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Introduction

Large-scale experiments in language teaching, such as that by Scherer

and Wertheimer1 at Colorado between 1960 and 1962, and the ﬁennsylvania

‘Projectz (1965-1969) have been widely criticized.

I believe that it is not possible to design a large-scale experiment
to improve upon the Pennsylvania Project, although the Peter Green study
at York,> whilst remé;ning a 'global' study (in my terms) seems to have
achieved a better degree of coﬂtrol, partly through being ‘small-scale’
in terms of only using 101 subjects. “However I still feel that it is
ﬁhé direction of research that must changé; It is not a Questiqn oé
finding ways to control the variables in lérge-scale experiments, since

it is the very ‘'size' or global-ness of the experiment which precludes

- -

- rigid control. An experiment in which confounding variables are not

controlled is not a valid eipefiment, and a result from an invalid experi-
ment must always be inconclusive.

Many small-scale experimenté have been sﬁggested, and attempted, to
replace large-scale global comparison ones. ‘Small-scale’ here refers
not to the number of subjects involved, but to the scope of the experiment.
Instead of looking at a language teaching method as a whole, one limits the
area to be investigated, isolating particular variables for study and

controlling confounding variables - a ‘specific' rather than a 'global’

'experiment.

ﬁy aim was therefore to show that a small-scale exéeriment could be
carried out in such a way as to produce a valid result. Even if that
result showed little difference between gréups, or a diffefehde in an
unforeseen direction, the result woﬁld still be a valid one, because of

the way in which it was reached.
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.As long ago as 1968, Frank Grit:tner,4 with the Pennsylvania pfoject
in mind, wrote "perhaps we should ask for a cease fire while we search
for a more productive means of investiggtion." I agree whbleheartedly,
and I have tried fo find that 'means.of investigation'.

This paper is an introduction to what is perhaps, in several ways,
an unconventional ph.D. thgsis. One might call it a Ph.D. in Language,
in Applied Linguistics, in psychology, in Educational Research or in
Experimental Methodology. Eaéh title would in fact be correct. It is
an interdisciplinary piece of work, not only in that it draws on d%fferent
disciplines, but, more especially; in that i have attempted to use tﬂe
rigours and the methods of one discipline to improve the techniques of "

another. This is furthermore a reciprocél relationship, with the aim

“that each disciﬁiine doeé not only draw upon the other disciplines but

is actively augmented by them.

Aims

| The aim of the work was.to ask specific questions about ;anguage
teacging methodology, and then to attempt to answer them in a valid

fashion, but seeking answers was not the only goal. The way of seeking

those answers was equally, if not more,vimportant. A great deal of work

has already been carried out into comparing the efficacy ofAvarious_
methods of language teaching, but the results have been inconclusive,
either becauserf the means of investigation, or because the students in
the different groups tended, in any case, to achieve similar results
after several terms' teaching.

Many of the assertions made about the relative merits of different
methods have thus been negative rather than positive, i.e. that there was

'no difference' between methods. There is, however, an important




distinction to be made between a result of 'no difference' gained from an
experiment which was not valid and the same result gained from one which
was. . )

The work, therefére, had two strands. A The firét conéerned research
method, asking the'question: ‘Is.vai;d research possible?’ The second
concerned language teaching metﬁodoloéy itself. Here there were three
questions, all dealing_ﬁith the pfesentatibn of point§ of French érammar.
The materiél was'presented throﬁgh the common médium of the language
laboratory at varying levels from first-year university to iifst—yeér
secondary school. m

The questions, in general terms, dealt with:

a) Presentation

- -

Teaching the rules of grammar versus teaching by induction from a
contextualized scene.

b) Presentation + Practice

Use or non-use of presentation (which one might also call ‘explanation') .

c) Practice

Contextualized drills versus unrelated drills.

Let us equate PRESENTATION with EXPLANATION. . There were 4
conditions:
Fig. 1 | | " eracTICE
=

11 | ExamMpLES + RULES - UNRELATED DRILLS

PRESENTATION | 2 | EXAMPLES +
CONTEXTUALIZED SCENE

P

CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS
(EXPLANATION) -

3 | NONE -~ PRACTICE DRILLS | AjUNRELATED CRILLS
ONLY B{ CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS
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In question a) one is comparing conditionsdl and 2.

