct or all wrong. Therefore this

mixed test. We have later marked it for the various aspects that it sets

out to test, and thus there are separate results for preposition,

followed by an ing-form and also for the s-form of verbs. (This will be

discussed further under the heading "Critical Items", p. 89 below.)

Tedt V. 20 items testing the correct position of adverbs of time in

connexion with main and auxiliary verbs. The problem for a Swedish child

arises from that fact that in Swedish such adverbs are placed after

all verbs,including auxiliaries,in main clauses. In a preliminary

version of the test we used squares before and after the verbs, where

the pupils were asked to put a cross. This made the test a two-choice

one with too little spread in scores.
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Tat E. 15 items testing ability to form correct questions. This

test is an exact parallel to test B except that the stimuli are different:

here the pupils are asked to make a transformation whereas in test 8

they were told to ask the question. Marking followed the same prin-

ciples, and the results on the twn tests should be compared.

Te4t F. This is a 40-item 6-option multiple-choice test of the

some-any dichotomy also testing the semantic difference some-somebody-

something. Care has been taken to include only unambiguous examples

and it was tried out on a number of people speaking English as their

native language. There are also a total of 15 "critical items", i.e.

questions and negative sentences with'some'and statements with'any',

like 'Don't forget to write some letters:', 'It could happen to anybody'

These have been investigated separately (see p. 91 below).

Te4t G. 15 items testing ability to form correct negative sentences

with main verbs. This test is no doubt valid in relation to the kind

of teaching that was offered in the project and also the teaching the

pupils usually meet in the classroom, but it may have been technically

somewhat complicated for some pupils, and there isa risk that some did

not understand what they were supposed to do. Most of them did, however,

and the low scores are due to the fact that they formed incorrect

questions without any auxiliary'do'or with the wrong form of it.

Marking and test administration. the marking of all tests was done

by student teachers from the Gothenburg School of Education, all with

some experience of teaching English at the level under investigation.

Parts C, D, and F were marked according to a right-wrong pattern with

no other risk of mistake than ordinary human error. The remaining

parts were marked as right or wrong (no half-points were given) according

to careful instructions which have been discribed above, and all

uncertainties were discussed with the project staff. Inter-scorer

reliability coefficients have not been cal-elated (each test has only

been marked once), but careful scrutiny of a number of tests have not

revealed any mistakes except a few simple oversights.

The test was administered in two different class periods given on

two days following each other, usually some time between 9 and 11. All

instructions were recorded on tape which ran through the whole testing

period and thus was responsible also for timing the test. The teachers

were not allowed to give extra help or instructions. All instructions

were in Swedish.
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Validity and reliability. The validity of the achievement test, i.e.

the extent to which it measured what we wanted it to measure, has been

established through correlations between the test and grades given by

the teachers and also results on the Standardized test, which is an

established norm for knowledge of English at this level.These figures

are given in table 33 on page 98 below; the correlations Pre-test -

grades in English are .70, and Pre-te; - Standardized test total .83.

These figures show that the test has high validity and can well be

used for its purpose as far as the contents is concerned.

A subjective estimate of content validity may be in place since the

goal of the project is not primarily knowledge of English in general

but knowledge of certain grammatical structures in particular. This

can be done by a comparison with the goals as set down in the

Curriculum for Swedish Schools (Laroplan for grundskolan) and with the

contents of the textbooks used at this level, especially the one used

by all experiment classes, "Hands up" by Ashton-Olsson. Such a compari-

son shows that all structures taught in the project take up a central

position in the course for uur pupils; some of them make up the very

backbone of the first three years of any course in English as a

foreign language, the others, like preposition followed by an ing-form

of the verb, the position of adverbs and the some-any dichotomy, are

all important ingredients of the intermediate level course that the

pupils reach in the 7th form, just after the summer holiday following

the experiment.

The validity of the test used must thus be considered quite satis-

factory.

The reliability of the test, i.e. the accuracy and constancy with

which it measures, has been calculated by the Kuder-Richardson formula 21

where n is the number of items in the
Ji111

n - 1 n s2 test (see Thorodike-Hagen, p. 185). The

reliability coefficients obtained for the Pre-test were those given in

table 4.

Since a reliability of about .50 is enough for group comparisons,

which is what we are concerned with here, the figures for the test and

its parts are very satisfactory. The total is good enough even for

diagnostic and prognostic purposes with individuals, for which figures

around .90 and .95 respectively are required.
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Table 4 : Reliability Coefficients for the Achievement Test (Pre-test).

Part

A .41

B .78

C .75

0 .83

E .78

F .79

G .81

Tota 1 .94

Thr: Pupil Attitude Test.

The pupils were given an attitude test at the end of the project.

This questionnaire is given in Appendix B, but it will be discussed

briefly here.

The questionnaire consisted of two parts. In the first part the

pupils were asked to state their interest in all subjects they have on

their time-table in the 6th form in one out of four categories: almost

always fun, more fun than boring, more boring than fun, almost always

boring. Figures for English are discussed in this report on page 108,

all other subjects in Appendix C.

The second and main part of the questionnaire consisted of 12

questions on various aspects of the project. The first two questions

were open: Uhat was good, what was not very good with the project was

that ... . These questions were put at the beginning to get spontaneous

reactions from the pupils. Then there were directed questions with

four or five optional answers asking the pupils how they felt

that they had learnt, how they had liked the lessons, whether they

felt that they had understood what they had been doing, whether they

felt the explanations had helped them, or - in the Implicit groups -

whether they had missed explanations, and finally there were four

questions on the four-phase drills which were probably new to most pupils.

The teachers had been asked not to discuss the project with their

classes until after Cley had filled out this questionnaire so that

teacher attitudes would not influence the pupils. How much they had

been discussing between themselves we cannot know, of course.
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The Teacher Attitude Test.

At the end of the project all teachers were given a questionnaire in

which they were asked to give their attitudes to a number of points

in the project. It is given in Appendix D, but a short description of

the questionnaire will be given here.

In a first part of it the teachers were asked half a dozen questions

on how they usually teach English themselves, which method they use

(as compared to those used in the project), how they treat grammatical

difficulties, how much they speak English, and whether they use

structure drills.

In the second part of the questionnaire, which makes up 2.5 ofits

3 pages, they were asked to comment on the project, what they liked

and what they did not like. They were asked to comment on oral drills,

written exercises, reading texts, explanations, tempo, technical quality

and problems, and they were also asked to estimate the learning results

in the pupils (we wanted to compare the teachers" subjective estimates

with the objective findings afterwards; this also turned out to be

quite interesting). They also commented on the test and - some of them -

on individual lessons.

The questionnaire was mostly in the form of open questions which

makes it somewhat difficult to tabulate, but this was done on purpose

so as not to direct their answers one way or another more than necessary.

The Standardized Test.

All Swedisn students in the sixth form (age about 13) are given

standardized tests in Swedish, English and Mathematics, prepared by

the National Board of Education. The English test, new norms for which

were worked out in 1969, has been used for many years and is somewhat

out of step with recent developments in language instruction. The test

is normally given between April 14 and May 9, but in all project

classes it was given between May 10 and 16 so as not to interfere with

the project. The test consists of four parts:

EL (Engetak ebning), Engti4h Reading. A reading comprehension test

consisting of nine short texts varying between 4 and 14 lines in length

followed by two, three or four questions, with a total of 24 questions.

This is then a multiple-choice test with four options to each question.

It takes 35 minutes effective working time.
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EM (Engeaka meningm), Engtia Sentencm This is a fill-in test

consisting of 26 sentences meant to test "the pupils' general linguistic

feeling and their knowledge of simple grammatical phenomena". In

reality it is a grammar test only testing knowledge of simple accidence

('forml'ara'). The 'basic form' (infinitive of verbs and singular of

nouns) is given and the pupil is asked to fill in the appropriate

inflected form. There are no less than eight irregular verbs in the

past tense but no example of the do-construction in either a question

or a negative sentence. Many modern textbooks, including the one used

by all experimental classes, take up irregular verbs for systematic

study so late in the sixth form that many classes have not had time to

deal with this problem before they do the test. They have all worked

with the do-construction for almost two years. This is a draAack of

the test which negatively influenced the results in all experimental

classes since none of them had had time to deal with irregular verbs.

This test takes 8 minutes.

EA (Engeak avey&oning), EngUsh Latening. This is a listening

comprehension test. There are 24 items. The test is recorded on tape.

The pupils hear a sentence or two followed by a question or sometimes

just a question and on his answer sheet he has five options to choose

between. One of the examples before the test starts: 'What do I put in

my tea?' Options: butter - chcese - pepper - sugar - ice. The test is

meant to test the pupils' ability to understand spoken English. Many

of the items are as much or even more tests of vocabulary since what

is spoken is very easy to understand but the options are difficult to

choose between unless you know the words well. This contamination with

the written language is common to oral tests. (PACT, the Pictorial

Auditory Comprehension Test used in the project (see below) is an

attempt to get away from this problem.) The test takes 12 minutes, and

it is given together with in a second testing period.

EU (Engetat uttat), Engtizh Pronunciation. This is a "silent" 24-

item pronunciation test. The pupil sees a key word with one "sound", a

vowel or a consonant represented by one or two letters, italicized and

he is asked to choose one out of five options that contains the same

sound (but the words do not rhyme since the sound can occur in different

positions in the two words). An example: 'early: short - green - girls -

great - ready'. It is pointed out in the Instructions booklet that this

test measures "primarily the pupils' control of the individual sounds

of the language. The test has printed to correlate highly with the

pupils' general pronunciation of English". This test takes 14 minutes.
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The four tests are given in three different class periods, normally on

three different days. The times given above do not include instructions,

and three full periods are normally used for this test battery. The

pupils can score a total of 98 points which are then transformed by

the teacher according to norms into a 5-point grade scale. The tests

are not constructed to help the teacher grade individual pupils but to

give him an idea of the general standard of his class.

The reliability coefficients as calculated for the pupils within

the present project are (K-R formula 21): EL (.74), EH (.84), EA (.82),

EU (.78), Total (.93).

PACT.

The original test, called Pictorial Auditory Comprehension Test, was

developed by John B. Carroll and one of his assistants, Wai-Ching Ho,

It is a listening comprehension test intended to measure foreigners'

comprehension of spoken English. In the earlier GUME experiments

mimeographed copies of the original version were used with kind

permission of Dr. Carroll. In the present study, however, an entirely

new version was worked out, although with the original testing

technique preserved. Thus the pupils listened to a taped conversation

or description of an object or event, etc., and then marked which of

four alternatives (in the form of pictures) couesponded to what was

said on the tape. The test consists of 55 items and takes 30 minutes

to administer. The reliability (K-R 21) of the test is .85.

As was mentioned earlier in the report, test development is one of

the objectives of the project. Although auditory tests have been

available in the Swedish schools, none has been uncontaminated as

far as reading ability is concerned (the options oh the answer sheet

have mostly consisted of written alternatives). PACT

seemed to be promising in this respect and was therefore investigated

in the project. The test will be further commented on in the Results

section. On the next page the test technique is illustrated by an

example.

The Intelligence Test.

In the present study the same test as was used in GUME 1-3 was

administered, namely the vertal, inductive and spatial factor tests of

the so-called DBA-test (DBA Differentiell BegavningsAnalys,
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Fig. 5: Example of Page in PACT.

PACT.

In the fig. above items nos. 16-20 of the test are given. As a typical

example the auditory stimulus of item no. 16 is given (the following

is said on the tape):

You must stand very still. It's so dark here that I have to take

a long time, and if you move the result will probably be a bit shaky".

The pupils mark their answers on a separate sheet.

Its a which is correct, of course.
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i.e.. differential intelligence analysis) constructed by Professor

Kiell HXrnqvist of the University of Gothenburg. The three subtexts,

taken together, are considered to be a reliable measure of general

ability or scholastic aptitude (see further Harnqvist, Manual till

DBA). The sum of the pupils' stanine scores were transformed to T-

scores with a theoretical mean of 50 ar:d a standard deviation of 10.

The tests were given approximately twc seeks before the experiment

proper started; they were administered on the same occasion and in the

following order: Verbal (10 min.), Inductive (15 min.), Spatial (12 min.).

Other Measures.

Social class. Information about the parents' occupation was collected

at the headmasters' offices. The intention was partly to check the

social background of the different treatment groups, partly to

investigate the correlation between this variable and others used in

the study. The criterion for assigning a pupil to a particular social

class was a hierarchical description of professions and occupations

from 1958 (1958 Ars vaistatistik), which is to some extent arbitrary

and even inconsistent, but it is the only source available at the

moment. Social C. ;I; 1 corresponds roughly to English "upper middle

class", and Class 3 to "working class"; the much disputed division is

based mainly on :ncoma only. A zero was used as the code for cases

where the mother (without any mention of profession) was given as the

guardian in order to make further analyses of this group possible.

Grades. Glades in English, Swedish and Mathematics were collected.

The grades had been given at the and of the preceding term, i.e. the

autumn term, when the pupils were in their first tern of the sixth

school year. It should be noticed -oat the grades had not been corrected

or adjusted according to any standardized achievement test, simply

because no such had yet been given. Thus the grades reflect a rela-

tively great subjectivity. They are expressed on a 5-point scale(theo-

retical mean 3 and standard deviation 1). The three grades were added

together whereby a scale WO a standard deviation of 3 was obtained.

Since the intention was to givc end Grades equal weight in the

statistical analyse::, the grade score was multiplied by 3. The Grade

scale, thus obtained, had a mean of 21 and a standard deviation of 9

(equality of weight is dependent on the standard deviation, not on the

mean).
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DATA TREATMENT

The Statistical Program.

All data were processed at GoteborgsRatacentral for Forskning och

HOgre Utbildning by computer IBM 360/65. Statistical programs included

in the ISR (Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan) and

BMD (Bio-Medical Computer Programs, UCLA) series were used. The

following measures or analyses were obtained:

a) Meana, atandakd deviation4 and 64equeney diatnibutiona for all

variables. These data were obtained for the total population, for

boys and girls separately, for the three treatments (Im/Ee/Es)

separately and for each participating school class.

b) Cometation4 between all variables for the whole group.

c) Anatyau o6 vakiance (oneiixty) of a number of independent

variables in order to investigate comparability between treatment

groups (three cells).

d) Anaty.sea o6 vakiance (two-way) with the experimental population

divided into three levels of intellectual ability (nine cells).

e) Anatpu o6 codatiance with different covariates and dependent

variables.

The purposes-of the various analyses will he given below. Any

pupil not attending ten or more lessons was eliminated from the data

processing. In a field study of the present kihd it is necessary to

accept a certain amount of absence. The decision to draw the line at

2 lesson: is a matter of subjective Judgment though it is probably

th^ most realistic value considering availability of subjects. Those

pupils who did not take the Pre-test and the Post-test were also

eliminated from all computations, even if they had taken part in the

whole lesson series. Within the experimental population the N's vary

somewhat from variable to variable doe to stray absences.

Experimental Design.

The design used corresponds to Campbell and Stanley's "design 10",

the Non-equivalent Control Group Dosigr. (Gage, 1963, p. 217). For

administrative reasons intact school classes had to be used in the
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experiment. It has thus not been possible to assign pupils randomly

to teaching strategies (treatments). In the absence of experimental

control of background (concomitant) variables, statistical control by

analysis of covariance has been resorted to when investigating the main

effects.

The unit of analysis used in the study is the individual score.

Since it might be argued (see p. 43 ) that the school class mean would

be the proper unit of analysis, an investigation of main effects has

also been made with the school class means as the units of analysis.

Of course, with such a limited number of school classes as are used

in the present study, the loss of degrees of freedom is great when the

analysis moves from the individual to the school class level.

Computation of Main Effects.

The main purpose of the experiment is to investigate which of the

three teaching methods produces the best learning result. The measure

of progress that was used throughout the computer analyses was the

difference in raw scores between the Post-test and the Pre-test. In

addition, two other measures of progress were used though in those

cases the computationswere made by hand. The particular measures will

be presented below.

When the three teaching strategies were compared with respect to

Progress, the following covariates were used in the analyses of

covariance: IQ, the Pre-test, the Standardized English Test, and

PACT. The four measures were used separately in four different analyses;

in a fifth analysis they were weighted together to a composite measure.

Treatment effects were also compared with respect to Post-test scores;

in this case the Pre-test served as the covariate. The analyses of

covariance mentioned thus far may be summarized thus:

Table 5 : Analyses of Ecivariance Performed.

Dependent varizhle Covariate

Progress IQ

-"- Standardized English Test

-"- :ACT

-"- Pre-test

-"- The above four weighted together

Post-test Pre-test
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Computation of Interaction Effects.

Since it can be hypothesized teat one particular teaching method

facilitates learning for one particular ability level more than for

another, the interaction between teaching method and ability level

was investigated. Analyses of variance, two-way classification, were

performed with ProgresS and the Post-test as dependent variables. The

experimental population was divided into three equal parts according

to scores on the IQ test. The IQ scores (ranges) for the lower, middle

and upper third respectively turned out to be: 29-49, 50-58, 59-77.

The data were organized in a 3 x 3 table in each analysis, thus:

Uppei-

Middle

Lcoar

Im Ee Es

Retention.

According to the original research plan the Achievement test should be

administered a third time, when the pupils were just starting grade 7,

in order to measure retention or, rather, differential retention

between the three methods. (In GUME 1-3 the retention tests were given

one month after the experiment). However, for the results to bn

interpretable it would have been necessary to control the teachers for

an unduly long period of time, preventing ;hem from teaching the

structures dealt with in the project. Since it was considered unreal-

istic to control the teaching process thus, the retention test was

dropped.

Various Measures of Progress.

As has been mentioned earlier, the pupils' progress during the experiment

was measured by the difference in Raw SCOMA between tne Post-test and

the Pre-test.

Vowever, it may be argued that a measure of progress must somehow

take account of the pupils' standing on the Pre-test. If, for instance,

a pupil scores ..ery high on the Pre-test, there is not su mch room

for rogress because of ceiling effects. The following index takes care
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of this, giving more weight to progress scores "at the upper end of

the scale":

Actual improvement x 100

Possible improvement

An example: Pupil A has 100 points on the Pre-test and 120 on the

Post-test, pupil B has 80 on the Pre-test and 100 on the Post-test.

The raw progress of both these pupils is thus 20 points and according

to this measure they have made the same progress. The Achievement

test has a maximum score of 160. Possible improvements for the two

subjects are 60 and 80 points respectively, and their scores as

computed by the above formula then become 33 (%) Plul 25 (%) respec-

tively; thus ac^ording to this measure pupil A has made greater progress.

On the other hand it may b' argued that ir.-.rillents among inferior

pupils are of greater ccnsequeoce than equally great improvements

(in raw scores) among superior pupils. However dubious this way of

reasoning way be, the following index of progress gives higher credit

to improvements "at the lower end of the scale":

IPost -test - Pre-test) x 100

Pre-test

Both these measures have been calculated with school class means

as the unit of analysis.
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STATISTICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE EXPERIMENTAL POPULATION

Attendance.

The pupils who were absent more than two lessons during the experiment

were dropped from the computations. In the table below the experimental

population is described with respect to attendance during the series

of lessons.

Table 6 : Attendance of the experimental population during

the series of lessons.

Number of lessens attended

12 11 10

Boys 185 66 24 275

Girls 212 62 28 302

Total 397 128 52 577

For the purposes of the experiment, the pupils who were absent one

or two lessons (N = 180) were considered comparable to those who had

100 % attendance. As a partial check on this proposition, absence was

included as a valiable in the calculations of correiatioul. As it

appeared, absence (defined as absence dining 1 or 2 lessons) did not

correlate with any other variable.

Assignment to Treatments.

Since the school class was U..? sanpling unit and since the boys/girls

proportion varied from class to class, the distribution of the sexes

on treatments was a matter of chance. The actual distribution is

;resented in the following table;
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Table 7 : Distribution of Pupils on Teaching Methods.

Im Ee Et Total

Boys 98 90 87

Girls 83 105 114 302

Total 181 195 201 577

As is apparent from the table, the boys/girls ratio within the

Implicit group deviates from that of the others. Powever, a X
2
- test

shows that the deviation is not statistically significant

(X2 = 4.99, df = 2,p .05).

Nor does the observed number of pupils (disregarding sex) per

method deviate significantly from what i. theoretically desirable.

(X2 = 1.15, df = 2,p

Social Class.

The distribution of the experimental population on social classes is

given in table 8.

Table 8 : Distribution according to Social Class,

Absolute Figures (10 = 57/).

No
inform. 0 1 2 3

boys 9 25 21 96 124 275

Girls 20 26 20 108 128 302

Total 29 51 41 204 252 577

The 0 stands for cases where the mother is responsible for the care

of the child. Although this group is probably very heterogeneous with

respect to social class (ordinarily no information about the mother's
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occupation was available at the headmaster's office; when it was, the

pupil was assigned to the corresponding social class, however) it was

considered of interest to investigate this particular group with

respect to certain variables.

In the following table the pupils mentioned above and those for whom

no information was obtained, have been disregarded. The remainder,

i.e. those in social classes 1, 2, and 3, have been transformed into

percentages.

Table 9 : Distribution according to Social Class.

Percentages IN = 497).

1 2 3 Total

Boys 4.2 19.3 25.0 48.5

Girls 4.0 21.8 25.7 51.5

Total 8.2 41.1 50.7 100.0

The experimental group is very close to the "norm" with respect to

social class distribution. According to official statistics for

Gothenburg (Andrakammarvalet i Gtiteborg 1968, U 1969:2, pp. 63-69)

the overall figures for social groups in Gothenburg are:

1: 8.2 % 2: 38.4 % 3: 53.4 %

The deviation from this norm was tested for significance. The X2-

value obtained was 1.54 with 2 df, thus being far from significant.

Course Choice.

In February all pupils in grade 6 in Sweden had to choose which of the

two courses (sk and ak) they wanted to take in grades 7 through 9.

The choices that our experimental pupils made are presented in the

following table:
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Table 10: Distribution according to Course Choice in

English for Grade 7.

No
inform. ak sk Total

Boys 2 80 193 275

Girls 1 62 239 302

Total 3 142 432 577

Discounting the pupils for whom no information was available we find

that 24.7 % of the pupils chose the easier course (ak) whereas 75.3 Z

preferred the more advanced one. These figures deviate somewhat from

those of grade 6 at large, which proved to be 29.5 % and 70.5 % for

ak and sk respectively (Information from the Gothenburg Board of

Education). It should ba noticed, however, that the figures in GUME 4

were based not on official statistics from the headmasters' offices

but on the pupils' reports some time after the formal choice was made.

It could be that some pupils had forgotten the actual choice or that

their memory was selective in this respect (assuming that it might

give more status to take the advanced course). All in all, the

information is probably somewhat unreliable and the ak/sk variable

should be treated with some caution.

Representativity of file Experimental Group in Certain Variables.

As a further check on the representativity of the experimental

population its standing OA a number of well-defined measures were

gathered. They will be given below. If the results of a study such as

the present one are to he generalizable, it is necessary that the

population on which the treatments were applied is not atypical.

11. In the table below results on the three parts of the DBA-test are

given. Values are given for boys and girls separately.
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Table 11 : Means and Standard Deviations on the DBA-test

(the parts _in stanine points and the total in T-scores).

Boys Girls

N X N X s t sign.

Verbal IQ 269 5.17 1.78 295 5.42 1.79 - 1.66

Inductive IQ 269 5.85 2.04 295 5.74 1.83 .67

Spatial IQ 269 5.75 1.84 295 5.39 2.07 2.18 x

Total 269 53.91 9.58 295 53.43 9.70 .59

The DBA-test was originally standardized in 1958. However, it has

been noticed in recent years that the norms developed then have

become outdated. A new standardization was therefore undertaken in

1967/68 (11Nrnqvist, 1969, a and b) and new norms were established.

As it appeared a certain increase in raw scores was found with respect

to the verbal, inductive and spatial factors, i.e. the same variables

as were used in the present study. (In the case of the numerical and

perceptual variables, which were not used by us, a decrease was

noticed). Furthermore sex differences appeared to diminish from 1958

to 1967/68 with respect to all variables. In the revised test manual,

the increase in raw scores has been taken into account. The correction

technique as well as new and old norms are given in HNrnqvist (1969, a).

The figures in table 11 are thus inordinately high in comparison

with the original norms, giving the impression that our sample is

extremely biassed. Even after adjustment for outdated norms, however,

the GUMS boys seem to be a select group. The girls, on the contrary,

appear to be an unbiassed sample. However, it should be taken into

consideration that the sample is taken in its entirety from a large

city, which of course makes comparisons with the DBA norm group dubious.

Wirnqvist (1969, b) refers to some investigations where the samples

were recruited from larger cities,among them one-with pupils from

Gothenburg only (Larsson & Sandgren, 1968). When we compare their

values with those of GUHE 4 in variables teat were the same in the two

projects, namely the verbal and the inductive, we find that the boys

in the two studies are almost identical, whereas the girls in GUHE

seem to be somewhat inferior to those of the Larsson A Sandgren study.

All in all, the GUHE 4 group is somewhat biassed as compared to the
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national norm but corresponds well to available norms for Gothenburg.

As far as general intelligence is concerned, the experimental popula-

tion is such as to warrant generalizations to other large city groups.

Concerning sex differences there is a tendency for girls to excel

verbally and for the boys to do better on the spatial test, which is

according to earlier findings (see,for instance, Anastasi, 1958 ).

In the case of the spatial test, the difference in favour of the boys

is statistically significant. As regards the total IQ measure no

differences bc meen the sexes are found.

Grades. The grades referred to in this study had been given the

preceding tern, i.e. when no national norm was available to the

teachers (the standardized test is not given until the spring term of

grade 6).

Table 12 : Grades: means and standard deviations.

Boys Girls

N x s N x s t sign

Grades Swedish 274 2.91 .92 299 3.37 .86 - 5.90 xx

Grades English 275 2.88 1.06 301 3.28 .97 - 4.71 xx

Grades ilath 275 3.09 .98 301 3.07 .96 .24

Grades Tot -1 274 2.96 .98 299 3.24 .94 - 1.10

)x significant at the 1 % level

The results for both sexes are according to expectations. As a

matter of fact the figures correspond almost exactly to those of

GUME 1-3, both for boys and girls. It is a well-attested fact that

girls excel in the case of grades (see for instance, Anastasi, 1958,

p. 492 ff). The superiority of the girls is statistically significant

in the case of Grades Swedish and Grades English, i.e. the school

subjects corresponding most closely to the verbal test. It is a common

teacher experience that the grade point average in Swedish schools is

now - as in our group - above the theoretical mean of 3.0. It may be

stated with confidence that the experimental group is normal with

respect to grades.
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The Standardized Test in English. According to the norm table for

this particular test the theoretical mean is 56.0. The latest check on

this norm was made in the spring of 1969 when the empirical value

obtained was 55.8 (s = 19.5). Ho norms are available for the subtests,

nor are there any for boys and girls separately. However, the following

table gives the values for both sexes in the GUME

Table 13 : The Standardized Test; means and standard deviations.

Boys Girls

sN R s N x t sign

EL 273 11.83 4.77 296 12.33 4.84 1.24

EM 273 11.20 6.34 296 13.66 6.06 4.76 xx

EA 273 15.27 5.91 296 16.56 4.97 2.79 xx

EU 273 11.65 5.10 296 14.17 5.03 5.94 xx

Total 273 49.95 18.65 296 56.73 18.14 4.39 xx

The value for the total group on the whole test is 53.48 (s: 18.68)

which corresponds to a grade mean of 2.90. Thus with respect to

proficiency in English, in so far as it is measured by the present

test, the experimental group is below the norm for grade 6. The girls

are significantly ahead of the boys on the total test as well as on

most subtests, which is in line with expectations.

To sum up:

The representativity of the experimental group has been investigated

with respect to general intelligence, grades and achievement on the

standardized English test. In all these respects the girls seem to

be an unbiassed sample of the population at large (girls in grade 6)

whereas the boys deviate somewhat in general intelligence and on

the standardized test. In the case of intelligence, the boys are

slightly above the norm, in the case of the standardized test

slightly below. The total group is considered sufficiently representa-

tive for results to be generalizable to pupils in grade 6.
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Characteristics of the Treatment Groups.

Earlier we found (p. 60 ) that the experimental population was

distributed evenly between the teaching methods and that the boys/

girls ratio within methods was approximately the same. It is also of

interest to investigate if the three groups are comparable in the

background variables used as control measures (covariates) in the

forthcoming analyses. The comparisons were made by analyses of

variance; the results are given in the table below.

Table 14 : Analyses of Variance (one-way) of Certain Background

Variables.

Means Sum of squares

Variable Im Ee Es F between within df

IQ total 53.26 54.25 53.43 .564 105 52179 2/561

Grades total' 27.84 28.19 27.82 .139 17 34005 2/570

Pre-test 49.24 53.14 52.28 1.792 1560 248961 2/572

In no case is a significant F-ratio obtained. Thus the three

treatment groups seem to be of equal standing as far as general

intelligence, grades and pre-test achievement are concerned; not even

the fairly large difference on the Pre-test is significant. One

tendency is found among the figures, namely for the Ee group to be

slightly ahead of the others.
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RAIN RESULTS

Overall Progress during the Experiment.

A necessary prerequisite for studying differences . in

progress between teaching methods is that the treatments have had

measurable or, preferably, substantial effects on the pupils. In other

words, did the pupils, irrespective of teaching method, learn anything

from the twelve lessons? The figures in the following table give a first

rough answer to this question.

Table 15 : Pre-test, Post-test and Progress; ;leans and Standard

Deviations.

Total Boys Girls

N X S N X s N

Pre-test 575 51.61 20.89 273 49.26 21.35 302 53.74 20.27

Post-test 576 68.67 27.16 274 64.07 27.20 302 72.84 26.48

Progress 574 17.26 12.32 272 15.21 12.15 302 19.11 12.19

The progress for the total group is substantial. There is obviously

room enough for true method differences, if any, to appear. The girls

are ahead of the boys with respect to pre- and post-test scores and

with respect to progress. In all three cases the differences are

significant at the 1 % level or very near it (t-values: 2.56, 3.91,

3.84 for the Pre-test, the Post-test and Progress respectively).

As is apparent from figure 6 , the variation in progress scores

is very large. It should also be observed that the values at the

negative extreme of the distribution are dubious; a negative progress,

i.e. a regress, of 16 or 15 points (two pupils) is hardly a true

regress but some sort of test effect, caused by failing motivation at

the time of the post-test. Probably most of the regress scores, (black

field) are test effects of one kind or another. On the other hand it

might be argued that values at the positive extreme have been

analogously caused by low motivation on the pre-test occasion. This

seems less probable, however, and therefore some of the extreme regress
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scores may have been cancelled, but this was not done. Thus all

progress scores (i.e. including regress scores) , whatever their

nature, were included in the analyses.

Progress - Main Effects.

The main objective of t!'e present inw,stigation is to shed light on

the question: Which of the three methods, Im /Ee /Es, produces the best

learning effects? This chapter contains a number of statistical

analyses; before presenting them, however, we shall cliscuss a figure

intended to visualize the outcome of the study.

School class progress. In fig. 7 the twenty-seven school classes are

indicated by arrows. The bottom end of each arrow signifies the Pre-

test score, the top end gives the Post-test score and the length of

the arrow is an indication of the magnitude of the progress. (Pre-test,

Post-test and Progress means and s's far each school class are given

in Appendix F.) The arrows are arranged in three groups, one for each

teaching method.

Although the school class data give a levelled-out picture of the

results, the overall impression is nevertheless one of great variation

within rather than between methods. It is an interesting finding

pet ze that school classes vary so strongly; as a matter of fact, the

Pre-test scores of many classes surpass the Post-test scores of

others. Progress ( = length of arrow) is also found to vary a great

deal between classes. We find the shorter arrows towards the bottom

of the figure and the longer arrows towards the top, which is equal to

stating that there is a correlation between school class pre-test

scores and progress; the better the class at the outset of the experi-

ment the greater the progress. This relationship was also found in

earlier GUME studies.

The general impression is thus one of great variation within

methods and between classes, not so between methods. However, since

the figure may obscure individual data, and since all computer

analyses were made on individual data, we shall procede to them.

Individual progress per method. The progress score for the three

teaching methods were analysed with various background variables under

statistical control. In an analysis of covariance the choice of



Figure 7: The Progress of the 27 Experimental :1/ es.
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covariates is always a critical question and no rules of thumb exist

for choosing. In the present analysis - with Progress as the dependent

variable - we believe that the IQ and Pre-test scores are the relevant

covariates. The grades are not included, simply because they had been

given at a time when the teachers had not had the opportunity to use

ary standardized test as a check. The Post-test, although it corre-

lates substantially with the dependent variable, is a pure post-

experimental measure and should thus not be used as a covariate. The

Standardized test as well as PACT have been used as covariates, which

is perhaps somewhat debatable and therefore needs an explanation:

Both the Standardized test and PACT might be considered post-experi-

mental measures since they were administered after the GUME

investigation was completed. However, it is uncertain to what extent

the treatments applied in the experiment have changed the pupils'

standing on the Standardized test which is designed so as to correspond

to the general objectives of the 3-year course of English in "nollansta-

diet" (the pupils are in their third year of English and no standard-

ized test was administered before this one). Likewise, it may be

argued that the instructional objectives measured by PACT are too

broad for a twelve-lesson series to reach. Besides, PACT was thought

to compensate for the fact that the audiolingual aspects of the

subject are set aside to a certain extent by the Standardized test.

Thus, two of the four covariates used in the Following analyses are

completely independent of the treatments and should be relevant for

analysis purposes (IQ, Pre-test) whereas two of them (the Standardized

test, PACT), although not independent of the treatments, may be

defended on the grounds given above. In the table below four separate

analyses of covariance are given, each with one of the above-mentioned

measures as the covariate. In a fifth analysis the four covariates are

weighted together. Thus, in this last analysis, "everything" is held

constant.
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Table 16 : Analyses of covariance

Dependent variable: PROGRESS

Covariates: IQ, Pre-test, Standardized English Test, PACT

and the Weighted Sum of the Four.

Covariates:

Adjusted means

Im Ee Es

ss'

bet-

F-ratio ween
with-
in df b

w

IQ 16.68 17.44 17.66 .333 94 78520 2/557 .361

Pre-test 17.01 17.34 17.40 .061 16 78739 2/570 .182

Std Engl. Test 17.74 16.74 17.78 .620 132 60020 2/562 .360

PACT 17.38 17.39 17.56 .017 4 65616 2/543 .638

Total 17.99 16.64 17.90 1.086 202 48896 2/524

ss' = adjusted sum of squares in the dependent variable

b
w

= the within-groups regression coefficient

Obviously thare are no differences between the progress scores for the

three teaching strategies. The F-ratios are so low as to make

consideration of tendencies among the figures meaningless. Thus the

results so far correspond to those obtained in earlier GUME studies:

the three treatments, i.e. the teaching strategies Im/Ee/Es, do not

produce any significandy different learning effects.

The above table could perhaps be considered "the table" of this

report, containing information on the main effects in the case of the

main dependent variable; as such, the table should perhaps be commented

on at greater length. However, we prefer to present all the analyses

before discussing the results.

Progress - Interaction.

Although no main effects were found with respect to Progress, it is

still possible for interaction effects to exist, i.e. one teaching

method may prove superior at one level of ability and another method

at another level of ability. therefore the experimental group was

divided into three ability groups (cf p. 57 ) and the progress scores

analysed as in the following table.



Table 17 : Analysis of variance (two-way).

Dependent variable: PROGRESS

Ability

level Im

Teaching Method

Ee Es Total:

U 18.87 21.24 21.73 20.74

(54) (70) (66) (190)

M 17.86 18.92 17.83 18.17

(73) (60) (65) (198)

11.51 12.43 13.18 12.47

(45) (63) (65) (173)

Total: 16.52 17.64 17.60 17.28

(172) (193) (196) (561)

Source of variation Sum of squares df Variance
estimate

Rows (U, M, L) 6423 2 3211

Columns (Im, Ee, Es) 235 2 117

Interaction 158 4 39

Within cells 78599 552 142

Total: 85415 560

Fi = .277 Fc = .827 Fr = 22.557

73
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The column (i.e. differences between methods) effect is non-

significant, thus confirming the results from the preceding analyses.

However, the interaction term is also non-significant, indicating that

teaching method and ability do not co-vary. Thus the hypothesis that

different methods should suit pupils on different levels of ability,

is refuted by our data. The row effect (i.e.. differences between

ability levels) is strongly significant, indicating that pupils of

higher intellectual ability learnt more during the experiment than did

those of lower ability.

Progress - Main Effects at Two AbilityLeyell.

There was no interaction between teaching method and intellectual

ability. However, table 17 indicates that in the Upper and Lower

groups the two E methods tend to give better results. These two ability

levels were investigated separately by analysis of covariance to find

out whether the differences obtained were significant. In both the

analyses the Pre-test scores were used as the covariate.

Table 18 : Analyses of Covariance at Two Levels of Ability
(Upper and Lower).

Dependent variable: PROGRESS

Covariate: Pre-test

Adjusted means ss'y

bet- with-
Im Ee Es F-ratio ween in df b

w
Upper 18.86 21.16 21.82 1.247 280 20867 2/186 .119

Lower 12.15 12.37 12.80 .044 12 23252 2/169 .171

No treatment effects are discernable when pupils at various ability

levels are analysed separately.

To sum up:

With respect to Progress, i.e. learning increment during the

experiment, the three methods seem to be of equal capacity. No

significant difference was found, nor was there any interaction

between method and ability level. Tendencies for the E groups to be

better at the upper and lower levels of ability could be explained

as chance variation.
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Post-test - Main Effects.

In this section two analyses will be presented which are analogous

to the first two analyses above. Post-test scores are treated as the

dependent variable and Pre-test scores are used as the covariate.

Though it is not very likely that the Post-test analyses will give

results different from those obtained with Progress as .4he dependent

variable, the analyses should be undertaken in order to disclose

whatever information the data may contain.