However, before going on to the otherrtwo questions, one must look
a little mbre'closely at ¢ondition 3. There were two kinds of condi-~
tion 3: , _

3A Unrelated drills

3B Contextualized drills

Furtheimqre, it is not strictly ﬁrue to say that there is no pre-
sentation in this condition. There was a rubric for the tape, a
minimal presentation so that the students would know how to do the
tape - in practical terms. It should be pointed out though that, in
the case ofAthe tapes on French Object Pronouns, the pronouns themselves
were written out on the front of all tape scripts. One must give the
student §ggé idea of the.general framework.

| In question b) one is comparing
conditions 1 and 3A
2 and 3B

Question c) compares conditions 3A and 3B.

Before_describing the.éctual experiments there are two general
theoretical que tions which should be ﬁentioned.

Firstly, does one approach research from a theoretical or from a
practical point of view?

From the theoretical point of view one says that one.expects to
find differences between conditions and then one expects to be able to
mzke some kind of theoretical statement aboﬁt the ordering of those
differences. From the practical viewpoint one éays that these are the
options which exist in schools and one cannot hope ﬁq put them into an

order except by doing research.
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Carrolls’(1966) opts for the theoretical approach. He presents the
choice between the large-scale experiment fhich '.,.. is feas;ble but very
expensive and difficult to control,' and the ‘more precisely controlled,
small-scale‘experiments to check hypotheses.' He goes on to assert that
‘... if research in foreign language teaching is to be really-productive,
it must become better attuned to theory, both in psychology and in
linguistics.'

I find the practical gtandpoint more acceptable. As I said in 1969,6
'‘Naturally, it is important to know if one method of teaching is generally
superior to another or not, but when treating the question from'a practi- |
cal point of view rather than a theoretical one, the problem changes.
Instead of asking whether audiolingualism is a useful concept as a whole,
one says simply the following: *7T want to teach my students certain
grammar points. Do I teach them by lecture 6: by work in the Laboratory?""'

‘Peter Green (1972)7 seems to share the view: ‘The question was not
therefore, "Is the I;nquage laboratory effective?" but "Is thé teaching
in 5 given situation more effective if the language laboratory is used?“i
He also agrees that if a situation actually exists in schoéls then it is
worth investigating;

Perhaps ﬁhe difference between the theoretical and the pract%;al
approaches can be summed up by saying %hat theoretical infers 'trying
to prove' whilst pfactical means 'trying to find out'. I was 'tryinq
to find out', setting out with certain expectations, but not being so
firmly committed to an hypothesis'that‘the design might be biased, how-

ever unconsciously, in its favour.

A quotation from Mats Oskérsson (1972),8 speaking éﬁout hiQ GUME

project, throws considerable light on the second question, that of the

problem of generalization: ‘A word of warning against too far-reaching

interpretations of the results may be in order. Since our field of
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' .
inquiry was restricted to the acquisition of grammar by adults, the

findings cannot be automatically carried over to other areas of language
learning.

I would agree entirely with this but I find what follows in the very
ne#t paragraph rather alarming, in t&at Mr. Oskarsson seems to have
ignorgd his own warning:

'The general conclusion that can be drawn from the present study is
that adult students acquf;e_foreign-languaqe'qrammar better by a cognitive
method than by a ﬁethod built exclusively on habit-forming principles....
Finally it can be concluded that the cognitive approach results in better
motivation and mofe favourable attitudes than the habit-forming approach. '

With this in mind, I should like to point’ out that I have not found
answers that will necessarily be valid in any situation other than my own.
However, it does not follow that because&t;yould wish to disown Oskarsson's
kind of geperalization that I believe that there can be no generalization
at all. The construction of my experimental sample itself implies a
certain degree of generalization.

‘The first phase of experiments drew 199 students from 6 different
schools, and the second phase drew 301 from 7 schools, two of the schools
being common to boﬁh samples. Unless one ancepts a certain.amount_of wada
generalization, one could never amass a sufficient number of subjects.

I believe that I have thrown some light on the questions I asked.

They may not necessarily hold gooé in other circumstances, but I think

that they are intereStihg answers because they are VALID ‘in my own situa-

tion. Although I am not trying to generalige from what I have doﬁe, 1
have found evidence to support generalizations made by other people in
the past, e.g. the idea that students' attitudesAare linked to the

teacher's assessment of their capabilities.




The Experiments

The overall plan of the experiments took the following form. Several
language laboratorf tapes were made, all dealing with the same grammatical
topic, but in different ways. At each school in the experimental sample,
the children were divided at random into groups, and each child in a par-
ticular group did one of the ﬁapes. One group of children acted as a
control and did no tape, although they did do the tests.* Each child was
tested on the grammar topic before he did the tape, then immediately aftér
it; and again about ten days later. The results were analysed statisti-
cally, using a computer, to see whether the tapes had had differential
effects on the pupils' achievement and/or attitude scores.

The driginal plan of the experiment allowed for three different tapeﬁ,

teaching certain uses of the French subjunctive.

Fig. 2
lPRESENTATION VERGAL EXPLANATION VERBAL EXPLANATION CONTEXTUALIZED
+ EXAMPLES + EXAMPLES SCENE + EXAMPLES
IPRACTICE NON=-MEANING- MEANING-ORIENTED HEANING-ORIE“TED
ORIENTED DRILLS DRILLS DRILLS

Before the first pilot run of the experiment the design was changed

to 8 tapes. Series 1 and Series 2 drills were constructed to be

parallel.
Fig. 3
TAPE PRESENTATION + |PRACTICE
I | GRAMMATICAL RULES UNRELATED DRILLS 1
II | GRAMMATICAL RULES CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS 1
III ‘ UNRELATED DRILLS 1
v CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS 1
V | CONTEXTUALIZED SCENE -| USRELATED DRILLS 2
VI | CONTEXTUALIZED SCENE CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS 2
V1I UNRELATED DRILLS 2
VIII h - | CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS 2

de




Definitions of these terms might help:

Grammatical rules - a simple explicit statement of the rules governing

particular uses of the subjunctive (or, in the second phase, the object
pronouns) .

Contextualized scene - a naturalistic dialogue which uses the grammar

topic a certain number of times in various different ways, so that the
students can infer correct usage from these examples.

Contextualized drills ~ drills built around a situation in such a way

_that each successive item builds upon the situation. When the series
of contextualized drills follows the scene, the original situation for

the scene is further developed throughout the drills.

Unrelated drills -~ have no linking situations between items, or between
’exercises. 7 . |

These’were the tapes used in.the Reading~Pilot study in December 1971,
Here, as in all further stages, there were three tests for each student
taking part. o
a)  PRE-TEST - attitudes + achievement
b) POST-TEST - aﬁtiﬁudes + achievement done immediately after completion

of the tape |

c) FINAL POST-TEST - achievement done about 10 days after the taée

The subjects in the Reading Pilot were 56 first-year university
students, divided amongst the 8 tapes. The results were di;appointing.
There seemed to be very little difference between the achievement scores
on each of the tapes. There were two possible answers. Either there
was no 9ifference between the tapes, or the initial scores were so near

the ceiling that there was not sufficient room for any‘improvement at all,

let alone differential improvement. If the latter were the answer, then

10
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tﬁe materials would have to be made more difficult. As this was not
really practicable, the obvious solution was to find students at a lower
level. v

A shortened pre-test was therefore given to the 6th-form boys of
Cranbrook School, and the 6th-form girls of Bournemouth High. Tﬁese
results were encouraging. The average pre-test scoré in the Reading
Pilot was 79.48%s. In the Schools 2ilot (for the Lower Sixth) this
figure came down t& és.ela.

The Schools Pilot test items were_fhen subjecfed to detailed Item
Analysi; - rejecting items which were of more than 70s difficulty and
less than 0.35_discrimination index (Differencg/h/B)g‘ The remaining
items were then analysed again, in a fairly subjective manner, to ensure
that the different items were evenly reflected in the abridged tests.