Table 19 : Analysis of Covariance.

Dependent variable: POST-TEST

Covariate: Pre-test

Adjusted means ss'

bet- Ywith-
Im Ee Es F-ratio ween in df b

w
68.49 68.83 68.89 '.062 17 78739 2/570 1.182

The within-groups regression coefficient is very high, indicating

that a substantial increase in precision is gained by using the

Pre-test as a covariate. The adjusted means are, curiously enough,

almost identical. No differences whatever exist between the three

methods.

Post-test - Interaction.

Again, in order to investigate if any interaction exists, this time

between intelligence and achievement on the Post-test, an analysis

of variance (two-way classification) was performed. The results are

given in table 20 (next page). No interaction is documented in the

table.

The tendency for the explicit methods to excel (F-value for

columns: 2.664) should be viewed against the background of table 19

i.e. when the pre-test scores are taken into account the differences

disappear almost completely.



Table 20 : Analysis of variance (two-way).

Dependent variable: POST-TEST

Ability Teaching Method

level Im Ee Es Total:

U 82,44 85.28 84.44 84.19

(54) (71) (66) (191)

M 64.26 72.07 69.94 68.49

(73) (60) (65) (198)

L 48.20 53.16 55.33 52.70

(45) (63) (66) (174)

Total: 65.77 70.76 69.90 68.94

(172) (194) (197) (563)

Source of variation Sum of squares df Variance
estimate

Rows (U, M, L) 90334 2 45167

Columns (Im, Ee, Es) 3106 2 1553

Interaction 738 4 185

Within cells 322980 554 583

Total: 562

Fi = .317 Fc = 2.664 Fr = 77.474

76
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Progress - the School Class Mean as the Unit,of Analysis.

It might be argued that the school class mean is the proper unit of

analysis in a study like the present one (see page 43 ). In the present

study this would give only 27 observations, i.e. a great loss of

degrees of freedom is made when the analysis moves from the individual

to the school class level. However, an analysis of covariance of the

school class means on the Post-test was made with the school class

means on the Pre-test as the covariate. The result is summarized in

table 21.

Table 21 : Analysis of Covariance of School Class Means (N 27)

Dependent variable: POST-TEST

Cowriate: Pre-test

Sources df sx sp ss ss' df ms'

Between

Within

2

24

63.63

1 907.49 2

79.63

384.77 3

100.07

241.15

.29

259.68

2

23

.15

11.29

Total 26 1 971.12 2 464.45 3 341.22 259.97 25

F
.15

/11.29 . .013

(Symbols as in Lindquist, 1953)

The F-ratio is almost zero. Thus when the analysis is undertaken at

the school class level, every trace of a difference between methods

disappears.

To sum up:

The overall impression from the analyses performed thus far is one

of non-significant differences between the teaching methods. Nor

is there any significant interaction between ability level and

method, i.e. no method proves better for pupils on a certain

intellectual level. The only strongly significant differences are

found between ability groups; pupils of higher intellectual ability

score higher and progress more than do pupils of lower ability.

Additional Studies of Progress.

The analyses in the preceding section were all performei on raw

scores. However, as was mentioned earlier, two other measures of

progress were used (concerning the rationale for using them,
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see page 57f). -In the case of the first one (actual/possible

improvement x 100) an analysis of variance, one-way classification,

was performed to find out if the three teaching methods produced

different progress. In this analysis the unit of measurement was the

school class mean and not the individual score, however. Since this

was the case, and since therefore the number of observations is

limited, the value for each school class is given in the following

table.

Table 22 : School Class Means on the Variable: (actual/possible

improvement x 100). N = 27

Teaching method

Im Ee Es

12.09

18.26

22.14

11.75

16.66

20.75

10.21

8.86

18.40

10.07

16.36

17.97

20.97

15.31

17.27

13.73

25.12

10.62

11.00

19.32

24.53

20.51

17.29

13.83

16.67

11.04

14.99

N: 9 9 9

ii: 15.46 16.38 16.58

Inspection of the three series of values gives the immediate

impression that variation between the three methods is moderate

whereas variation between classes within methods is great. The analysis

of variance of the results is given in the table below.
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Table 23 : Analysis of Variance (one-way classification) of School

Class Means on the Variable: (actual/possible improvement

x 100).

Source of
variation

Sum of sqs Df Variance
estimate

F-ratio

Between 6.42 2 3.21

Within 527.30 24 21.97

Total: 533.72 26 .146

The F-ratio clearly indicates that teaching method does not

affect progress measured in this manner.

The second additional measure of progress was: (Post-test-

Pre-test/Pre-test) x 100. This measure gives comparatively great

credit to progress scores for pupils who had low initial (= Pre-test)

scores. As in the case of the preceding measure the school class mean

is the unit of analysis. The values for each experimental class is

given in the following table.

Table 24 : School Class Means on the Variable: (Post-test-

Pre-test/Pre-test) x 100. N = 27

1m Ee Es

30.0 28.4 29.2

35.0 37.8 35.9

31.2 26.8 39.5

36.9 32.9 32.0

46.4 25.0 27.6

33.6 36.6 30.7

30.6 31.7 37.0

20.9 45.4 31.3

46.4 32.9 . 38.2

N: 9

x. 33.5

9 9

33.2 33.6
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The variation in scores between classes within methods is rather

great whereas the variation between methods is negligible. In this

case no further analysis of the data was undertaken.

To sum up:

The two additional measures of progress, which might perhaps be

looked upon as desperate endeavours to find significa3t differences,

gave no information that deviated from that provided by the raw

scores.

Thus it seems to make little difference which of the three

teaching methods is used. Similarly it seems to make little

difference how the progress score is calculated; the results

become approximately the same.

Drop-outs.

The drop-outs that will be referred to here are the pupils (N = 43)

who were absent from three or more lessons. In order to find out

whether the drop-outs deviate in any systematic way from the

experimental group, a number of comparisons between the two groups

were made. The result of the comparisons are presented in the table

below.

Table 25 : Means and Standard Deviations for the Expeilmental

Population and Drop-out,.

Variable:

Population

( =pupils present

10-12 lessons)

N

Drop-outs

(=pupils absent
3 lessons or more)

N x s t sign

IQ total 564 53.66 9.64 42 53.86 8.82 - .14

Grades total 573 27,95 7.71 43 26.51 7.77 1.17

Std test 569 53.48 18.68 41 51.71 16.09 .67

PACT 550 34.29 8.77 41 33.54 8.71 .53

Prt-test 575 51.61 20.89 42 49.10 16.61 .93

Post-test 576 68.67 27.16 42 61.88 24.42 1.73

Progress 574 17.26 12.32 42 12.79 12.61 2.22 x

Pupil Attit. 529 22 94 4.41 39 n.62 4.60 .42

Absence 577 .40 .65 42 3.88 1.19 18.66 xx
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It seems quite reasonable to assume that pupils with lower grades.

intelligence or general knowledge of English would skip the

experimental hours more than other pupils. However, the results in the

above table indicate that no such selection mechanism lies behind

the absence. In fact, no differences are found between the experimental

group and the drop-outs in the "pure" background variables (I(,

Grades and Pre-test) or in the others, perhaps not completely

unaffected by the treatment (the Standardized test, PACT). The only

variable where a significant difference occurs (with the natural

exception of Absence) is Progress where the experimental porlation

scores higher. This is a clear indication of a correlation between

time spent in class and progress; it pays to be there.

Some Findings in Social Group "0".

As was mentioned above (see p. 60 ) the 0 stands for cases where the

mother (without any mention of her occupation) is responsible for the

care of the child. Fifty-one such cases appeared in our population;

their distribution on teaching methods was Im: 13, Ee: 15, Es: 23.

A; X
2
- test shows that this distribution does not deviate signifi-

cantly from random distribution of cases among methods (X2 8 3.30,

df 2, p> .10). In order to find out whether this group deviated

from the experimental population at large, comparisons were made in

a number of variables.

Table 26 : Means and Standard Deviations for the Experimental

Population and Social Group "0".

The Experimental
Population

Social Group "0"

Variable: N N x s t sign

IQ total 564 53.66 9.64 49 51.33 8.39 1.83

Grades total 573 27.95 7.71 51 24.94 7.58 2.57 x

Std test 569 53.48 18.68 50 49.26 20.23 2.21 x

PACT 550 34.29 8.77 45 31.96 9.08 1.77

Pre-test 575 51.61 20.89 51 47.84 19.11 1.99 x

Post. test 576 68.67 27.16 51 63.57 26.46 2.32 x

Progress 574 17.26 12.32 51 15.73 12.71 1.01

Pupil Attit. 529 22.94 4.41 46 23.13 3.91 - .22
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As it appears, there is a clear tendency for this particular

"social group" to score lower than the experimental population.

Although the data should not be pressed unduly, two conclusions seem

possible: either there is an over-representation of social class 3

amcng the cases under consideration (considering the correlation

between social class and achievement), or there is a connvction

between a mother as the sole guardian and low scores on the part of

the child.

Findings ROated to Course Choice.

As was mentioned above (see p. 61 ) the pupils, in February,made their

choice as regards course in English for grades 7 through 9. It was

considered interesting to investigate whether this choice was

associated with the pupils' standing on various background variables.

Some information relating to this question will be given in the

tables and figures., below.

Table 27: Distribution of Social Class in Relation to Course Choice

(Absolute numbers to the left, percentages to the right).

1

Social Class

2 3 Total 1

Social Class

2 3 Total

Sk 41 169 170 380 10.8 44.F 44.7 100.0

Ak 0 35 81 116 0 30.2 69.8 100.0

Total 41 204 251 496 8.3 41.1 50.6 100.0

It is apparent from these figures that the choice of course in

English is associated with social class. A X2-test gave a X
2
-value of

26.85 Of 2; p 4:.001); there is thus a strong reason for rejecting

the null hypothesis of independence between social class and course

choice.

The figure below is intended to visualize the relation between

social class and course choice.
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A comparison was also made between the two "categories" of pupils

In some other variables. The results are given in the following table.

Table 28 :

Variable:

Means and Standard Deviations for Presumptive sk and ak

Pupils.

sk ak

N x s N R s t sign

IQ total 428 55.50 9.22 133 47.76 8.49 7.10 xx

Grades total 428 30.69 6.46 142 19.75 4.89 12.88 xx

Std test 428 59.07 16.76 139 36.20 12.96 16.57 xx

PACT. 417 36.18 7.98 131 28.37 8.33 7.37 xx

Pre-test 431 56.62 20.80 141 36.53 12.13 14.14 xx

Post-test 431 75.96 26.02 142 46.79 16.94 17.90 xx

Progress 430 19.50 11.96 141 10.43 10.63 7.43 xx

Pupil Attit. 397 23.18 4.43 129 22.25 4.34 1.21
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The differences between sk and ak are highly significant in all

cases except Pupil Attitude. These group differences might be taken to

indicate that, in general, the pupils' choices are realistically

made with respect to their grades, intellectual standing, and know-

ledge of English. However, since the choice is of great interest

on the individual level, we shall present the sk and al distributions

on the IQ test and two linguistic variables, namely the Standardized

test and PACT (see next page).

One salient feature of all three figures is that the distributions

are more or less completely overlapping. This phenomenon was discussed

in our earlier reports (see, for instance, Levin, 1969, pp 68-70),

although it then referred to actual courses and not, as in the present

case, courses chosen for the next year. The tendency towards overlap

is still more pronounced in this study.

The distributions seem to warrant the following reflexion on the

fact that in English, from grade 7 and onwards, the pupils are

divided into two courses:

If it were assumed that the pupils' general intellectual ability

and/or knowledge of English up to grade 6 should guide their course

choice, then a fairly large number of pupils seem to make ill-advised

choices; it is notable that pupils with relatively high intelligence

and language test scores choose the less advanced course and,

correspondingly, that pupils of low intelligence and language test

scores take the more advanced course. One might argue, of course, that

the former group of pupils, despite their capacity, have chosen

the easier course because of little or no interest in learning English.

However, if we consider the information given above on the relation

between social class belongingness and course choice, it is difficult

to escape the suspicion that sociological factors are decisive for

many pupils.

If this problem is looked upon from the individualization point of

view, it becomes evident that although the teaching in sk (according

to the higher mean there) may prtceed at a relatively higher speed than

in ak, the van-Litton in general ability and proficiency between

pupils is about the same in sk as in the total group. Thus, on the

average the need for individualization would be the same (in sk)

whether the courses are kept apart or not. The effect of putting the

two courses together would be - still from the sk teacher's point of
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view - that the class would consist of a few more slow learners;

again, the umiation between the bottom and top pupil would be about

the same. Looking at the problem from the "ak angle", it is very

probable that a number of pupils in this group would profit from

being taught together with those of sk.

All in all, as the course choice functions today witl a number

of factors other than ability and proficiency in English strongly

influencing the choice, there seems to be little justification for

keeping the two courses separate. What effect a fusion of the two

courses would have on discipline and atmosphere in the classroom is

an interesting problem but outside the scope of the present project

and not for us to discuss.
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Results on the Different Part Tests.

The results on the seven parts of t;,a test are given in table 29.

The most difficult test seems to be pant G, in which the pupils

were asked to make negative sentences. They managed only 11.3 % of the

items in the pre-,est and increased their scores only 5.2 % on this

test. It seems probable that many of the pupils did riot understand

what they were supposed to do, since most of them undoubtedly knew more

of this construction than the results seem to indicate. The easiest

test on the other hand seems to be pat 1), where more than half the

number of items (58.9 %) were correct in the pre-test and 73.8 % in

the post-test. In spite of the high figure in the pre-test there was

ample room for progress which also became the second highest (14.9 %).

In constructing and trying out the test we aimed at a rate of

correct answers in the pre-test of about 30-35 %, and the figure for

the pre-test, 32.3 %,is thus very satisfactory. The test was very

difficult and the post-test figure, 42.9 %, is perhaps a little lower

than expected. It also indicates that the test can, in all likelihood,

be used with good discriminating power in the 7th, and possibly the

8th, form also.

Pact A is undoubtedly the easiest in one respect: they have been

working with this problem for almost three years. It is quite clear

from the figures that our pupils in leaving umellanstadietn, after

three years of English with a total of 11 hours per week, do not

know how to use the s-form of verbs in the third person singular and

that a lot more practise is needed.

Rata 8 and E test the pupils' ability to make questions, primarily

questions with do/does/did. They result in exactly the same kind of

phrases but the stimuli are different: in test 8 the pupils are told to

"ask me if..." and in E they have a sentence and are told to ask a

question with the same verb but a different object. In the pre-test

there are no differences between the tests, the percentages of correct

answers are 13.5 and 14.2 respectively. In the post-test, however,

there is a noticeable difference: 28.9 and 25.2, which indicates that

the more mechanical way of testing used in B is easier; test E

probably requires a larger amount of intellectual abilities.

Pakt C consisted of various items, the reason being that it is

difficult to test prep + ing-form by itself since it tends to give a
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Table 29 :

Pre-test:

Results on the Parts of the Tests per Hethod.

Im Ee Es
(max.

% x) score)

A 3.17 1.97 3.42 1.79 3.21 1.84 32.7 (10)

B 1.92 2.57 2.18 2.51 1.96 2.f.,0 13.5 (15)

C 16.92 6.25 17.63 6.46 17.29 6.09 38.4 (45)

0 11.19 4.81 12.16 4.67 11.90 4.68 58.9 (20)

E 1.91 2.61 2.33 2.70 2.14 2.43 14.2 (15)

F 12.62 5.77 13.71 6.62 13.76 6.04 33.5 (40)

G 1.50 2.55 1.65 2.32 1.91 2.60 11.3 (15)

Totals 49.24 21.46 53.14 21.25 52.7./ 19.91 32.3 (160)

Post-test:

A 4.36 2.19 4.23 2.17 4.65 2.02 44.2

B 3.73 3.67 4.63 4.25 4.57 4.04 28.9

C 20.98 7.38 21.73 7.66 21.17 7.72 47.3

0 14.24 4.88 15.12 4.85 14.86 4.57 73.8

E 3.29 3.68 3.97 4.08 4.04 3.86 25.2

F 17.02 7.44 18.43 8.10 17.64 7.44 44.3

G 2.04 3.10 2.68 3.28 2.65 3.37 16.5

Totals 65.35 25.70 70.79 28.14 69.58 27.30 42.9

Progress:

A 1.23 2.09 .81 2.02 1.44 2.11 11.5

B 1.82 2.68 2.44 3.28 2.61 3.00 15.4

C 4.06 5.72 4.11 5.49 3.88 5.41 8.9

3.05 3.70 2.96 3.01 2.96 3.35 14.9

E 1.38 2.31 1.64 2.75 1.91 2.63 11.0

F 4.46 4.95 4.66 4.91 3.88 5.48 10.8

G .54 2.05 1.04 2.28 .75 2.26 5.2

Totals 16.52 11.95 11.64 12.35 17.54 12.65 10.6

Key to the tests:

A: answers to questions; tests the s-for
B: make questions; tests the correct use of the do-construction
C: four-choice test: tests prepoing-form, the continuous tense, the s-form
0: position of adverbs of time, tests correct placing of these
E: make questions: tests use of do-construction (same as B but

different stimuli)
F: six-choice test of the some-any problem
G: make negative sentences: tests the use of the do-construction in

negative sentences

x)The % figures refor to the total mean for all pupils in relation to the
possible number of itcms per part test; the progress figures are the
differences in per cent for the post- and pre-tests.
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result of "all or nothing". Thirty of the 45 items were investigated

as two different tests and will be discussed below as "critical items".

Tests0 and E have already been commented on.

Peat F, which was a multiple-choice test, was the only one testing

the some-any dichotomy which was one of the major parts of the

lessons. The number of correct answers here, 13.4 for all pupils, is

33,5 % of the total possible. This increases in the post-test to 44.3 %.

A special study has been made of those items in which the use of

'some' and 'any' did not follow the basic rules, e.g. Would you like

some coffee ('some' in questions) and Anybody can do that ('any' in

ordinary statements).

Test G has been commented on above.

Method differences. We were also interested in studying differences

between the methods on the various tests since some of the structures

dealt with were new and some well-known or at least practised in

class for some time.

On the pre-test all differences between the methods are small. One

tendency is noticeable, however: the Im group scores lowest on all the

seven parts, and Ee higher than Es on all except G.

On the post-test the situation is almost identical, except that Im

has passed Ee on test A and that Ee and Es (which are very close)

have changed places on some tests. There are no di.ferences, however,

which are large enough to warrant special attention, and the results

on the parts are thus identical to those for the whole test.

In studying progress scores we notice the large standard deviations,

especially large on test G compared to the low means. These figures

indicate that many pupils scored 0 and that there is a marked posit

skew in the distribution.

"Critical Items".

The so-called critical items were investigated in order to bring

about an analysis of certain items contained in larger tests. They

include a total of 51 of the 160 items of the test.

Teat A included those 6 items in test A that required an -s (th

remaining 4 were included as distractors). The is just a litt1

below that for the test and the percentage is much higher
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(46.3 as compared to 32.7 on test A as a whole). This seems to

indicate that the pupils missed many of the easy items without an

-s and that, knowing what the test was about, they tended to use

"too many s-es". There are no differences between methods.

Tea CA includes all examples in part C also requiring the s-form.

The percentage correct here is the same as for test A and slightly

below the mean for the whole test. This again underscores the impression

that this high-frequency structure (third person singular present

tense) is very poorly mastered after three years of study. Even in

the post-test, after an intensive period of practise and commenting,

only 40.5 % of the items were correct. There are no noticeable

differences between the methods; the progress scores (1.03, .99 and

1.02) are all-but identical whether the pupils were given explanations

or not. Even in this little seemingly simple test the result of the

whole study is mirrored quite completely.

Tut CB is really a test in its own right, mixed into a longer

test for reasons mentioned above. This structure (prep Y ing-form)

is completely new to the pupils and is normally dealt with only at

higher stages. It is also in sharp contrast to Swedish usage, and

therefore this is one of the points at which differences ought to

come out most clearly.

In the pre-test the pupils got almost 8 out of the 19 items

correct, which is equal to 40.3 per cent. It should be borne in mind,

however, that this was a 4-choice test, and after correction for

guessing there are only about 4 correct items left. Even this figure

is quite high for a completely unknown structure. There may be

two reasons for this: the pupils hear a lot of English on TV and

radio and some phrases might have been known to them for this reason,

and,secondly, since there were four choices they might have ruled out

the other three (infinitive, s-form, present continuous) as impossible

and thus taken the unknown - and correct - structure.

The total progress (11.8 %) is almost the same as that for the whole

test (10.6 %) and thus neither low nor particularly great. There are

no differences between methods; and it is worth noticing that the Es

progress is the smallest, although the difference is not significant.
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Table 30 : So-Called Critical Items per Method.

Im Ee Es

S R S max %

Total

R

Ire -test 17.99 6.33 19.01 7.08 10.85 6..,6 51 36.5 18.64

A 2.65 1.55 2.84 1.46 2.83 1.57 6 46.3 2.78

CA 3.29 1.97 3.66 1.97 3.38 1.86 11 31.4 3.45

CB 7.41 3.17 7.74 3.49 7.77 3.51 19 40.3 7.65

F 4.63 2.32 4.78 2.69 4.87 2.48 15 31.7 4.76

Post-test 23.80 8.10 24.34 8.90 24.09 7.93 51 47.2 24.09

A 3.55 1.67 3.37 1.63 3.82 1.57 6 59.7' 3.58

CA 4.32 2.35 4.65 2.31 4.40 2.35 11 40.5 4.46

CB 9.77 3.92 10.10 4.65 9.79 4.07 19 52.1 9.89

F 6.17 2.86 6.22 3.24 6.08 2.80 15 41.1 6.16

Progress 5.83 6.06 5.33 6.30 5.25 5.34 10.7 5.45

A .88 1.80 .54 1.70 .99 1.73 13.4 .80

CA 1.03 2.35 .99 2.28 1.02 2.19 9.1 1.01

CB 2.38 3.42 2.36 4.05 2.03 3.27 11.8 2.24

F 1.54 2.53 1.44 2.50 1.21 2.47 9.4 1.40

Key: A: the s-form, all examples in test A requiring answers with verbs
in -s

CA: the s-form: all examples in test C requiring verbs in -s
CB: prep + ing-form: all examples in test C requiring an ing-form

after prepositions plus four examples with to + infinitive
as distractors

F: 'some-any': all examples in test F where the use of 'some' and
'any' (and their compound$) differs from the basic rules
('some' in questions etc.)

NOTE: Parts A and CA above should he compared to part A in the test
as a whole.

Part CB is to be considered a part test in its own right,
comparable to the other part tests.

Part F is the only part here which really consists of "critical"
items, i.e. items where a special difficulty exists, one
that might cause differences in the results between
methods different from the overall results.

Tut F finally consists of 15 items which are really "critical" in

the sense that they deviate from the norm. They might be said to test

the "feeling" for the use of 'some' and 'any' and not knowledge of any

rules. The result here is the same as in all other cases: about
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one third correct on the pre-test, about 10 % progress, no differences

between methods. And again we notice that Es makes the smallest

progress.

To sum up:

All figures on the parts point in the same direction as those for

the whole test, and an investigation of the parts in view of

the fact that they test different structures of which the pupils

have had different experience yields no interesting results. It

seems that progress is about equal over an intensive period of

drilling and practising whether the structure being practised has

been taught for years or is completely new, and this seems true

irrespective of method used.
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CORRELATION STUDIES

All variables used in the project have been inter-correlated and will

be discussed here. The general impression of the correlation tables

(see, for example, table 33 ) is that most figures are relatively or

very high and even. This first impression seems to bear out the

finding of, for example, Carroll (1958 , p. 16 ) that it is hard to

find a clear factorial pattern in linguistic competence. It is not

possible to find different factors at work, resulting in different

correlations, in the listening tests, pronunciation test, grammar

tests, reading comprehension test etc.

Background Variables.

In table 31 correlations are given for a number of variables for the

whole pupil population irrespective of method and intelligence level.

Social class correlates around .20 with IQ as well as with measures of

scholastic aptitude, and proficiency in English. This well-established

fact, which is brought out in all similar studies, is interesting

but nct surprising.

Pupil attitude generally shows low correlations. The highest correlation

is with.the post-test, which is an indication that the more interested

pupils have done better in the project, or perhaps rather: that those

who felt they had made progress had a more favourable attitude towards

the project when the attitude test was given. There are also positive

correlations with PACT and the Standardized test, which were both

given after the project. This might indicate that those who were

positive after the project were more motivated to do their best on

those tests. Interestingly enough there is also a slight correlation

with grades in English.

Intelligence correlates significantly with all factors except attitude.

Grades in English correlate higher with the Verbal IQ than with the

IQ total, but the reverse is true for Maths. Spatial IQ has the lowest

figures throughout, correlations with grades in Maths being the only

one coming close to .40. Both Verbal IQ and the IQ total correlate

significantly higher with the pre- and post-tests than with progress,
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although even the latter are significantly higher than 0. This

indicates that both pupils of low and those of medium and high

intelligence have progressed in the project but that those in the

upper echalons have made slightly greater progress.

Grades, the three separate measures as well as the total, correlate

significantly with all other'factors. These figures are mostly

significantly higher than those for intelligence. If progress is taken

to mean success in English, then the teachers' subjective grades in

English are a better prognostic instrument than IQ, be it the total

or only the Verbal part. Even grades in Maths is as good as the IQ

total. An IQ testing is a quicker and no doubt more reliable measure

to use if one were to give a prognosis for an unknown pupil, but

this testing cannot compare in value with the evaluation by a teacher

who has known the pupil for almost three years, if this measure is

available.

Again we also notice that the pre- and post-test correlate higher

than does progress. Teachers' grades in English, wh.. have been

given after 2.5 years of instruction but with no outside help in the

form of standardized tests, thus seem to be the best predictor of

success in the study of English. The figures for the Standardized

test are higher still, but then it should be borne in mind that they

are influenced by the same teaching as influenced the achievement

test. In giving a prognosis of success in language studies, for

example if parents want advice whether the pupil should take the more

advanced course in grade 7 and a second language, a composite

measure consisting of grades, results on the standardized test and

the Verbal IQ, would in all likelihood be the best possible at the

moment.

The Standardized test and its parts correlate well with teachers'

grades (.78 with English) and with the project tests.

PACT, the listening comprehension test, correlates well with grades

and other tests, but the difference between grades in English (.55)

and with the Standardized test (.72) seems to indicate that listening

comprehension might be a slightly neglected factor in giving grades.

The high correlation with the all-written pre- and post-tests (.67

and .72) show that even a test which is all written gives a good



96

overall evaluation of the pupil (Cf what was said above at the

beginning of this section about the lack of clear factorial patterns).

The correlation between the pre-test and the post-test (.90) is the

highest in the whole matrix, which might be taken as an indication

that our Achievement test has a high reliability.

We shall give a word of comment on a point which is self-evident

to those of our readers who are well versed in statistical matters

but might not be so to others with lesser statistical training. The

correlations between the pre- and post-tests on the one hand and

almost any other factor on the other are higher than the corresponding

correlations between progress and these same factors. The correlations,

for example, between IQ and the pre- and post-tests are .68 and .72

respectively, but between IQ and progress .43. The explanation is

that correlations are dependent on the size of the standard deviations;

compare the post-test, for example, (7( 68.67, s 27.16) and progress

(7( 17.26, s 12.32). This is not surprising since progress is the

difference between the pre-test and the post-test; the difference

between two figures, of course, is smaller than the figures them-

selves (It is also normal for the standard deviation to be lower when

the mean is lower).

Correlations with Course Choice.

Correlations have also been calculated between the pupils' choice

of course in grade 7 (ak, the easier one, and sk, the more difficult

one, which is taken by roughly 75 % of the group) and certain other

variables. They are as given in table 32 (see next page).

All these figures, except for social class and attitude, are

highly significant. What ii interesting, and somewhat disconcerting,

is the fact that the correlation with grades, e.g. in English (.60),

is much greater than the one with knowledge of English as measured

by the Pre-test (.41), which is an indication that there is a

tendency for those who have failed, for one reason or another, to gain

good grades, to take the easier course whether their skills warrant

it or not.
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Table 32: Correlations between the Pupils' Course Choice for Grade 7

and Certain Other Variables.

Course choice for grade 7

Social class -.08

IQ Verbal .40

Inductive .28

Spatial .13

Total .35

Grades, Swedish .55

English .60

Maths .49

Total .61

Stand. Test, EL .42

EM .48

EA .46

EU .43

Total .53

PACT .38

Pre-test .41

Post-test .46

Progress .32

Attitude .09

Pre-test and Post-test Correlations.

In correlating the various parts of the pre- and post-tests with

grades (table 33), we find that test A is lower than the others,

whereas all the others seem to have roughly the same figures (between

.50 ano .60). They correlate almost exactly the same with the

Standardized test and its parts. The correlation between the post-test

total and the Standardized test total is .88, which means that about

77 % of the variance is explained by common factors. PACT also

correlates well and these high correlations are an indication that

the achievement test has high validity.

The parts of the achievement test correlate well with the Verbal IQ

test (the total being about .60), less with the Inductive part (.40)

and very little with the Spatial test (about .20).
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Table 34: Pre- and Post-test Intercorrelations.

Pre-test Post-test

8CDEFGTot. ABCDEFGTot.
Pre- A .364 .374 .246 .353 .295 .407 .481 .462 .400 .332 .241 .363 .234 .425 .392

test B
.538 .472 .703 .521 .669 .743 .413 .661 .620 .405 .671 .525 .650 .692

C .519 .585 .597 .597 .836 .435 .586 .697 .430 .599 .578 .621 .708

D .518 .610 .493 .765 .374 .536 .582 .751 ,579 .667 .509 .732

E .606 .712 .798 .482 .653 .646 .446 .753 .616 .672 .750

F .581 .847 .420 .568 .625 .532 .641 .746 .575 .752

G .788 .507 .628 .644 .417 .667 .571 .738 .726

Total .550 .737 .787 .632 .787 .776 .760 .902

Post- A .476 .516 .342 .449 .387 .503 .581

test
.661 .501 .749 .599 .688 .812

C .561 .690 .667 .688 .882

.514 .632 .456 .738

E .664 .736 .844

F .590 .813

.803
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In table 34 we see how the various parts of the pre- and post-tests

correlate with each other. On the whole, figures for the post-test

are higher, which is probably explained by the fact that its means

are higher with an accompanying increase in standard deviations,

which strongly influences the correlations (cf above). This also

explains why tests C and F have the highest correlations with the

test totals (.84 and .85 for the pre-test, .88 and .86 for the post-

test). These tests explain most of the variance, and they could be

given alone to yield, in a very short time,a fairly reliable overall

picture of what the pupils know. Test A has the lowest figures

throughout, which is partly explained by its relatively low

reliability (.52).

Progress Correlations.

Table 35 shows various Progress correlations. We notice here that

the progress total correlates significantly with all parts of the

pre-test except the first one, and that the correlation with the

pre-test total is .31, which is an indication that the better pupils

have made better progress than the poorer pupils although only a

small part of the variance in progress is explained by the pre-test.

Only one pre-test column has nothing but negative figures, that for

progress on part D, the position of adverbs. Almost all are non-

significant, however, but the test itself correlates with the progress

made on it -.34, which definitely means that those who scored poorly

on the pre-test learnt most about this.

The correlations between progress and the post-test are higher

throughout than those with the pre-test. The post-test and progress

totals correlate no less than .688. The progress total correlates

well with all parts of the post-test, part A being the lowest with

.366. Progress on part D still correlates negatively with all tests

(except part D and the total), all being non-significant, however.

These negative correlations on test D need a special word of

comment. As table 29 on page 88 shows, the means of the various part

tests vary between 11.3 % and 38.4 % of the total possible on the

pre-test, except in the case of test D, where this figure is 58.9 %.

On the post-test it has risen to 73.8 %. In this test there was thus

much less room for progress for the better pupils (as a matter of fact

2.1 % had all 20 items correct in the pre-test, 12.5 % had 18, 19 or



Table 35: Progress Correlations.

Progress

A B C D E F G Tot.

Pre- A -.423 .228 .032 -.003 .193 .004 .170 .073

test
B .097 .043 .241 -.091 .307 .163 .206 .287

C .110 .330 -.177 -.121 .316 .150 .244 .160

0 .163 .318 .210 -.342 .352 .267 .197 .323

E .176 .281 .223 -.097 .132 .191 .191 .318

F .165 .321 .181 -.103 .358 -.084 .195 .237

G .154 .276 .207 -.103 .292 .159 -.037 .285

Total .131 .359 .132 -.181 .386 .141 .235 .307

Post- A .609 .288 .216 -.041 .194 .082 .171 .366

test
B .129 .778 .243 -.043 .474 .219 .309 .559

C .231 .361 .583 -.023 .393 .251 .291 .626

D .135 .329 .283 .363 .327 .308 .204 .559

E .134 .435 .269 -.086 .752 .227 .336 .541

F .186 .365 .261 -.040 .382 .601 .236 .596

G .333 .372 .241 -.070 .436 .195 .647 .493

Total .243 .510 .406 .018 .518 .3 .379 .688.

Progress A .091 .193 -.039 .027 .079 .022 .307

8 .122 .019 .374 .156 .239 .506

C .105 .182 .173 .123 .673

D -.032 .062 .012 .337

E .144 .315 .495

.108 .608

.412



20 correct). The less gifted pupils have come closer (69 pupils,

12.0 %, had 1-5 correct on the pre-test; 39, 6.8 %, on the post-test),

and as the standard deviation figures indicate the group is more

homogeneous on the post-test; in spite of the fact that the number

of points has increased with about 3, the standard deviation is

almost exactly the same.

The highly significant figures between the pre- and post-tests

and progress should be compared to those obtained in the GUME 1 and

2 follow-up studies, discussed on pages 118-127 below.

In the progress-progress correlations we notice that es7ecially

parts C and F carry a heavy load in the total, these also being the

longest tests. Again we notice that tests A and D stand out as

having the lowest correlations.

4

102
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ATTITUDES

Pupils' Attitudes to the Project (General).

The overall means (see table 36a) indicate that the Ee pupils are more

positive to the project than the others, and, perhaps somewhat surpris-

ingly, that the Es pupils are most critical.

The only two questions which have a mean in all groups below 3.0

are numbers 4 and 11, which indicates that both the lessons on the

whole and the oral drills were a little more boring than fun. It is

probably a common experience that pupils are reluctant to admit that

they like school. It could also be mentioned that the means for these

two questions are for boys 2.74 (s 1.12) and 2.60 (1.03) respectively,

and for girls 2.96 (.93) and 2.88 (1.04) respectively. Girls are thus

more willing to admit that they like school. Most of these means are

just below 3.00, except in Es where 2.64 and 2.69 are markedly lower

than in the other groups.

The difference here between the methods is largely due to one class

which showed a very negative attitude throughout the whole project and

whose means for questions 4 and 11 were 1.64 (.79) and 2.27 (1.20)

respectively.

The answers to question 3 shows that the pupils felt that they

learnt more or less as usual, not very much and not very little.

Pupils in Ee have felt that they, learnt a little more than the othe:s.

The most positive answers have been given to question 5: Did you

understand what you were doing? 82 % of them feel that they understood

this always or almost always. Four pupils think they never understood

what they were doing! Here the :m pupils who did not get any expla-

nations or comments at all have the highest mean, 4.14! Questions 9

and 10 dealt with the four-phase drills: whether they felt they had

learnt to speak and learnt grammar from them. There is no difference

in the slightly positive means of question 9, but the differences in

number 10 are interesting: the Im pupils Oct they learnt less grammar

than the others. The results on the achievement test as reported

elsewhere show that this was not so. The explanation of the difference

here (2.96 in Im, 3.38 in Ee, a difference of no less than .42) is, no

doubt, the fact that the Im pupils had no explalations and thus did not
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know what they were learning, did not know that it as grammar.

One class, whose teacher was very negative to the Im method and person-

ally preferred Es, had a mean of 2.21 (1.23), with a distribution on

the five alternatives 8-3-4-4-0, i.e. eight felt they learnt "very

little" and none "very much". It seems likely that the attitude of the

teacher had influenced the pupils, not necessarily the teaeler's

attitude during the project but the method of teaching with a lot of

comments previous to the project.

The four-phase drill, finally, was felt to be easy to do, as number

12 shows. No differences between methods, and a strongly positive skew

in the answers.

To sum up:

On the whole the attitude of the pupils to the project is leaning

towards the positive. The only two differences between methods -

slightly more negative attitude to the lessons on the whole in

the Es group, and a feeling of learning less gramar in the Im

group - may probably both be explained by atypical classes in the

groups.

Pupils' Attitudes to the Explanations.

Questions 6,7, and 8 of the Pupils' Questionnaire concerned the

explanations given or not given. Question 6 was included to check

whether the pupils were aware that they had got any explanations at

all. Number 7 was meant for explicit groups only and number 8 for

implicit groups only.

Number 6: 41 Im pupils thought that they had got explanations;

this is almost 25 %. This seems to indicate that they felt pretty sure

what they were supposed to learn and that they had not detected that

in fact no theoretical explanations had been given. Even in the class

mentioned above whose teacher usually gave explanations and therefore

was so dubious about the value of the Im method, there were 4 out of

24 who thought they had had explanations.

In the explicit groups there were 23 and 11 respectively (15 % and

6 %) who thought they had not had any explanations. The figure for Ee

is perhaps not so surprising, but that 11 Es pupils never noticed that

the teachers on the tape sometimes spoke Swedish is interesting.
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Question 7 A: This question, as it turned out, was too complicated;

we wanted Ee pupils to say whether they would have preferred to have

the explanations in Swedish rather than in English, and the Es pupils

to say whether they would have preferred explanations in English. Many

pupils have answered bbth questions, and they have ueen scored as "no

Answer" (0) which explains the large number of zero answers here. 26

Im pupils have answered by mistake (or probably many more who have

become O's as explained above). The Ee pupils are evenly distributed

among those who liked English explanations and those who would have

preferred to have them in Swedish. In the Es groups there is a strong

majority for those who preferred to have them in Swedish, i.e. they

answered "no" to the question, they would not have preferred to have

them in English. All these answers should be taken with great caution,

however.