The remaining contextualized items were then transformed from the remains
of 6 different exercises into 6 exercises with one common theme. These
were piloted, aéain in Bournemouth.

The main Subjunctive phase of the experiment was run in six schools
bet;een September 1972 and February 1973, using h;stly S5th-formers. The
8-tape design turned out to be somewhat impractical, because one needs a
large number of students to provide each condition with sufficient sub-
jects. In fact, with 8 tapes there must be 9 conditions, to allow for
a control group. Thus in half the schools, only four tapes were used,
numbers I, III, VI and VIII, which in fact contained all the major combi-
nations. Once the reiected scripts had been discounted, 199 subjects
remained in the sample.

It was thus a '4-tape plus control' design that was chosen for the

second phase of experiments. The new topic was the 'French Object

o 11




Pronouns', and the target age group was secondary school children at the
end of their first year, and about to meet the ﬁopic for the first time.
The tapes were now:

Fig. 4

TAPE | PRESENTATION PRACTICE

I GRAMMATICAL RULES UNREL 'ED DRILLS

II -~ UNRELATED DRILLS
I1I CONTEXTUALIZED SCENE CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS
v CONTEXTUALIZED DRILLS

The tapes, like thdle in the previous phase, were all recorded using
native speakers of French. The test items were piloted in April and May
1973 in Liverpool and in Cranbrook, Kent, on a total of 75 children. The
main body of experiments on this topic were run in June and July 1973 in
" seven schools, ranging from a very academically oriented grammar school to
.a very rough comprehensive in East London. At one school the expefim@ﬁt
was carried out on fourth-year students as a revision exercise, to see
whether this would make a difference. to the relative usefulness of the
tapes. There were thus 261 + 40 students in the Pronouns samples.

Again, the final number of students kept in the sample was very much
smaller than the sample originally taken. Extremely ruthless pruning was
carried out to make sure that one, the sample was not biased, and twu,'
that there were three completed test scripts for each pupil.

As I have said elsewhere (Freedman, 1971“3, 'In reality a series of
small-scale experiments will prove just as expensive and as difficult to
co=ordinate as the one-off large-scale one', and as Dick Allwright stated
(197211) ‘It must be eﬁphasized that "smaller-scale" does rot necessarily

imply that fewer subjects need be used for example. I used 237 subjects

for the pilot studies and a total of 500 for the main series of experiments.

12
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In all, this cames to 737 subjects and this figure does not include the
26 teachers who also completed questionnaires. By comparison, the
mammoth Pennsylvania Project used 1090 subjects in its second year
(Clarxk, 196912). .

Control Measures

One watchword, I believe, of good experimental design should be

-

ELEGANCE, neatness of design, trying to throw light on as ﬁény questions P
as possible by using as few experimental cells or conditioﬁs as possible. .
The other one is CONTROL. Control measures formed a very important part
of the experiment, since it was they that made sure that the conditions
were identical for each group, with the exception of the tape given.
Firstly, the samples for both series of experiments were drawn from
diffgr;ﬁt types of schobl (compreﬂ;nsive, grammar, etc.). The tapes
werg distributed randomly within each school. Matching the groups
would have been an 1$possible task adminisﬁratively, and random sampling
is acknowledged to be extremely efficiené.
As for pruning the sample, there were some children who had to be
~ excluded froﬁ_the final sample because they had obviously not grasped the
idea of the tape, for reasons not connected with the tape itself. Some
had English language problgms tha? prevented them from coping with the
French at all. Some h@d extrem;;y lov 10s. Some children were un=-

pleasant and uncooperative, although the majority responded very well..

The subjunctive experiments dea1t>w1th the use of the subjunctive,

and so a list of the 40 verbs used in the materials was sent to each
school in advance to permit coaching on the relevant forms of the pre-
sent subjunctive before the experiment. On. the scripts themselves,

the pupils were told that when in doubt about the precise form, they

could just write ‘subjunctive’. -
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The element of control was very important in the writing of the
materials. These only used vocabulary found in Frangais Fondamental 1er
degré, 1In exceétional circumstances 2°¢ degré wqrds or cognates were
used. . The exercises had to meet strict mathematical constraints. regard-
ing‘tﬁe proportions of particular kinds of items, and this constraint
combinéd with that imposed by the contextualiéation story-line provided
qonsiderable problems.