7 B: No less than 43 Im pupils have answered and they generally feel

that the explanations they thought they had got made it much easier

for them. It is worth noticing that the Im mean is higher than both

those for Ee and Es here! Non-existing explanations this seem to be

easier than real ones! Both Ee and Es have high means(4.17 and 4.16)

however, and only 4 and 3 pupils respectively feel that they made it

somewhat or much more difficult to understand.

7 C: The Im pupils who have answered feel they had too few explanations.

Two of them feel they had a little too many explanations, though! Of

theje and Es pupils 70 and 106 (52.5 % and 59.4 %) respectively feel

that they had just the right amount of explanations. Of the rest moat

feel that they had too little. Only 11 and 20 respectively feel that

there were too many explanations. On the whole this seems to indicate

a favourable attitude.

Question 8, finally, which was for the Im pupils only was answered

by 22 and 19 Ee and Es pupils. Most of them have answered that they

missed explanations sometimes; they are probably the same pupils who

answered with a 1 or 2 in 7 C Oich is quite reasonable. Of the Im

pupils 94 (70.5 %) feel that they missed explanations sometimes, 15

never missed them, but only 4 missed them very much. This again

indicates a faint positive attitude to the method without explanations.

To sum up:

From the questions relating to the explanations or the absence of

them, it seems that it does not make much difference whether one
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Table 36b: Pupils' Attitudes to Explanations.

Question

R s

Frequencies:

0 1 2 3 4 5 0

All pupils' 6 .69 .46 163 356 58

N: 577 7A .67 .47 69 138 370

78 4.18 .73 3 4 39 190 118 223

7C 3.30 .85 12 21 204 84 34 222

8 2.84 .67 8 30 117 19 403

Im 6 .24 .43 129 41 11

N: 181 7A .69 .47 8 18 155

7B 4.26 .54 0 0 2 28 13 138

7C 3.37 .76 0 2 28 8 5 138

8 2.89 .63 5 19 94 15 48

Ee 6 .85 .35 23 134 38

N: 195 7A .50 .50 42 42 111

78 4.17 .74 1 3 12 74 43 62

7C 3.38 .85 4 7 70 40 13 61

8 2.59 .80 3 4 14 1 173

Es 6 .94 .23 11 181 9

N: 201 7A .80 .40 19 78 104

70 4.16 .17 2 1 25 88 62 23

7C 3.22 .87 8 12 106 36 16 23

8 2.79 .71 0 7 9 3 182

6

(Inn

maymy class we had explanations (1) - did not have explanations.

7A It would have been better with explanations in English/
in Swedish. no=1 yes=0

78 The explanations made it much make di46icutt (I) - much e444
151 to understand.

7C lie had too many ill - too Ow (5) explanations.
8 I did not m4.46 (4) - I verLy much miAsed (11 explanations.

Note: number 7 was for Ee and Es groups only, number 8 for Im groups

only; In 1A Ee groups were supposed to say whether they would have

preferred to have the explanations in Swedish, the Es groups

whether they would have preferred English.

Note also: Nunber 7C does not have one positive and one negative end,

but rather two negative ends with the more positive answers in

the middle.
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gives explanations or not. The attitudes of the pupils seem to be

nearly the same in both groups. Some who get explanations do not

notice them, and some who do not get any think they have got them.

Interest in English.

The pupils' interest in their school subjects was measured by a

special interest test. The results of this are discussed in Appendix

C since this is slightly outside the general scope of this report.

The figures for English will be given here, though.

Interest was measured with a four-graded scale: ++ + -

the steps were given numerical values 4 - 3 - 2 - 1, and means

calculated. The result for English is as given in table 37.

Table 37 :

Im .

Class

Interest in English.

Ee

Class

Es

Class

1 3.2 10 2.8 19 2.4

2 3.0 11 3.2 20 2.5

3 3.0 12 3.1 21 2.7

4 2.8 13 3.4 22 3.4

5 3.7 14 2.5 23 3.3

6 3.1 15 2.9 24 2.9

7 2.9 16 3.3 25 3.0

8 3.4 17 3.2 26 2.4

9 2.9 18 2.9 27 2.9

Total 3.1 Total 3.0 Total 2.8

Total mean for all classes: ja.

The total mean of 3.0 for English, which happens to correspond exactly

to that for all subjects, shows that on the whole the pupils find

school more fun than boring and that this applies to English also. It

seems that the Es pupils tie the most negative. To what extent this

may have influenced the results on the achievement test is impossible

to say.

The most positive class, number 5, has a mean of 3.7, which indicates

that almost all the pupils find English almost always fun. The other

extreme is found in two Es classes with 2.4, which indicates that in

these classes most pupils find English rather dull.
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These figures indicate most convincingly that in grade 6 English

is a popular subject. Curiously enough, in GUM 1, (Lindblad, 1969,

p. 84) the extreme values were also 2.4 and 3.7, the means for the

easier course in grade 7 being 2.8 and for the advanced course 3.2;

the attitude towards English is fairly constant at this age and ratings

almost two years apart yield identical results.

Teachers' Attitudes.

General methods questions. The first five questions (numbered 3 - 7)

concerned general methodological preferences among the teachers.

Four teachers say that they use Im normally, six use Ee and 17 use

Es. Most teachers thus prefer to give explanations and most of them do

so in Swedish. The figures show that our feeling that the methods were

no more extreme than that they would all find proponents is correct.

Now often do they give explanations? Only one does so every lesson,

10 quite often and regularly, 16 sometimes when it is necessary, but

no teacher says he or she never gives any explanations. The interesting

thing to notice here is that so many seem to explain so seldom. Jt

should be noticed that this is when the pupils are at the end of their

third year of English, having had a total of 11 hours a week (2+5+4).

In giving explanations 18 prefer to do so themselves rapidly and in a

concise way, whereas 9 let some pupil do it first and then round it

off themselves. Some say that they use a mixture of these methods.

There is a majority, though, for distinct "rules" given by the teacher

rather than the inductive generalization.

Now much do teachers speak English during their lessons? It is of

course difficult to estimate. One teacher says it is 75 X, but "the

pupils say it is 90 %": subjective feelings influence them here, but

the answers were as follows:

99 % 1

90-95 % 7

80-85 % 10

70-75 % 8

60 % 1

27
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A difference such as between 85 % and 80 % is too small to indicate

any real difference but certainly there are differences between the

extremes. One teacher obviously does not speak any Swedish at all

whereas at least one speaks quite a bit of Swedish in his or her

lessons.

How often do teachers in Sweden use structure drills, one of the

most characteristic traits of the audio-lingual method?

always 2

quite often and regularly 14

sometimes 10

never 1

27

Judging from these figures it seems that this Llethod has become

accepted and is now widespread at this level. It should be noticed,

though, in looking at these figures and at those for some of the other

questions, that all teachers in the project used Ashton-Olsson,

Hands up, as their textbook. This is a modern book with a very well-

written Teachers' Handbook that most teachers follow fairly closely.

They get help from it and are influenced by it. It is most likely that

classes whose teachers use older textbooks written on more traditional

lines would have differed significantly from the project population.

Questions on the project. As in the Pupils' Attitudd Test the teachers

first answered two open questions in order to bring out spontaneous

reactions of what was felt to have been good and bad in the project.

Good. The 1m teachers generally felt that it was good for the pupils

to have to listen to nothing but English, that they did not have to

have "incomprehensible" explanations, that they had structure drills

and that there were so many oral drills. The Fe teachers generally

liked explanations in English (even those who would normally give them

in Swedish themselves), they thought the explanations were good and

easy to follow and they liked the oral and written structure drills.

The Es teachers liked the explanations and the fact that they were in

Swedish.

Bad. Some teachers feel that some grammatical points were not brought

home well enough; this seems to be true in particular of 'same -Lny',

and the past tense. Sometimes they feel the44'were too many repetitions
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and too much oral drill. The weaker pupils in In missed the explana-

tions. Some Ee teachers think explanations in English may have been

too difficult. One or two would have liked to have the explanations

written out also. One teacher in Esthihks there were too many

explanations taking time from the more valuable drills. Almost all the

teachers have liked the out &Utz; some think that sometimes there

were too many or too long drills. The written drills are even more

fabourably mentioned; three teachers feel that sometimes there was

not time enough for the less gifted pupils to finish (which they were

not supposed to do). The reading texts are called good or excellent,

but many teachers think they were a bit too difficult and that there

were new words the pupils did not understand and which therefore

irritated them.

Exptanatiom: the Im teachers who missed explanations (not all of

them did) mention the s-form and 'some-any' as the points where the

pupils needed explanations most. The Ee teachers differ a bit: most

seem to have felt that the pupils understood them, but some think it

was too difficult and that the pupils were confused. The Es teachers

are all satisfied and several mention the simple present and past as

opposed to the continuous tenses as a particularly good point.

As to the tempo all teachers feel that the speed of speaking was

good,and most of them feel that pauses etc were just right. Quite a

few found the pauses in the oral drills somewhat too long but at least

one thought they were sometimes too short. On the whole the tempo

seems to have been all right.

The technicett quality was good, but some teachers complain that

some of the tapes were not first-class, but in no instance has this

caused any serious trouble. All materials used have worked well, but

in some schools the teachers had trouble finding overhead projectors.

The most common comment about pupit6" ate/text is that it was great

to begin with but slowly decreased. Only in a few cases did this cause

anything like irritation.

What do the teachers think of the twining e6ftet4 prior to knowing

the final results? Some do not want to guess but otherwise answers vary

very miCh. "Not very greatTM, "the best pupils probably littleTM, "no

doubt quite a bit", "good for the best pupilsTM, "same as usual".

The most interesting thing to notice here is the lack of uniformity

in opinions whether the best or the least gifted pupils learnt anything.
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(Mostleachers were very surprised when they learnt about actual

results. One of the most critical teachers, who happened to have a

very good class which had made great progress and in which particularly

the bright pupils had made great progress, was extremely surprised.

This seems to indicate that it is very difficult fo: a teacher to tell

whether the pupils are really learning or not).

The achievement teat was generally considered good but very diffi-

cult. In commenting on the tezzona most teachers give very positive

answers. They have found them varied and interesting. Some of the

criticisms about the lack of explanations etc are repeater!. It is felt

that especially 'some-any' and the past tense were given too little

time. Particularly the last three lessons seem to have been a bit too

crammed for some classes.

To end up, the teachers were asked to estimate how they felt time

had been used during the project.

almost completely wasted

fairly wasted

fairly well used

very well used

no answer

Im Ee Es

0 0 0

0 2 1

4 4 4

4 2 2

1 2

8 9 9

One Im teacher felt that the time was completely wasted for the better

pupils, fairly well used for the middling and poorer pupils, and very

well used as regards herself:
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DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

If our earlier investigations (GUME 1-3) are regarded as pilot

studies, it may be stated that they are quite comprehensive and

meticulous as such. The present study was planned against the back-

ground of them; the planning thus gained from the illumination of

hindsight. Modifications in design and otherwise were made in order

to increase the probability of revealing method eifferences. It is

our subjective judgment that the three teaching methods compared, in

GUME 4, the Implicit, the Explicit-English, and the Explicit-Swedish,

were altered to the better in comarison with the earlier studies.

In spite of this, the main results of the separate studies became

the same - the three teaching methods did not generate any differences

in learning effects.

The research tradition that the GUME project represents, i.e.

method comparisons in an educational setting, is discussed at some

length by Stephens (1967). The results generally obtained within this

area of research seem to have become a tradition, too (p. 7): "It is

part of the folklore that, in educational investigations, one method

turns out to be as good as another and that promising innovations

produce about as much growth as the procedures they supplant, but no

more". To take another example, Nachman and Opochinsky (1958, p. 245)

state that "Reviews of teaching research have couiztentey (italics

ours) concluded that different teaching procedures produce little or

no difference in the amount of knowledge gained by the students".

To return to Stephens, he gives a comprehensive survey of method

comparisons, the main impression of which is one of negative results

(by negative he understandsnon-significant differences between methods

compared). According to Stephens (p. 82 ff), many authors suggest that

the negative results should not be accepted as final answers and

therefore they point to various reasons for these negative findings.

Since some of these might be valid for our results, we shall present

them briefly and give our own comments as well:

1. It is pointed out that the experiments test only one narrow

segment of achievement, namely those that are easy to test. The

argument goes on to say that great changes in other aspects of

achievement, especially in personality or character, might be

discerned if these were cested.



114

In the case of GUILE 4 the productive oral aspects of linguistic

competence are set aside by the Achievement test, and it is of

course theoretically possible thata test stressing the oral skill

might have given results different from those obtained. However,

this outcome is hardly probable considering the correlations

between the productive and receptive aspects of language as

measured by our tests (see p. 98 above) as well as our technique

for grading the productive written tests (see p. 45 above)..

2. A second argument contends that the tests used are not only too

narrow in their scope, but they are relatively insensitive even

in the area in which they do function. This argument implies that

more sensitive measures might detect considerable growth which

now escapes observation.

The reliabilites of the various parts of our Achievement test

(p. 49 ) should serve as an acceptable counter-argument to this

criticism.

3. In the flood of investigations there is much variation in rigour

and scientific care. Many investigations clearly fail to control

factors that could have affected the results.

This source of error is perhaps the most common in research of this

kind: vague instructions to participating teachers and pupils,

malfunctioning of technical equipment, insufficiently tried-out

teaching sequences, changes in experimental schedule because of

events which might have been foreseen,variations in listening

conditions between classrooms; indeed there are numerous

potential causes of irrelevant influence. Without passing value

judgments on the present project as far as the execution of the

study is concerned, we can say that we were well aware of many

obstacles, having one ordeal behind us.

4. A fourth explanation attributes the lack ()f positive results

not to lack of control but to "overcontrol". The educational

investigator, in his zeal to become superscientific, has controlled

the investigation "to death", so to speak. In his effort to make

sure that extraneous factors are held constant, he has held the

whole growth process constant.

It is somewhat difficult to see what Stephens actually means by

overcontrol, but if he shorld be taken to mean an attempt at
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working under laboratory conditions rather than in a real-life

situation, then GUME 4 is definitely not overcontrolled. The

study was carried out in the natural school setting and we tried

to changr the normal routine as little as possible.

5. In judging whether or not significant positive results exist, a

criterion has been used that is much too strict. Often we have

refused to admit that a difference is sicjnificant unless we can

be guaranteed odds of 1 to 100 or 3 to 1000. In the face z.,:" a

handicap such as this, it is no wonder that many results have been

negative. It is a wonder that they have ever been positive.

Although it is of no consequence what level of significance is

applied to our main results, the obtained F-ratios being far from

the critical values, the problem at issue is nevertheless

important. If the educational researcher entertains a hope that

his work shall ever influence school life, he must be prepared

to advance plausible, not to say strong arguments for his "cause".

For instance, if one of the GUME methods had consistently proved

superior, it is very likely that the method had not, because of

this, been accepted and proposed as "the method" in the schools.

Because the introduction of a new teaching method costs a

considerable amount of money (teacher training, production of

materials, etc.), it takes strong statistical evidence to get it

introduced. The strength of the argument would, among other things,

be dependent on the level of significance used in the statistical

tests. Thus, considering a hypothetical introduction in the

schools of Im, Ee, or Es - whichever proves to be the best -

the 1 % level would probably be a necessary prerequisite for

convincing the school authorities about the superiority of that

method. In a study like the present one the statistical criterion

should thus be strict rather than liberal. As it appears, we are

in opposition to Stephens here.

What is most interesting about Stephens's critique of the comparative

experiment is his contention that differences in the formal method

of teaching, compared to the strong influence of and variation in

background variables, may have difficulty in demonstrating their

influence. "Administrative factors and pedagogical refinements

are inevitably left to show their influence on that part of the

(learning) curve where diminishing returns are the rule" (p. 85).
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We tend to agree with Stephens in his general comment; in the case

of the present study it seems more justifiable to accept as a fact that

the differences between the methods did not produce corresponding

differences in learning effects, rather than invoke the classical

hypotheses of imprecision and random error.

Thus, within the total GUME project, evidence has now been

accumulated in one and the same direction: method differences such as ours

account for very little of the actual variation in learning

results. This is, in itself, a most interesting finding against the

background of the intense Swedish debate in 1969-70 in which proponents

of (mainly) two "schools" defended their respective methods with

what might be termed limited tolerance and definitely little support

from empirical research.

Stephens's list of reasons for negative results could have been

made longer. However, even if we could imagine a completely perfect

study from a research point of view, there might still be good

chances for negative results to appear: the human brain is obviously

a flexible enough structure to allow for learning under a variety

of conditions. It is a commonplace that learning occurs even under

non- 'ptimal conditions. Fortunately, the learner may understand a

message though it is transmitted badly (through the wrong channel,

to use the jargon of information theory). Perhaps the reader has

noticed occasionally, when confronted with "bad" teaching, that he was

able to grasp the message despite the poorly arranged teaching

situation. Still in the language of information theory: this ability

to decode noisy, even faulty, messages is one indication of the

potential and flexibility of the human information processing system.

With this in mind one should perhaps not expect modest differences

among (hopefully) equally reasonable teaching methods to cause

differences in learning effects.

The type of research that GUME represents is thus beset with

difficulties; unless one works under laboratory conditions, as did,

for instance, Crothers and Suppes (1967), the study seems doomed to

negative results, and when one tries to achieve the purity of

experiment that they did, one seems to loose all touch with the real-

life conditions of second lahyuage learning.

It was stated earlier in this report (p. 31 ) that we hoped our

results might shed some light on the debate in methodological matters
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which has been, in Sweden as elsewhere, very lively. What kind of

illumination can results such as ours yield? It seems that the

results indicate that much of the debate, at least as far as it refers

to 'grundskolan' (the compulsory,non-streamed comprehensive school),

is on the wrong track. The variation in a number of "extraneous"

background variables within a given group of pupils and the differences

between teachers in personality, training and skills seem to be of

such a magnitude that differences between groups taught by different

methods are completely levelled out. If this refers to a study such

as the present one where the methods used are strictly defined and

adhered to, this is in all likelihood much more the case in the

ordinary classroom situation where teachers confessing to believe in

the same method may very well teach in completely different ways, and

vice versa. The quarrel about methodological details thus seems mis-

guided, and attention should be directed elsewhere: the linguistic

training of the teachers, the personality of the teacher, the social

background of the pupils, reasons for "school-tiredness" in the

pupils, the size of classes, technical aids which facilitate

individualization, and many other fields like these.

The opinion of some critics that GUME has yielded nothing but

"non-results" which is distressing is not shared by the project group.

We feel that results that can show the uselessness of one direction

of the discussion and thus open up other more fruitful perspectives

are indeed valuable and interesting.
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THE GUME 1 AHD 2 FOLLOW-UP STUDIES 1969/70.