The unrelated and the contextualized test items had té,be designed
to be parallel, so thatvthe only difference between them would be whether
they were unrelated or contextualized, If this had been successfully»
done, then the pre-test results should haveAbeeh similar, In the Reading
Pilot study, the average score for the contextualized items was 74,34%:

that for the unrelated items was 74.6%., Analysis of the exercises in

the series also revealed their good internal reliability.

The item analysis of all the items, élready mentioned, was another

control measure, as was the briefing visit carried out at all schools
before each experiment was run.

Using the tapes ensured standardized teaching rather than highly
individual teaching, such as §ccurred in the Pennsylvania Project. The
same researcher (myself) was also present at every experimental session.

It was always a.question of erring on ﬁhe side of caution and on
the side of the design. It was sometimes hard to make the decisions,
but the greater weight was always given to making the experiment valid
and reliable, Nonetheless, one cannot overbalance completely on that
side, or one's actual questions stop being valid in terms of the situation
one is investigating. The chief prpblem was keeping strict scientific
control whilst ;t the same time not distorting what one was trying to

study, and not interfering with sound educational practice.
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Data Analysis _ -

Analysis of the data has been carried out on a PDP-10 computer using
the language Fortran and SPSS, the Statistical Paékage for the Social
Sciences, first published in 19?0 by Nie, Bent and Hull.13

The variables in the experiments were divided intp background
variables, and scores. The background variables included variables like
ége, sex, attitude to the language laboratory, attitude to interesting
content, teacher's attitude to the language laboratory, teacher's assess-
ment 6f pupil. Together with the different tapes and schools, these
comprised the independent variables of the experiment. Measures ofb
attitudes and achievement before and after the tape-lesson compriéed the
dependent variables - or scores.

The data analysié'falls basically into two categories: (A) Descrip-

tive and (B) Inferential.

(A) Descriptive

CODEBOOK provides a description of the values for each variable,
both in table and in histogram form. Histograms have the added advantage
of permitting before-and-after comparison of the distribution of values,
e.g. attitude to the language laboratory before and after expoﬁure to
the tape.

CROSSTABS was first used simply for a straightforward crosstabulation
of all the variables with all the rest of the variables, to see what
there was in the data. Again, this was the ‘trying to find out' rather
than the 'ttying to prove' approach. Latervon, CROSSTABS was used in a
rather more complex fashion. Individual background vafiables were each
crosstabulated with TAPE, to see the way the values were distributed

 across the different tapes. This was very useful in providing checks
15




14

on the sample, shdwing that the distribution of the values of the back-
ground variables before any experimental intervention did not vary with
tape. The next step wa; to crosstabulate attitudes before with those

after the tape, controlling for tape, to see whether the changeé in )

attitudes differed with the tape the subject had been given.

Tests for cog?elation are usually counted as being a part of
inferential statis%{és, but here they were used more for descriptive
purposes, All ;ﬁénﬁortelations were carried out twice over, once using
the paramet;ic Peafson Correlation Coefficient test, and again, using
the non-parametric Spéarman Rank Correlatigﬁ Coefficient,

First of all, all the subtests of the achievement tests were
correlated with each other and with the whole score for the test of which
they formed é part. This was done to check the internal reliability of
the tests. The various background variables were intercorrelated and
they were also correlated with achievement scores.

Thé highest probability value counted as being statistically
significant was p = 0.05 or St; i.%. there were 5 chances in 100 that
the resul&s were due merely to chénce. Avalueof p = 0.001 or 0.1s
_ means that there was 1 chance in 1000 that the results were due to chance.

In the ESFPT (pronoun) data, there was a highly statistically |
significant correlation (p = 0.001) between the ﬁeachers' assessment of
the pupils, and the pupils' own general attitude to languages and |
French. There was the same degree of correlation (p‘- 0.0015 between
the pupils' improvement score (post-test minus pre-test score) and

their attitude to gheilanguage laboratoryf
' Before going on to the inferential statistics done by computer, it

might be worthwhile to report one very interesting phenomenon.

1b
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In one grammar school, the sample was drawn from two parallel
classes. One was taught by a man greatly in favour of the language
laboratory, and the other by a man who was firmly opposed to it. For
each pupil an a;titude score was calculated from relevant questionnai?e
items. . A Mann-Whitney, non-parametric ﬁest for difference revealed a
difference significant at p = 0.001. From the actual scores it can be
seen that the pupils taught by the man who was against ;he laboratory,
were against the tape they had had, irrespective of which tape. Those
taught by the pro-laboratory teacher were in favour of their tape, no
matter which tape they had had.

Iﬁ seems that the teacher's attitude had more effect on the pupils'

attitudes to the tapes than the tapes themselves.

(B) Inferential Analysis

The programmes BREAKDOWN, ANOVA and ONEWAY all produce similar
treatments. ANOVA is a basic analysis of variance and ONEWAY has the
advantage of also allowing one to make specific contrasts of different
groups within the data.

Beéore presenting these resnlts perhaps one should define some terms:
There are 3 files of data: n |

Fig. S5

ESFST | Subjunctive series of experiments

ESFPT | Pronoun series of .experiments

ESFPTS | Pronoun experiment where the material was used for
revision on .older children

There are 6 main measures of achievement: PTACWHOL, POTACWHL, FPOTACWH,

IMPROVE, OVERALL, FADING.
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.Fig. 6
PTACWHOL PRE-TEST WHOLE SCORE
POTACWHL POST-TEST WHOLE SCORE
FPOTACWH FINAL POST-TEST WHOLE SCORE
IMPROVE POST~-TEST MINUS PRE~-TEST SCORE
OVERALL FINAL POST-TEST MINUS PRE-TEST SCORE -
FADING FINAL POST-TEST MINUS POST-TEST SCORE
Fig. 7 Breakdown by Tape
ESFST ESFPT ESFPTS
PTACWHOL | Not sig Not sig Not sig
POTACWHL | Sig beyond | Sig beyond | Not sig
0.001 0.001
FPOTACWH | Sig at Sig beyond | Not sig
0.01 0.001
IMPROVE | Sig at Sig beyond | Not sig
0.001 0.001 -
OVERALL | Sig at Sig beyond | Not sig
0.01 0.001
FADING | Not sig Sig beyond | Not sig
) 0.001
Fig. 8 Breakdown by School
ESFST ESFPT
‘| PTACWHOL | Sig beyond | Sig beyond
0.001 0.001
POTACWHL | Sig beyond | Sig beyonci
0.001 0.001
FPOTACWH | Sig beyond | Sig beyond
0.001 "0.001
IMPROVE | Not sig Sig beyond
0.001
OVERALL | Sig at sig beyond
0.01 0.001
FADING | Sig at sig at
0.01 0.05

-
we




Looking at the breakdown by tape, there are no significant diff-

erences for any of the measures for the file ESFPTS. This was the
pronoun experiment where the material was used for revision only, on
4th-year children, and this result is not surprising. /@Oné would not
expect the tapes to have much differential effect when the subjects were
already quite well-acquainted with the topic. The average pretest score
(across all groups) was 60.07%.

There were no s;gnificant differences between tapes for the pre-test
measures for both the subjunctive (ESFST) and the pronoun (ESFPT) files.
This is very encouraging because there really should not be any differéhce
between the groups before the tapes wére given. With the exception of
the measure 'FADING' (final post-test minus post-test ;co:e) for the
subjunctive experiments, the-differences bctwéen groups for the remaining
five measures were ali statistically significant, most being extremely so.

If one looks at the breakdown by school, all the measures for both
files were significant with the exception of the ESFST IMPROVE measure
(post-test minus pre-test score) .