In planning and carrying out the GONE 1 and 2 studies in 1968-1969

all classes taking part were experimental classes. Ho control groups

were used. There were several reasons for this. First of all we used

a total of 54 classes in GUME 1-3 which is a large percentage of the

classes on this level available in the Gothenburg area (between 20 %

and 25 %). Secondly, we were to teach one grammatical structure

(GIME 1: the do-construction, 2: some-any, 3: passive) intensively

in six lessons and then measure progress. In a class whose teacher

did not concentrate on the same structure during this period progress

would in all likelihood be close to zero. And if the teacher did

concentrate on it, there was no way of checking how he did it and

thus what we would be comparing with. For these two reasons mainly,

no control groups were used. Furthermore, we did not feel a very strong

need for control groups since we were not interested in the amount of

raw progress made as such but only in the difference in progress

brought about by different methods of teaching irrespective of how

great or small this progress was.

Since tests with good reliability were available (.92 and .92

for the GUME 1 and 2 tests respectively) for which we had fairly

extensive results to compare with, we felt that it might be of interest

to compare our results afterwards with what is normally achieved at

the same level in one wkote yeah. This is all the more interesting

as very little has been done in this field. Some teachers in our

projects had said in the questionnaire which they filled out after

the projects that they would have done better themselves. But does

a teacher know how much his pupils normally learn in, say, two weeks

of instruction? Do we ever measure our pupils' progress all that

carefully?

There is one study by the UME project in Stockholm trying to

establish how much Swedish pupils learn of English grammar in the

7th form, but their results are very uncertain because two different

tests were used and different classes were tested. We wanted to test

one group of pupils twice with the same test to check the results

obtained in the Stockholm study. Before the start of the autumn term,

1969, tests, tapes and instructions were sent to the headmasters of
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the same schools that had been used in the original studies. They

were asked to distribute them to teachers in their schools who were

to teach a group of lth grade English during tyre coming year. We

specified whether we wanted it to be sk or ak (see p. 61f for an expla-

nation of these terms). We used 6 ak and 12 sk cla,,ses which

corresponds roughly to the proportion in which pupils choose and it

also corresponds to Cie proportions used in the original studies. We

thus tested a representative sample of pupils aged 13. The test

was given on the very first lesson in the autumn term. The tests

were then collected and marked but the teachers were not informed of

the results, and they were not told that we would be coming back at

the end of the year.

At the end of May all teachers who had taken part in this follow-up

study (some of whom, incidentally, had also taken part in the original

project studies) were contacted again and asked to give the test to

their pupils about ten days before the end of the school year and

without giving any extra teaching in the intervening period (which

was only a few days). All GUME 1 follow-up teachers gave the test

and returned it to us; in some classes there were new teachers but

they gave the tests instead. Tests from 2 ak and 4 sk of the GUME 2

follow-up classes could not be obtained; this means a 30 % drop-out

rate but the proportions ak-sk were maintained. There is no reason

to believe that the loss was systematic and the results can probably

be considered representative.

In processing the results only pupils who have taken both the

Pre-test and the Post-test have been included. All test figures that

have been compared refer to exactly the same group of pupils.

The over-all results are given in tables38 and 39, results

according to course are given in tables 40 and41, and some correlations

in tables42,43,44. Discussions of the figures are given in connection

with the tables.
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Table 38: GUME 1: Follow-up and Original Results (all pupils).

Note: S1 is the sum of parts 1,2, and 3 of the test; S2 the sum of

parts 5,6, and 8; S3 the sum of parts 11 and 12. The total

is greater than the sum of S1-3 since parts 4.7,0, and 10

are also included.

FOLLOW-UP (N = 363) GUME 1 means (N = 330)

Pre- Post- Pro-

Pre-test Post-test Progress test test gress

i S R S R S X X R

S1 18.28 5.69 20.77 5.64 2.49 3.98 18.71 20.99 2.27

S2 12.97 5.08 15.36 6.25 2.39 4.06 12.20 15.11 2.91

S3 11.34 3.96 ''13.08 4.18 1.74 3.25 11.48 12.44 .96

Total 64.33 17.35 73.57 19.85 9.24 10.04 64.08 72.91 8.83

Table 39: GUME 2: Follow-up and Original Results (all pupils).

Note: The test consisted of three parts A, B, and C.

FOLLOW-UP (N = 220) GUME 2 means (N = 317)

Pre- Post- Pro-

Pre-test Post-test Progress test test gress

R S R S R S R R R

A 14.36 6.80 20.01 8.16 5.65 5.78 17.15 23.28 6.13

B 9.70 4.66 12.60 5.10 2.90 3.53 11.33 14.00 2.67

C 28.74 9.61 36.77 10.58 8.04 10.03 31.87 38.25 6.38

Total 52.80 17.62 69.38 20.76 16.58 14.72 60.35 75.53 15.18

Comments on Tables 31 and 39. The GUME 1 test had a maximum score of

120. The Pre-test results in the project - which started about four

weeks after the beginning of the term - are equal to those in the

follow-up study. The do-construction has been dealt with in grades 5

and 6 and very little obviously happens in the first few weeks. The

GUME 2 test had a maximum score of 131 and here we notice that the

Pre-test figures in the project, which did not start until November,

are 10-15 % higher than in the follow-up study. The some-any problem

has not been dealt with systematically before grade 7, and here the

pupils progress markedly in the first two months.
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The Progress score in GUME 1 is almost identical with that in the

follow-up study, which means that the pupils learnt as much in the

six project lessons as they do otherwise in one year concerning this

particular but important grammatical structure. The progress is about

12 %. This figure is substantial and thus shows that the pupils make

real progress in this area, which is in opposition to the results in

the Stockholm study referred to above.

The GUME 2 Progress score is also the same for the project and for

the follow-up classes, but then it should be remembered that the pre-

test figures were different. This means that the post-test figures

in the project are also higher than in the control group. Progress is

here about 20 %. This greater progress as compared to that for GUME 1

is probably due to the fact that the pupils knew less at the start.

The means on the GUME 1 and 2 pre-tests are fairly close, however,

(64.08 and 60.35); the pupils have thus answered a little more than

50 % of the questions correctly. Since the pupils knew less of 'some-

any' than of the do-construction, this might seem strange. The reason

is that the GUME 1 test is more difficult, of course, and also that

the GUME 2 test is all of the multiple-choice kind whereas some

parts of the GUME 1 test are more active.

To sum up:

The over-all picture is that pupils in grade 7 progress in their

knowledge of English grammar, about 10-15 % in the case of the

do-construction, which is a central but difficult structure,

practised before, about 20 % in the case of the 'some-any' dichotomy,

which is an easier and also almost completely new phenomenon. The

difference in progress between individual pupils is very great as

the standard deviations indicate. In the GUME 1 follow-up group

it even exceeds the mean. This means that many pupils make regress

rather than progress, and also that some pupils make progress much

greater than most of their friends. Ue shall see below how ak and

sk vary in this respect.
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Table 40: GUME 1: Follow-up and Original Results for ak and sk.

FOLLOW-UP GUME 1 means

ak (N = 93) sk (N = 270) ak (N=100) sk (N=225)

X

Pre-test 48.66 10.39 69.73 15.94 48.95 70.59

Post-test 55.65 12.05 79.74 19.20 52.76 81.86

Progress:

S1 2.54 3.94 2.47 3.99 2.11 2.40

S2 1.82 3.22 2.59 4.29 .51 5.44

S3 1.57 3.15 1.80 3.29 - .07 1.44

Total 6.99 8.33 10.02 10.47 4.33 11.27

Table 41: GUME 2: Follow-up and Original Results for ak and sk.

FOLLOW-UP GUME 2 means

ak (N = 66) (N = 154) ak (N=86) sk (N=230)

;

Pre-test 43.79 11.53 56.66 18.38 47.18 65.26

Post-test 53.35 15.75 76.25 18.78 ',.9.31 81.53

Progress:

A 2.47 5.67 7.01 5.29 4.73 6.70

8 1.56 3.46 3.47 3.41 2.00 2.93

C 5.53 12.21 9.'1 8.77 5 ?7 6.80

Total 9.56 16.89 19.59 12.59 12.00 16.43

Comments on Tables 40 and 41. As in tables 33 and 39 we notice that

the Pre-test figures for GUI% 1 are identical for the project

population and that of the follow-up study and for GUME 2 higher in

the project group. We also see that the difference in GUME 2 between

project and ft.: Low-up results is greater in sk than in ak (8.60 points

as compared to 3.39). When we come to Post-test and Progress figures

the two projects give contrasting pictures. In GUME 1 the ak group made

less Progress than the control group (4.33 as compared to 6.99)

whereas in sk project classes did better (11.27 and 10.02 respectively).

This is probably due to the fact that the teaching material used in

the project was the same for both courses and it was obviously too

difficult for the less gifted children. In the ordinary classes

special simplified textbooks aro used in ak.



123

In GUME 2, however, the opposite picture is given. In ak the

project classes score higher than the control groups (12.00 and 9.56)

whereas in sk the opposite is true (16.27 versus 19.59). The reason

here could be either the opposite of that proposed for GUME 1, namely

that the project materials produced in the project was on the easy

side. Another possible explanation is that in sk the pupils have

picked up quite a bit of the new stuff in the first few weeks that

had passed before the project started. In sk the project classes are

8.60 above the control classes on the Pre-test, and if these points,

which represent what was learnt in the first quarter of the school

year, are added to their Progress, they exceed the control group

quite considerably.

To sum up:

The figures discussed here are in line with the well-established

fact that more intelligent pupils not only know more but also

make more progress than less gifted ones, thus increasing the

difference between two groups of this kind. The comparison between

the two projects also points out the importance of producing

teaching materials which are easy enough for the poorer pupils.

They may also indicate that in the case of a structure which,

like the do-construction, the pupils have worked with quite

considerably before, the less gifted pupils have reached their

ceiling and the learning curve is already bending towards the

horizontal or even, for many pupils, downwards, whereas in the

case of a new problem it is still showing a strong upwards bend

(see fig. 12).

It should also be noticed that in ak the standard deviation is

greater than the mean, which is particularly true of GUME 2, both

for the project and the follow-up pupils. There is thus a fairly

large number of pupils who regress rather than progress both in

a short project and over the whole school year.

Frequency D4stribution.

In GJHE 1 and 2 we found a lame overlap between the two courses

(ak and sk) both in intelligen:e and in knowledge of English (Lindblad,

1969,pp.44, 60, Carlsson, 1969,pp. 5, 21, and Levin, 1969, p. 68 f ).

The latter was also much more pronounced than the overlap in grades,

which was taken to indicate that the choice of course, to a large
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Comments_on the figure

As the above figure stows, progress in the case of the do-construction

is small but marked and about equal in ak and sk. In the case of the

almost completely new 'some-any problem ak progresses at a speed almost

equal to that on the do-construction (which is an old, "well-known"

structure) but sk differs significantly in that its learning curve

rises very sharply. It should be stressed again that this does not

represent the somewhat unnatural conditions of an experiment but what

pupils learn in the 7th form under ordinary conditions.



125

extent, is explained by more or less irrelevant factors like feeling

of success and social class. See also the correlation figures and

discussion of these, pp. 93-102.

Figures 13 and 14 show the distribution of raw scores in the

GUME 1 and 2 follow-up studies for the two courses on the Pre- and

Post-tests respectively. The lowest figures in GUME 1 in the Pre-test

are 28 and 31 for ak and sk respectively, the highest 72 and 117.

Lowest on the Post-test are 30 and 38, highest 86 and 118. The

spread is thus great, greatest in sk. The difference on the two

tests fairly moderate;compare the results section p. 120.

In GUME 2 the lowest figures on the Pre-test are 16 and 23 for ak

and sk respectively, the highest 73 and 112. On the Post-test the

lowest are 25 and 36, the highest 87 and 119. The spread here is

slightly greater than that In GUME 1, and about 30 % greater in sk

than in ak. The difference on the Pre- and Post-tests, as opposed to

GUI& 1, is fairly large, especially in sk.

A problem which we discussed in the previous reports was to what

extent pupils choose the wrong course. There are many different

criteria to decide this. The most conservative but also most realistic

seems to be Anastasi's (1958, p. 454) that only those who fail beyond

the median of the other group are in the wow) group. These are

shaded in the figure. the figures for GUME 1 then show that very few

ak pupils (as a matter of fact fewer than in last year's study)

exceed the sk mean. These are 2 in the pre-test and 3 in the post-

test. But on the other hand there seems to be many pupils who, in

spite of poor knowledge of English, have chosen the more difficult

sk. They are :1 and 23 in the two tests respectively.

The number of pupils in GUME 2 who have chosen the wrong course

is much greater than in GUI4E 1. There are relatively few ak pupils

beyond the sk median: 7 and 4 for 'tie pre- and post-tests respectively,

i.e. 10.8 % and 6.0 %. But there are many sk pupi;s who score low,

especially on the pre-test: 45 and 16 on the two tests respectively,

i.e. 29 % and 10.3 %.

We have said elsewhere that it is common statistical experience

that more intelligent pupils make greater progress than poorer pupils.

This tends to increase the difference between selected groups. In our

two groups, ak and sk, we were thus expecting to find a "gliding-apart"
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effect in the frequency distribution figures. In the case of GUME 1

this effect is hardly noticeable: we can see that the sk mean has

moved towards the right a little more than that for ak, but otherwise

the two figures are almost identical. In GUME 2, however, the expected

effect is easy to see: not only has the means movea apart, but the

large overlap has diminished considerably. The fact that so many sk

pupils did not know about 'some-any' at the beginning of the yea. is

hardly surprising, considering that they had never learnt about this

systematically before. After one year of teaching the sk pupils have

moved ahead, though.

It is reasonable to expect that this "glidin3-apart" effect

becomes more marked as the years in 'hdgstadiet' go by.

It is obvious that if all pupils who, according to the

criterion used above to decide v./Filch pupils have made the wrong

choice,should change, we would get more pupils in ak than we have

at present. If, on the other hand, we draw the line simply where the

two curves intersect, and say that those who are to the right of that

line should be in sk and vice versa, then we would get very few

pails in ak.

One conclusion that seems valid with the above figures in mind

is that the pupils' choice of course should perhaps be guided a

little more actively than seems to be the case at the moment.

Some Correlations.

A number of correlations have been cilculated to compare with last

year's figures. As tables 42 and 43 show (table 42 is partly

incomplete since not all figures were obtained in the previous study)

correlations with the various parts of the tests are almost identical

when the experimental population and the followup groups are compared.

It can be noticed for example that in GUME 1 the group of three tests

called S2 and in GUM( 2 test 8 in the Pre-tests correlate with the

Post-test totals .787 and .777 respectively, which means that about

60 % of the final variance is predicted by these small tests which

take something like 1 or 8 minutes to administer. The reliability

coefficients for these two parts of the two tests are .81 and .76

respectively which is quite satisfactory for group comparisons.

The reliability coefficients of the whole tests are .90 for both (as

compared to .92 for the experimental groups) which is good enough for

prognostic and diagnostic purposes with individual pupils.
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Table 42 : GUME 1: Test Correlations (all mails).

Follow-up

Pre-test Post-test

S2 S3 Total Si S2

Pre- S1 .735 .682 .898 .754 .663
test

S2 .698 .891 .732 .762

S3 .842 .709 .663

Total .810 .779

Post- S1 .765
test

S2

S3

S3

.644

.626

.682

.728

.708

.687

Total

.765

.787

.756

.863

.897

.910

.846

GUME 1

Pre-test

S2 S3

.727 .756

.691

Total

.900

.879

.877

Table 43 : GUME 2: Test Correlations (all pupils).

Follow-up GUME 2
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test

Pre-

test

Post-
test

b

A .766

B

C

Total

A

B

C

C

.517

.382

Total A
.870 .716

.768 .764

.846 .250

.615

B

.653

.743

.185

.549

.820

C

.617

.578

.510

.669

.603

.501

Total

.756

.777

.403

.717

.902

.823

.870

B

.734

C Total

.485

.380

.856

.755

.844

A
.765

.775

.352

.697

B

.692

.741

.351

.657

.827

C

.607

.518

.680

.748

.569

.508

Total

.783

.752

.578

.822

.888

.828

.866

In the experiment no progress correlations were calculated but in the

follow -up study they were as follows in table 44 (see next page).

As the figures in this table show there is no correlation between

results on the Pre-test and Progress which means that those who

scored high have made the same (but not better) Progress than those who

scored low. In some instances, e.g. GUHE 2, part C, the correlation

is even negative. These figures differ from those presented in this

report on GUHE 4, where there are small but significant positive corre-

lations. Whether this difference has come about through sheer chance

or whether the fact that GUHE 4 represented an intensive teaching and
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Table 44: GUME 1 and 2 Follow-up Pupils: Progress Correlations

(all pupils).

GUME 1 Follow-up

Progress

S1 S2 S3 Total

GUME 2 Follow-up

Progress

A B C Total

Pre-tests SI /A -.36 .10 -.00 -.04 -.17 -.07 .16 .03

52/8 -.01 -.08 -.05 .02 .18 -.25 .24 .18

53/C .03 .15 -.34 .04 -.26 -.24 -.42 -.44

Total -.14 .08 -.09 -.02 -.16 -.22 -.11 -.19

Post-tests 51/A .34 .26 .05 .37 .57 .18 .40 .54'

52/8 .14 .59 .08 .45 .40 .47 .35 .50

S3/C .08 .27 .46 .41 .13 -.04 .57 .43

Total .18 .42 .17 .49 .38 .16 .53 .55

Progress Sl/A .2: .07 .59 .33 .38 .73

52/B .17 .68 .19 .50

S3/C .49 .87

learning period of a month and this follow-up study a more normal,

slower growth of knowledge, we have no way of telling at the moment.

The difference is interesting, however, aid well worth a closer

checking in the future.

Post-test correlations with Progress are high and significant, of

course, but this is hardly surprising.

The progress on the various parts of the tests correlate with

different magnitude with the total progress. In GIME 1 the figures

vary .19 (.49 and .68 being the lowest and the hignest). in GUMS 2

they vary .37, which is a marked difference. Test C alone explains

about 75 % of the variance if that tests were used alone.

To sum up:

The general impressioo of the correlations is the same as for

GUME 4: they are high (except in the case of some figures in the

Progress matrix as discussed above) and even. The high Pre-test -

Post -test correlations indicate that the test has high reliability.

All parts correlate well with each other; they thus measure the same

thing, knowledge of a certain aspect of English. The internal

validity is good.
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SUMMARY

The present investigation is a direct continuation of earlier GUME

studies. Since these produced non-significant diff6,ences between three

teaching methods compared, it was considered worthWhile to perform a

new experiment with a modified design and with any other kind of

modification that might increase the probability of detecting true

differences between methods, if such existed.

The teaching phase of the present study, abbreviated GUME 4, took

place in April, 1970, and consisted of a series of twelve lessons in

which various grammatical structures in English were taught. The pupils

were in their third year of English (grade 6, approximately 13 years

of age).