All the significant differences were then studied in more detail by
making contrasts of specific groups within the data.

for the ESFST file, the only measufe which produced a significant
difference was IMPROVE. The di fference Between tape I (grammatical rules
+ unrelated drills) and tape VI (contextualized scene * contextualized
drills) was significant at p = 0.045, tape I producihg higher ;corel

than tape VI.
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- Pig. 9 ESFPT - Tagg Contrasts

MEASURE | SIGNIFICANCE DIRECTION
I + III sig beyond 0.001 | I better than III
POTACWHL | 1 4 1T sig at 0.008 I better than II
I + III sig at 0.001 I better than III
FPOTACWH | ; , 11 gig at 0.002 I better than II
I + III sig beyond 0.001 | I better than III
IMPROVE | I + II sig at 0.005 I better than II
' II + IV sig at 0.043 II better than IV
I + III sig beyond 0.001 | I better than III
OVERALL | ; 4 11 sig at 0.001 I better than II
FADING | II + IV sig beyond 0.001 IV better than II

In the ESFPT file, for the four measures, post-test, final post-test,
improve and overall, tape I (grammatical rules + unrelated drills) gave
significantly better results than tape III (contextualized scene + contei-

tualized drills). This takes us back to question a), that of presentation.

In a climate wvhere cont;xtuaii;;é"dfiiig’;;E7béconing‘inc;éasingly

favourably regarded, it is certainly inte:eﬁting'tq see that straight-
forward grammatical ruies appear to produce better immediate results.
This takes one back to another of the original questions. In the same
way thatjone can approach the research from either a theoteti;al or a
practical viewpoint, one has the same chojce over the interpret tion of
‘the results.

The theoretical interpretation would say that the results show that
grammatical rules and unrelated drills we}e superior to coutextuaiized¢§
scene and drills. The practical one would siy that IN THE EXISTING
SITUATION in those schools tape I was superior to tape III. This does
not necessarily mean that in the long run, the contextualized material
might not turn out to be more effective. In a school where tradifional

lethoﬁs are well-established it is. not unreasonable to assume that the students




will react more favoufably to the kind of material with which they are

familiar. Changing that climate might well occur if one carried out
more prolonged experimentation in a particular school so that the students
were equally weil acquainted with both approaches. More of that at the

end of the paper.

For these same four meaburésr(po;t;t;st, final post-gé;ﬁ, 1ﬁp§ove;
overall) too, tape I (grammatical rules + unrelated drills) was signi-
ficantly superior to tape II (unrelated drills only). This refers to
question b); presentation anQ practice. Not too surprisingly, presen-

tation plus practice produced better res@;ts than mere practice alone.

The measure FADING reflects the deterioration of performance over
time after the tape. Ebbinghaus' (1885) curve of fbrqettingl4 shows
that learned material is forgotten rapidly at first, and between 6‘and
31 days'iater‘ﬁhe amount retained settles from 25% to 21s. The final

: »
post-tests were carried out about 10 days after the tape-lesson. It
is extremely‘intetesting to see‘(original question c¢)) that the scores
of those who aid tape II (un:e;atéd drills only) decreased, but the

scores of those who did tape IV (contextualized drills only) actually

impto;ed a little. Perhaps the contextualized material facilitated the

longer-term remembering of the grammatical points contained in it.

One vital question remained. Perfectly legitimately, one might ask
how one could be sure that these differences were due to the different
tépes and not to the various background variables, like students' attitudes,
teachers' attitudes, previous use of the laboratory, age, sex, etc. It
was tor.thiu reason that stepwise MULTIPLE REGRESSTON ANALYSIS was éarricd‘
out on all three file.. Multiple regression allows one to study the

linear relationship between a set of independent variables and a number of




dependent variables while taking into account the interrelationships

among the independent variables. The idea of the steps in the regres-

sion is to add progressively the independent variables that one takes

into account when trying to explain the dependent variable or score.

From a regression one can predict, say, that for a particular score,

e.g, IMPROVE, the basic increase will be 22.67 points. But, if the person ,‘

nt to a technical school, his score would be 22.67 + 26.74. If he did

ta;e I, his score would be 22.67 + 20.29, and if he both went to a tech-

nical school and did tape I, one could predict that ﬁis score would be

22.§7'+ 26.74 + 20.29.

The _'}fggre-&a@sjﬂg“‘m:?vided weightings for the various background |
. T ,

variables. New standardized measures were then calculated which

standardized these background variables within three groups = tapes,

e,
Moy, .
e

schools, and tapes + schools. e,
One can then say that, for example in the tapes group, the effects
of all the variables except the tapes are smoothed out, so that the
variables that help im@rove the score h;ve their improvemént subtracted
from the score, and variables that hinder the score have their effect
added. Thus, if there are still differences, one can say that it is not
due to the background variables, which have been standardized, or 1is
other words, neutralized. One can then take the group standardized
within tapes and do an analysis of variance for all the measures across
the different tape groups. A significant result found now is EXTREMELY

likely to be due to the actual tapes themselves. The same may also be

done with schools and also with the other statistical procedures carried

.. out before the regressions were done.

The actual analysis is not quite finished, but the analyses of

variances do still give significant differences.
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. Results and Suggestions

To sum up: almost all the measﬁres in the subjﬁnctive éxpgriments
and in the main pronoun experiments showed statistically significant
differences between the tape-groups. It appears, moreover, that the
tape which comprised grammatical rules and unrelated drills was more
effective than the one consisting of a contextualized scene and contex=
tualized drills. Grammatical rules plus unrelated drills were aiso more
effective than were the unrelated drills alone. These differences dis-
appeared Qhen the pronoun matérial was used for revision pﬁrposes on more
advanéed pupils.

The differences in performance found betweek‘different types of
school were also significant, and both the tapes and the types of school
still produced significant differences when adjustments'ﬁere made to the
data to neutralize the effects of the various background variables.

At a later date, I should like to.explore further the implications
of the results in térms of language teaching methodology itself. However,
in this present paper, I think that the emphasis must remain upon the
research method itself, and this is why the work has been presented
primarily in the fé:m of an experimentai report.

In terms of>research method then, what might follow from here? I
ﬁould make two possible suggestions:

a) a series 6f specific experiments in a chain, so tha£ each part is

rigidly controlled, although the chain could be protracted over time.

Fig. 10
: Not:

But:
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Thus, instead of general teaching by say two different methods over

a term or a year, one could do several specific comparisons, building up
a term's teaching/experimenting in controllable units. |
b) How could small-scale research Se méde more widely profitable? I
would suggest multi-centred but fully co-ordinated small-scale speéific
experiments. Experiments concentrated in one locality would not really
be open to generalization. However, if the original experiment were |
(Local Education Avthority)
replicated in sufficient different geographical or L;E.Av\regions to '
establish the 'reliability' of the results, then one could move on to new
areas of pedzgogical enquiry.
Say: ' N e
I. One person a;;;ione experiment (or repeats it too).
I1. Everyone else in the group :eplicaﬁes the experiment.
If the results are reliable then:
ur. Various peoplevchoose their different optioﬁs.

IV. Everyone tries those options that look worth pursuing from among the

options chosen by the other researchers.

Fig. 11
1 a
I A A A A where A, B, C, D, E
1 2 3 4] = experiments
- = individual researchers
By | |€2 | |P3] | Ba
v ic (B2 (B3] [Pa
01 D2 C3 C4
E1 E2 E3 D4

24




a2y .

23

To come back to my own work. Great problems remain, For
example, if one is working with language laboratory drills, the d;ills
that may be good for teachingzmay not be easily controllable in experi-
ments. I am not saying either that my results are universally appli-
cable to other situations. |

How far do experimental situations really reflect the actual
teaching situation one finds in schools? Perhaps, having once demon-=
sfrated fﬁat it is possible to control fully such an experiﬁent, one of
the possible next steps could be to begin gradually to relax certain
specific items of control, to allow the éxperiment tqQ mirror more

accurately the everyday situation. Knowingly and cautjgusly relaxing

'a control measure in a systematic fashion for a specific experimental

purpose seems to me far preferable to allowing a haphazard lack of
control from the start.

Nonetheless, i% the object 6f valid experimental design is to
produce an experiment which gives agwgggggx which can be firmly traced
back to the or?ginal question, because of the rigidity of control, then

a

I believe that I have achieved such an internally valid design

good starting-point. )

() Elaine S. Freedman, 1975.
Barnet College and
University of Essex

Footnote ’ England

It should be pointed out that this paper is a preliminary report,
;nd does not present all the results. There are also many other

aspects of the work which are not covered here.
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