The independent variables of the experiment were three teaching

methods, namely

Im The Implicit method

Ee The Explicit-English method

Es The Explicit - Swedish method

Although the names of the teaching strategies are the same as in the

previous studies (GUME 1-3) the teaching procedures were altered to some

extent. Thus, in the case of GUME 4 the time for explanations varied

between Ee and Es. A strong need was felt for the E methods to contain

"optimal" explanations even if this meant a certain variation in

explanation time, causing some looseness in experimental control. The

Implicit method corresponds to an audio-lingual method without general-

izations, the Exptiett-Enqtlah method corresponds to an audio-lingual

method with direct-method generalizations in the target language, the

Exptitit-SWediah method corresponds to an audio-lingual method with

explanations or generalizations in the source language; comparisons

with corresponding structures in Swedish were also made.

7n the study 27 school classes took part, 9 per teaching strategy.

Data were processed for a total of 577 pupils. The school classes were

randomly assigned to teaching method, the only restriction on the

procedure being that no two classes within the same school were allowed

to get the same method.
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Three parallel lesson series (Im/Ee/Es) were constructed, each

consisting of 12 lessons. In order to control the teacher factor, "canned"

lessons were used throughout the experiment. However, the teachers were

instructed to inspire the pupils, in a strictly prescribed way, to take

an active part in the work, especially in the case of oral drills;

this was done by way of pointing, gestures, etc. In each classroom

extra loudspeakers were installed to improve listening conditions.

In rough outline the experimentel schedule was as follows: IQ test,

distribution of materials to the schools, Pre-test, the lesson series

(i.e. the experiment proper), Post-test, Pupil and Teacher Attitude

tests, Standardized Test in English, PACT (a listening comprehension

test), conference with the participating teachers.

Progress during the experiment was measured as the difference between

the Post-test and the Pre-test scores. The Achievement test was

constructed so as to correspond to the particular objectives of the pre-

sent investigation. It covered the various grammatical structures

taught and contained 160 items in all.

The IQ test was the so-called DBA-test (Differentiell DegAvnings-

Analys c Differential Intelligence Analysis). The reason for adminis-

tering this test of general intelligence, was partly to use it as a

background variable in some of the analyses and purtly to divide the

pupil population into three levels of ability and investigate interaction

between teaching method and intelligence level.

In the statistical treatment of the data only pupils who were present

10-12 lessons were included; this is equal to stating that those who

were absent from three lessons or more were not included in the calcula-

tions. Various checks on the drop-outs thus defined (absent three

lessons or more) showed that they did not deviate from the experimental

population in background variables; thus there is reason to belive that

absence wasdue to chance (illness, visits to the school dentist, and the

like). The only statistically significant difference found between the

experimental population and the drop-outs was in Progress where the

experimental group scored highest. This is taken as a clear indication

that the instructional program worked well it paid to be present

during the lessons.

The standing of the experimental group on some relevant background

variables (IQ, Grades, the Standardized Test in English) was checked.

The group is near the norm on most measures and is therefore considered
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sufficiently representative of pupils in grade 6 for the results to

be generalizable to that population.

The total progress in raw scores during the experiment was 17.26

points; there is thus ample room for teaching method differences, if

any, to appear.

In a number of analyses of covariance Progress was the dependent

variable and various background measures (IQ, Pre-test, the Standardized

Test, PACT) were used as covariates. Similar analyses were performed

separately at the Upper and Lower levels of intellectual ability.

Likewise, an analysis of covariance was performed with the Post-test

as the dependent variable and the Pre-test as the covariate. In all

these analyses the three teaching methods, Im/Ee/Es, proved to be equally

effective; the F-ratios were generally so low as to make consideration

of tendencies among the absolute figures meaningless.

Two analyses of variance (two-way) were performed in order to

investigate interaction between teaching method and ability level

(in one case Progress was the dependent variable, in the other the Post-

test). No interaction was found.

The analyses mentioned thus far were made with individual scores

as the unit of analysis. Some complementary analyses were performed

with the school class mean as the unit of analysis. However, these

calculations strengthened the impression of non-significant differences

between the treatments. Differences did exist, thou "h between school

classes within methods.

Two additional measures of Progress were calculated, both relating

the pupil's Progress score to his score on the Pre-test. However, these

types of scores did not give any results deviating from those obtained

for raw scores.

A more detailed analysis was made of the different parts of the

Achievement test; certain items in each part test were chosen for further

scrutiny. These items, called "critical items", were felt to maximize

method differences (for instance, the "critical items" of different

part tests might vary in progress for different methods). However, the

general picture of equality between the methods applies also at the

part-test level.

The pupils' attitudes to the project leaned towards the positive.

Certain parts of the questionnaire have obviously given non-reliable
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information; this is particularly true of the questions on the

explanations used in the lessons. Some pupils who were given explanations

did not notice them, and some who did not get any thought they had had

explanations.

Thus the main results of the present study are entirely in line with

those obtained in our earlier investigations. It seems to make surpris-

ingly little difference which of the three teaching methods is used.

Independently of the present study a number of control classes were

studied to find out how much of the contents of a GUME course is learnt

during one school year without the teacher's paying concentrated

attention to the particular grammatical structures (as was done in the

experiment). The GUME 1 and GUME 2 courses, i.e. the do-construction

and some/any respectively, were chosen for this comparison. In both

these cases the original experiments lasted 6 lessons. As it appeared,

the pupils learnt as much in the six project lessons as they do other-

wise in one year concerning a particular but important grammatical

structure.
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DELPROV A

I meningarna till hOger hdr nedanfOr fattas hela vdgen ett ord. Det skall du

fylla i. Tag det understrukna ordet i meningen till vdnster men Nndra formen pa

det ndr sa behdvs. Hdr dr ett exempel:

Do you like music? Va., 1 tike mu4ic vow much.

I. Does Ann like dolls?

Ve6, but zhe cam betters.

2. What did Mary laugh at

last night? She at the Wm.

3. Does your father live

in Oslo? No he in Gothenbung.

4. Does Mack wash his face?

Yee, he h4.4 4ace evelty day.

5. When did the letter from

Ann arrive? I t yeAteAday.

6. What did you play this

morning? Optbate thto moui4g.

7. What programmes does Sam

watch on TV? He cowboy Ifitmo.

8. Where does Kate want to

go? She

9. Did she want to go by car?

.No, ahe

10. What does Ann do in the

mornings? She

to go to Apaca.

to go by_stane.

heic homewokk.

VAN INTE BLAD FURRAN DU BLIR TILLSAGD

1
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DELPROV 8

2

Unk dig nu, att du talar direkt till mig som gjort det Ifdr provet, och stall

fr &gor till mig pa engelska. Om jag pA engelska sager Ask me if I am ill, sA

bdr du st'dlla frAgan Afte you 4U? Gdr nu likadant hAr!

1. Ask me if I walk to school.

to achoot?

2. Ask me if Bill posted the letter.

the te,tteA?

3. Ask me if Peter plays the guitar.

the gaitan?

4. Ask me what Bill and Kate shouted to the dog.

What to the dog?

5. Ask me if Tom sings well.

welt?

6. Ask me if Susan watches TV every evening.

TV every evening?

7. Ask me when his brother arrived.

When

8. Ask me what Tom does on Sundays.

What on Sunday0

9. Ask me why John carries an umbrella on the beach.

Who an umb4etea on the beach?

10. Ask me where the old man lives.

whence

11. Ask me if the policeman talked to the thief.

to the th-te6?

12. Ask me if my brother plays the piano.

the piano?

13. Ask me if he ever looks at all his stamps.

at att hia 4tamps?

14. Ask me if I like to listen to pop music.

to tiAten to pop maid

15. Ask me if Kate goes to school by train.

to school' by tnain?
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DELPROV C

I det hSr delprovet ing &r flera uppgifter. I meningarna firms en hel del luckor.

I bdrjan av varje uppgift star de fyra ord som du i din uppgiften har att valja

emellan. PA raderna i rcew'ngarna skall du bara skriva den bokstav (a, b, c eller

d) som star ovanfdr det ord som du tycker passar in; du skall allts& inte for-

soka skriva in ordet sjSlvt, for det fAr inte plats. HSr Sr ett axempel:

a. b. c. d.

am ahe i b wa6

Mary c a girl. Peter and John b her brothers. I a their father.

Last summer Mary d in America. Her uncle c a cowboy there.

Uppgift 1: HSr Sr de fyra orden att vNlJa bland for den hSr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

dance dancez dancing 4 dancing

Peter is not very fond of , but he is fond of Mary,

and she so well that Peter can for hours when

with her. In this picture he with her at a

party in Pat's house. (Msta dag talar Mary med Betty.)

Mary: I danced with Peter all last night. - Betty: Did you?

Aren't you tired of with him? I think he like an elephant.

Mary; Well, he didn't so'badly last night.

Uppgift 2: Fidr Sr de fyra orden att vSlja bland for den hSr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

&Link dtinfa &Linking cd dtinking

Its very cold in Scotland. Mack must a cup of hot

tea to keep warm. He is fond of hot tea when its

cold, and he many cups every day. In this picture we

see him when he tea in the Highlands. He never goes

oL to bed without at least two cups of tea. He likes to

his tea with a lot of sugar in it, but his mother says

he'll get fat from so much tea with sugar in it. She herself only

one CUD a day and without autzar. VAND BLAD OCH FORTSATT DAR
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Uppgift 3: Ifdr ar de fyra orden att Vdlja bland for den hdr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

watch watches watch-ing is watching
axe watching

because he likes to

These monkeys TV. They

are very interested in

cowboy films and they at

least five such films every

week. Daddy Monk says his

children learn a lot by

TV, but I think he says that

TV himself. He often TV for hours after all the

baby monks are in bed. But don't tell Mummy Monk for she thinks he gets tired

from TV so much. She thinks he is out gathering bananas while really

he TV.

Uppgift 4: Hdr dr de fyra orden att Vdlja bland for den Wdr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

p &Ly ptays playing £ ptaying
ate ptaying

Here Kate

Peter and John water-polo every day in

summer. Here they with some friends. John

sometimes with his brother, but he is not

so good at it as John is.

with her cat. She likes to with it

very much, and she with it every day. She doesn't

seem to get tired of with it.

VAND BLAD OCH FORTSATT DAR
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Uppgift 5: Hdr dr de fyra orden att vdlja bland for den hdr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

tide /Lida tiding £4 'tiding

Ann usually her horse in

the mornigs. In this picture

Pat the farmer's brown

horse. Sam is very bad at

but Pat can like a cowboy.

Here she across the fields

together with Ann who also

quite well.

Uppgift 6: Hdr 'Sr de fyra orden att vdlja bland fOr den Ifdr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

tead uacts &eliding am 'Leading

I am very interested in
. Oh, are you? Yes, I'm very fond of

about animals, and I a book about tigers just now.

Uppgift 7: Hdr 'dr de fyra orden att vSlja bland for den tiSr uppgiften:

a. b. c. d.

Put puts putting £4 putting

He went to bed without out the light. He never

always forgets to

out the light. He

it out. You can save electricity by out the light.

VAND NU INTE BLAD FURRAN DU BLIR TILLSAGD
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DELPROV D

6

Hdr 'dr tjugo meningar. I varje mening har ett ord fallit bort. Det stir till

Niger om sin mening. Du skall nu sata in det pA r'dtt plats. Markera med ett

kraftigt.lodr4tt streck var du tycker att ordet skall stA. Gor sA

Mr Smith isla teacher. not

1. Grandmother has been to Brighton.

2. I don't understand why he remembers.

3. It's a fact that he comes home before 7.

4. Do you know why Kate wears mini skirts?

5. She comes home late.

6. Mr MacFee is late in the mornings.

7. Susan practises the piano on Sundays.

8. When he is at home, he wears his suit.

9. Its not true that he gives away money.

10. He doesn't like TV very much but he watches

it in the evenings.

11. You know that I try tf, do my best.

12. I came home late when I was at school.

13. Mr Austin is fond of smoking and smokes

a pipe after breakfast.

14. He works hard at school.

15. They go for walks on Sundays.

16. He goes to dances in winter.

17. Nowadays he plays with his children.

18. In winter he feels tired.

19. In spring it is difficult to work hard.

20. I don't think it's true that he reads his

hlrework.

never

never

seldom

never

never

always

never

seldom

seldom

often

always

never

often

never

always

seldom

always

often

often

never

YAND 1N1E GLAD FURRAN DU BUR T1LLSA6D
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DELPROV E

Nu tanker vi oss att du ar nyfiken. Varje gAng jag talar om en sak for dig, s&

vill du veta mer och du sailer darfor en frAga med samma verb i.

Exempel: He is from Gothetburg. 16 he etom Hiaingen then?

1. Peter likes tea very much. coSke too ?

2. :ary worked in London last year. in a 4hOp ?

3. He rides like a cowboy. eveAl_day then ?

4. He is smoking now. a eiga4 ?

5. He did it this morning. How Lt ?

6.1 get up very early. And Sarno eaAty, too?

7. He plays the guitar. In which band 2

8. I watched TV yesterday. What pltogkorte4

9. He often comes home late. When home then ?

10. I was in Finland last summer. in Abo, too ?

11. You are very sweet. aa tweet a4 Marty ?

12. He speaks many languages. GeAman, too?

13. I drink a lot of tea nowadays. it with min ?

14. I watched the show there. And they, it, too ?

15. I drink milk every morning. And Betty) too ?

VAND 1NTE BLAD FIRM OU BUR TILLSAGO
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DELPROV F

I var och en av foljAnde meningar finns en lucka. Du skall satta in some, any,

somebody, anybody, something, eller anything. I stdllet fdr att skriva ut orden

sitter du ett kryss i ratt ruta till hoger. oaf

°#-

1. How could

2. Don't for

3. Have you

4. I want an

5. Would you

6. Why don't

7. Are there

8. Did you f

9. I don't k

10. They can'

11. It could

12. I never

13. can

14. Did I tel

15. It's ver

16. He left

17. I think

18. There are

19. I think

20. You may a

21. There is

22. He went

23. Couldn't

24. There is

25. They spok

believe what he said?

;et to write letters!

. _

cats?__-

orange. Have you got 1

. ,

like apples ?
.

you do about it?

. ,

pictures in the book?
I i. -+

nd money in the box?

. ,

ow in London.-__-

t find shoes in there.

happen to .

. .

eve money
.

on me.---._
1. 1 .. . .

make a mistake.

.

1 you that just called?

. .
y easy, child could do It

without saying .

told me I couldn't do it.

people who don't like fish.

tom knows about it.----
_

ay you like.
I.,----., -

-- I lon't like in that story.

way without saying a word to .
.......

. .

you give he iceci.Am?

. ---- . 0. t

about him I don't like.----

e English without accent.



GUME Ld -IC - 3/70.

26. I'm not sure, but I think he would like
more coffee.

27. The doctor couldn't say about the
patient.

28. They feel they must have to read
during the week-end.

29. John: What do you want to do?
Mary: you say! It doesn't matter:$

30. This car isn't very expensive, is it?
No, it isn't. can buy it.

31. He laughed very much at the story.
Well, he will laugh at

32. He hasn't had any food for days. What
would he like? - will do.

/111//171/17 re

'VW

33. He is faster than else in his
class.

34. I have given him much help. - Why don't
you give him money, too?

35. It looks as if they never sell
in that shop.

36. You don't have to ask an expert.
You can ask just

37. He seldom puts butter on his
bread.

-41

38. When I come home for dinner, there
is seldom left for me.

1

39. The cake tastes very nicel.but I don't
want more, thank you.

40. I'm glad you liked it. Would you
like more soup?

OP

VANE) INTE BLAD FURRAH DU BUR TILLSAGO
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DELPROV G

10

Uppgifterna har nedan bestAr av tvA meningar, en fr8ga och ett svar. I svaren

fattas ett par ord. ()et ar dem du skall fylla i p5 de tomma raderna. Nr du

svarar skall du hela tiden Ora klart for den som frSgar att han har rat be-

traffande forsta delen av sin fraga men fel betraffande den andra dulen.

Exempel: I suppose he has long hair and is very short?

Wett, he had tong ha &, but he £ not veky 4hokt.

1. I suppose you like cocoa and drink it every day?

Wett, I tike cocoa, but I U evehy day.

2. She is Italian and has lived in Rome, I think?

Wett, she Itatian, but she in Rome.

3. They are clowns and come from Russia I suppose?

Wett, they ake etown4, but they 40111 Rws4La.

4. I suppose you heard all the questions and answered them correctly?

Wett, I heard the questions, but I them cokkect-

5. I surpose Mr Austin has a car and washes it every week?
ty.

Wett, he has a can, but he U evehy week.

6. She sat down and phoned her doctor at once I suppose?

Wett, she 4at down, but she hen doctok.

7. She goes to the hospital and plays with the children I believe?

Wett, she goes to the hospital, but she wiith

chLtdh
8. I suppose Sam likes his teacher and talks about him very often?

the en.

Wett, he tikes h.i,a teacheh, but he about him.

9. Hr Brown is very rich and buys a new car every year I believe?

Welt, he i4 very kith, but he a 1104 can eveky

10. I suppose I am so brown that I look like an Indian? gem,

Wett, you dAt b4001, but you tike an Indian.

11. I suppose he talked a lot but worked at the same time?

Weft, he ,talked a tot, but he at the same time.

12. I suppose he comes home very late, and watches TV?

Welt, he 0:1111th home tate, but he TV.

13. I suppose a pelican is a bird that eats other birds?

Wett, it i4 a biltd, but it othek bikdd.

14. I suppose you came home early because you were tired?

Welt, I came hore eakty, but I

15. He took it back, and then he did it himself, I believe?

Wett, he took it back, but he

VAND INTE GLAD FURRAN DU BUR TILLSAGO
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litirarhUgskolan i Gdtebdrg

GUME-projektet

Ld -IC 5/70

Nam Blass:

Skola:

Engq1011vertrt

1.

Al Intresso fdr olika akollimnen.

Du ekall hdr fa tale om vad du tycker om de alike dmnen nom ni

her i skolan i hr. Du skall Ora dot genom att stitta ett kryss (x)

fir varje dmno inom narentesen under den pil som bdat vicar hur

du tycker om dmnet. Du skall into tale om vad du tyokt nu under

de :manta vockorna ntir ni haft Gume- engelaka utan hur det var

fore och hur clet hr i vanliga fall, hur du bruksr tycka ntir alit

Sr som vanligt.

Svenska

Hoppa into Over nagot dmne!

Ntistan Mara ro-
alltid ligt tin

ro igt trakigt

( ) ( )

Mere trA-
1.igt tin

roligt

(

Ndatan
alltid
tr &igt

Matematik ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Engeleka ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Kriatendomakunakap ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Saandllakunskap

Hietoria

Oeografi

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ( ) ( )

Naturkunakap

Nusik

(

(

) (

(

)

)

(

(

)

)

(

(

)

)

Teckning ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

SItijd ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

Gynnastik ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )



VirarW;e:cko7D Giit.:Vrt;

GUME-projektet
Ld-IC 5/70

2.

B. Elevenkdt

Vi vill nu vets lite grand om vad du tyckte om Gume-projektet.

Svara med (x) eller korta meningar.

Dot nom var bra mod GUME-loktionorna var att1 .
2. Dot som into var bra mod GUVE-lcktionorna var att

3. PA do hdr timmarnq tyokto jag att jag ldrdo mig

valdigt myckot

rdtt aa myckot

sa ddr lagom

ganika litot

vdldigt litot

4. Do httr timmarna var

vfildigt roliga

ganoka roliga

sa ddr lagom

ganska trAkiga

vUldigt trAkiga

5. Ndr vi gjordo muntliga ooh skriftliga dvningar sA forstod

var vi hdli pa mod och vad an skull° gdra

....M.111111111110.0.

alitid

dot nosta

ibland

,ganaka

jag vad dot



Litrarhdgskolan i Goteborg
GUMFJ-projektet
Ld- IO 5/70

3.

I OUVE-projektot har ails klasserna fAtt lttra sig BUM Baker fast pi

olika Blatt, vi har any/zit olika metodor. Fbrabk nu tala om vad du tyoker

om den meted du hado i din klass (Mir vi hdr talar om fOrklaringar BA

menar vi into fdrklaringar am att du skull° vgnda blad, var du skull°

titta oev. utan grammatieka fOrklaringar, ddr vi fUratikto taia om vad vi

vid varjo tillfdllo hbll pA att Ova ooh varfdr man stigor BA pA engoleka.)

6. a) i min klass.fiok vi grammatieka forklaringar

b) i min klass fiok vi into grammatieka fOrklaringar

Om el kryssat for a) htir ovan BA gA vidaro till frAga 7, om du kryssat

fdr b) cA gA i sttillet over till frAga 8 direkt.

7, (donna frAga °kali ondast bosvaras av dom som valt 6 a ovan)

A, i nin klaas fiok vi fdrklaringar pA svonska, men dot bade varit

blittro om vi hado fAtt dom pA ongelakas ja olior noj?

i min klass fit* vi fdrklaringar pA ongoleka, mon dot had() varit

Wire om vi hado fAtt dom pA evonskao ja oiler noj?

Jag tyokor att fOrklaringarna

gjordo dot myokot Uttar° att fdrst&

gjordo dot nAgot Uttar° att fdretA

into gjordo aeon skillnad

gjordo dot nAgot evArars att !drat&

;fjords dot myokot av&rare att Met&

0. Jag tyokor att vi rick

alidelee fdr lite fdrklaringar

nAgot fdr lit* fdrklaringar

lava myokot tdrklaringar111014111111111MNOm

nAgo' ter myokot tdrkloringarMIIIMMWEMIMM

alldolos tdr ayokat fdrklaringar
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4.

8, (denna frAga skill bora besvaras rev dem som svarade mod alternativ b;

I fraga 6 ooh som allts& hoppat dyer frAga 7)

Jag saknado into forklaringarna och tyckto into jag behbyde
n&gra sAdana.

Jag saknadc fdrklaringar ibland och tror att det varit bra
mod en dol sAdana.

Jag saknnde fdrklaringar rdtt ofta och akulle volat ha sAdana
rdtt m&riga ganger.

Jag uaknado fdrklaringar valdig.myckot och skulls volat ha dot
ofta.

I GUME-lektionernn fbrokom regolbundet s.k. fyrfasdvningar( vi stdllde en

frAga pa bandet, ni fick bosvara den, ad kom rdtt evar pd bandet och ni

uppropado dot i kbr), Du °kali nu i fyra frAgor tola om vad du tyokte om

dessa bvningar.

9. Jag tyckto att jag i fyrfasdvningarna lgrdo mig t-tt tnla onfoloka

vbildigt bra

ganeka bra

a& diir lagom

ganskn litet

vlildigt litet

10. Jag tyokte att jag i fyrfastivningarna ldrdo mig engolskitranuaatik
(hur man ekall stip fbr att dot skill bli riktig °riga/aka).

Mallm111 vkadigt bra

ganska bra

sA ddr lagom

ganska litet

vtildigt litet
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11. Jag tyokte att fyrfaeUvningarna var

roliga

ganska roliga

si dUr lagom

,ganska trakiga

viadigt trIkiga

12. Jag tyokte att fyrfaetSvningarna var

vUldigt Data

ganska lUtta

dKr lagom

ganska evAra

vkadigt svAra

S.



Appendix C

PUPILS' INTEREST IN VARIOUS SCHOOL SUBJECTS



Pupils' Interest in Their School Subjects.

Table C-1 gives the means calculated from the 4-point scale used to

investigate the pupils' interest in the 12 subjects they take in the

6th form. Means have also been calculated per subject (vertically)

and per class (horizontally).

The various subjects rank as follows:

3.5 Drawing, Handicraft, Gymnastics

3.4

3.3

3.2 Geography

3.1 Science

3.0 Mathematics, English, History

2.9

2.8 Civics

2.7

2.6 Swedish, Music

2.5

2.4

2.3 Religion

This survey spekas for itself. It should be noticed that 3.0

corresponds to "more fun than boring" and 2.0 to "more boring than fun".

The class means vary in the following way:

Im Ee Es All

3.3 1 1

3.2 1 1 1 3

3.1 4 1 2 7

3.0 1 3 3 7

2.9 1 3 1 5

2.8 1 1 2

2.7 1 1

2.6 1 1

means 3.1 3.0 2.9 3.0
2.6. 2.8 3.0 3.2

The distribution of the figures is normal and the difference

between the methods small.



Table: C-1.

=
0,

Class
A

1 2.6

2 2.1

3 2.8

4 2.4

5 3.3

6 2.1

7 2.0

8 2.7

9 2.2

10 2.9

11 2.8

12 2.6

13 3.1

14 2.4

15 2.2

16 2.8

17 2.8

18 2.4

19 2.0

20 2.6

21 2.6

22 2.7

23 2.5

24 2.5

25 2.8

26 2.2

27 2.7

1

>1
C 0.

.0
41

Vi . r an 1..
.4-- 0) U 0 I. C

. r. F. +4 CA CD

0) > ii) r.
c 7; .r. .o.- U

LAJ CC C.) = V)

+4 0
41. U gm

01 S. 4-)
M 41'. el0.

ci.r. .F. 0 0
.0 C 0

M C mi ni
S. IV

C. = 4 U

Means

Vigicirt

2.6

3.0 3.2 2.4 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.4

3.2 3.0 2.2 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.4

3.5 3.0 1.8 3.6 3.1 3.2 3.0

4.1 2.8 2.5 2.7 3.3 3.7 3.2

2.8 3.7 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.5 3.3

2.6 3.1 2.3 4.1 3.2 3.1 2.9

2.8 2.9 2.4 2.4 2.1 3.5 3.1

3.0 3.4 2.9 2.9 3.1 3.2 3.4

3.4 2.9 2.5 2.6 3.7 3.6 3.0

3.0 2.8 2.6 2.5 3.3 3.1 2.9

2.8 3.2 2.5 2.4 3.2 3.6 3.0

2.8 3.1 2.0 2.7 2.5 3.7 3.4

3.2 3.4 2.3 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.4

3.0 2.5 1.5 2.0 2.6 3.6 3.1

3.1 2.9 1.9 2.7 2.8 3.1 2.6

2.7 3.3 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.1 3.2

3.0 3.2 1.6 1.8 3.0 3.5 3.]

3.4 2.9 1.9 2.8 3.1 2.7 3.0

2.8 2.4 2.1 2.8 2.1 2.6 3.1

2.7 2.5 1.7 2.8 3.6 3.8 3.3

2.7 2.7 2.9 2.6 3.2 3.3 2.9

2.7 3.4 2.2 3.4 2.8 2.7 3.4

3.2 3.3 2.8 2.6 3.1 3.4 3.0

2.6 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.6 3.3 3.0

3.2 3.0 2.8 2.8 3.0 2.7 2.9

2.7 2.4 1.6 2.2 2.9 2.6 2.6

3.2 2.9 2.8 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.3

3.0 3.0 2.3 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.1

2.1

2.0

2.4

1.8

2.5

2.8

2.5

3.5

2.2

2.4

2.9

2.0

3.2

2.3

3.3

3.3

3.0

2.7

1.9

2.2

2.7

2.9

3.6

2.8

2.6

2.1

3.1

2.6

3.5 3.6 3.5 3.1

3.2 3.5 3.8 2.9

3.2 3.6 3.3 3.0

3.6 3.8 3.8 3.1

3.6 3.6 3.4 3.2

3.7 3.2 3.6 3.1

3.3 3.1 3.0 2.8

3.6 3.8 3.5 3.3

3.8 3.9 3.7 3.1

3.6 3.7 3.7 3.0

2.5 3.5 3.2 3.0

3.4 3.3 3.2 2.9

3.7 3.1 3.7 3.2

3.8 3.7 3.4 2.8

3.4 3.3 3.4 2.9

3.8 3.1 3.7 3.1

3.4 3.3 3.4 2.9

3.5 3.8 3.6 3.0

3.5 2.9 3.8 2.7

3.5 2.9 3.3 2.9

2.8 3.3 3.9 3.0

3.7 3.4 3.3 3.1

3.6 3.4 3.4 3.2

3.7 3.8 3.6 3.0

3.5 3.6 3.1 3.0

3.3 3.9 2.9 2.6

3.6 3.7 3.3 3.1

3.5 3.5 3.5



It should be stressed that these figures are means of means, and

a difference of .7 as between classes 8 and 26 is thus a very great

one, indicating that the teaching climate in the two classes is

completely different.

The overall means for all subjects per method in the project are:

Im 3.1, Ee 3.0, Es 2.9.

The lowest figures, below 2.0, a1nost all occur in the Religion

column, a subject which obviously does not appeal to the pupils. No

class has a mean higher than :2.9 in Religion. The subject receiving

the most varied ratings seems to be Music. There are two low figures

of 1.8 and 1.9, but there are also high figures of 3.6 and 3.5. It

seems likely that the teacher factor makes itself felt strongly in

a subject like Music where the teachers no doubt represent very

different degrees of proficiency themselves.

In Civics the figures vary between 1.8 and an even wider

gap for similar reasons probably. Some teachers make the subject more

interesting than others.

It is beyond the scope of this project to relate pupils' interest

to a possible teacher variable. Nor have correlations been calculated

for the relationship between interest and grades, or interest and

social class. An inspection of the figures compared to geographical

location of the schools does not yield any clear-cut results. Some

classes that might have been expected to show nega,Ive attitudes to

school do so, others do not, .and vice versa.



Appendix 0

THE TEACHER ATTITUDE TEST



L4rarhogskolan i Gbteborg
GUME- projcktet

Ld - IC - 5/70

IXRARENKAT GUME IV

1. Namn:

2. Min klass Bade -metoden under fdrsdket (Im, Ee eller Es).

3. Jag brukar nog sjXlv i ak 6 fdlja vad som nNrmast torde motsvara

Im (i princip inga teoretiska arklaringar, hela undervisningen pia eng.)

Ee (hela undervisn. pa eng., grammatiska kommentarer till vad som dvas)

Es ( gramm. kommentarer och forklaringar pA svenska och jSmfdrelser med

svenska.ar sA Nr 1Nmpligt)

4. Jag brukar ge grammatiska fdrklaringar (pA svenska eller engelska)

varje lektion

rStt ofta och regelbundet

nagon Ong ibland nSr det Sr niidvSndigt

sNllan eller aldrig

5. ND. vi har forklaringar brukar jag

sglv ge dem snabbt och koncist

lata nAgon elev ge dem och ev. sjalv runda av efterAt

6. Mina lektioner brukar nog i allanhet vara till ca % pA engelska.

7. Jag brukar ananda muntliga strukturovningar liknande dem som fdrekom i

GUME-lektionerna

alltid nSr vi dvar Rya grammatiska moment

rat.ofta och regelbundet

nagon gang ibland

aldrig

Som stdd fdr minnet vid besvarandet av de fdljande fragorna: Vi ovade f$ljande

moment under projektet: s-formen, do-konstruktionen, adverbplaceringen,

some-any, prep+ing-ficym, presens-progressiv form, imperfektum.

8. Bra med den metodik som min klass undervisades efter var:

9. Mindre bra eller dAligt var:



CeiraredUt GUM IV - Ld-1C - 5/70 - forts.

(9. - forts)

goAPII

10. Ange kortfattat Din Asikt om

a) De muntliga ovningarna:

....1..41.

b) De skriftliga bvningarna:

Z

../
-

c) iNstexterna:

....//
d).(for E-grupperna:) Forklaringarna (dela Orna upp pa de olika gramm,

momenten som ingick, se ovan)

(for Im- grupperna:) Avsaknaden av forklaringar (M' saknades de mest, hur

tror Du att eleverna upplevde detta etc)

.111.11,-

11. Om tempot i lektionerna pausiangder och talhastighet - anser jag:

12. Om den tekniska kvaliteten pa materialet (band, texter, overheadblad) anser jag

13. 1 projektet anvhndes bandspelare, hOgtalare, overheadprojektor. Vad anser Du

om denna tekniska materiel (fungerade den bra, innebar den extra arbete etc?):



Lararenkat - GUML 1V - Ld-1C - 5/70 - forts. J.

14. Jag har gjort foljande iakttagelser OmfOrt med vanlig undervisning betaffande

a) elevernas intresse:

b) disciplinen i klassen:

c) inlhrningseffekten (subjektivt bedomd finnan provresultaten foreligger):

15. Om provet (som gays som fdr- och efterprov) anser jag:

16. Kommentarer positiva och negativa - till de enskilda lektionerna

(ghrna lektionsvis fbr'alla tolv; fortshtt pa baksidan om det behOvs!):

17. PA det hela taget tycker jag att den tid som experimentet tagit varit

det nhrmaste heft bortkastad

thmligen outnyttjad

xxxxvxsafixxlamxxamiigt

thmligen vS1 utnyttjad

mycket vl utnyttjad

18. nterligare kommentarer:



Appendix E

PARTICIPATING TEACHERS



Participating Teachers (in alphabetice, order).

Name: School:

Monika Ahlberg EkebNck

Lilian AhlbNck JNrnbrott

Inga-Lill Alvarsson Hdgsbo

Gunn Augustsson Kyrkbyn

Lars Bergsten JNttesten

Georg Blom Gamla Lunden

Vivi-Anne Blomberg Flats

Marita Carlsson arnbrott

Birgit Ferm-Karlsson Kanneback

Barbro Forkby 'EkebNck

Ake Wien Kyrkbyn

Ingegard Holger EkebNck

Monica Karlberg Hdgsbo

Gunnar Linde Bjurs1Stt

Ulrika Linderum Svartedalen

011e Nyqvist gala

Ann-Christin Persson BjursiNtt

Ebba Petersson JNttesten

Ulla du Rietz Kyrkbyn

Ann-Sofie Runmalm Flags

Elisabeth Rylander Flats

Birgitta Sander' Guldheden

Bo Sibbesson Bjurslnt

Anita Siden Tynnered

Margot Starzmann Kanneback

Birgitta StengArd Guldheden

Sven Wiren arnbrott



Appendix F

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS PER SCHOOL CLASS (N = 21)

AND FOR THE TOTAL EXPERIMENTAL POPULATION (N = 577)



Means per School Class (N = 27)

School
class
no. IQ Grades

Std
Test PACT

Pre-
test

Post-

test
Pro-

gress
Pupil

Attitudes

01 19 51.00 27.63 46.89 33.00 45.95 59.74 13.79 24.53

02 26 56.73 28.50 56.35 36.00 54.88 74.08 19.19 22.17

03 19 56.71 28.58 61.58 34.42 66.42 84.00 20.72 20.63

04 Z3 53.00 26.55 45.61 31.74 38.61 52.87 14 26 22.71

05 18 50.78 26.50 46.61 34.29 42.28 61.89 19.61 26.22

06 19 56.68 30.95 61.53 37.79 61.05 81.58 20.53 24.11

07 22 52.79 25.77 47.00 33,06 40.95 53.50 12.55 22.77

08 22 50.27 26.86 42.68 26.05 47.68 57.64 9.95 21.17

09 13 49.25 30.23 49.23 37.69 45.46 66.54 21.08 23.67

1M 181 53.26 27.84 50.94 33.55 49.24 65.35 16.52 23.01

10 18 52.89 27.67 45.44 30.00 41.94 53.83 11.89 21.27

11 22 52.48 28.23 51.55 33.82 48.32 66.59 18.27 24.00

12 24 55.42 27.50 66.54 36.71 64.17 81.00 17.22 24.13

13 22 55.68 31.64 62.55 36.64 62.23 82.73 20.50 26.35

14 22 55.77 29.18 64.23 36.59 60.82 76.00 15.18 19.11

15 22 59.27 30.82 56.86 35.57 51.32 70.09 18.77 24.60

16 20 51.45 27.45 49.35 32.33 48.75 64.20 15.45 26.00

17 25 53.08 26.25 61.36 37.44 56.96 82.84 25.P8 23.86

18 20 51.40 24.75 40.85 29.74 39.00 51.85 12.85 22.11

Ee 195 54.25 28.19 56.04 34.61 53.14 70.79 17.64 23.53



School
class
no. N IQ Grades

Std

Test PACT
Pre-

test
Post-
test

Pro-
gress

Pupil
Attitudes

19 24 52.21 30.25 45.13 30.29 43.75 56.54 12.79 18.64

20 22 53.23 27.00 53.10 33.85 56.00 76.09 20.09 20.81

21 19 57.00 31.26 64.89 39.67 61.32 85.53 24.21 22.88

22 22 56.23 28.91 61.09 35.67 62.50 82.50 20.00 23.10

23 22 59.73 28.77 62.14 37.14 61.68 78.68 17.00 26.50

24 23 51.18 27.91 50.39 34.48 49.70 64.96 15.26 20.65

25 26 51.42 27.00 56.85 35.13 49.73 68.12 18.38 23.52

25 16 52.50 22.13 43.75 28.87 41.75 54.81 13.06 20.15

27 27 48.81 26.33 43.33 30.85 45.08 60.81 17.23 23.76

Es 201 53.43 27.82 53.20 34.63 52.27 69.58 17.54 22.34

d* 275 53.91 26.69 49.95 33.60 49.26 64.07 15.21 22.04

? 302 53.43 29.11 56.73 34.91 53.74 72.84 19.11 23.70

Ak 6 577 53.66 27.95 53.48 34.29 51.61 68.67 17.26 22.94



Means and Standard Deviations for the Total Population (N = 5 )

IQ Verbal 5.30 1.79 564

IQ Inductive 5.79 1.93 564

IQ Spatial 5.56 1.97 564

IQ Total 53.66 9.64 564

Grades Swedish 3.15 .92 573

Grades English 3.09 1.03 576

Grades Maths 3.08 .97 576

Grades Total 27.95 7.71 573

Std Test EL 12.09 4.81 569

Std Test EM 12.48 6.31 569

Std Test EA 15.94 5.47 569

Std Test EU 12.96 5.22 569

Std Test Total 53.48 18.68 569

PACT 34.29 8.77 550

Pre-test 51.61 20.89 575

Post-test 68.67 27.16 576

Progress 17.26 12.32 574

Pupil Attitudes 22.94 4.41 529




