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Abstract

In this c1assroom-based study~ the effects of input enhancement on the acquisition

of a linguistic feature known to be problematic to francophone children leaming English.

were investigated. The research questions were: 1) Can L2 leamers benefit trom

typographically enhanced input in their acquisition of third person singular possessive

determiners? 2) Is typographically enhanced input more effective than unenhanced

input? 3) [s typographically enhanced input more effective \vhen combined with a book

tloodH ?

To investigate these questions. three treatment conditions were implemented with

Grade 6 ESL learners. Groups E and E+ received a typographically enhanced input

flood. This did not include expl icil reference to the learners' LI nor was a pedagogical

rule presented at any time. [n addition to the typographically enhanced input~ Group E+

\Vas exposed to extensive reading and Iistening activities. To ensure that ail groups in the

study were exposed to wrinen input containing the target tèatures, Group U read

unenhanced versions of the texts read by the other two groups. A pretest~ immediate and

delayed posttest design was used in this quasi-experimental study.

Results indicated that aIl three instructional treatments improved the learners'

acquisition of the target forms and that those in Group E+ received the greatest apparent

benefits. At the immediate posnes~ leamers in Group E+ outperfonned those in the

other two groups on wrinen tasks designed to measure their ability to recognize correct

instances of the target faons. Leamers in Group E+ also outperformed the others on an

111
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oral production task. On the delayed posttest five \veeks later~ however, Groups E and U

had caught up with Group E+, and most of the bet\veen-group differences had

disappeared.

The finding that ail leamers had signitïcantly increased in their accuracy and

development of possessive determiners immediately follo\\ing instruction suggests that

the target forms were equally salient to the leamers in the three groups. That ail learners

continued to improve but did not reach advanced developmental stages, however,

suggests that the salience of these features in the input may not have been sufficiently

explicit. The results are discussed in terms of the potential need for more explicit

instruction in the acquisition of third persen singular possessive determiners. This may

be particularly important because of substantial ditIerences in the way in which gender is

marked in English and French.

IV
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Résumé

Cette étude menée en classe d~anglais, langue seconde, est une enquête sur les

effets d'input mis en évidence sur racquisition du détenninant possessif: élément

linguistique qui s'avère difficile pour les apprenants francophones. Les questions de

recherche sont les suivantes: 1) Les apprenants peuvent-ils bénéficier d'un input mis en

évidence par des moyens typographiques dans l'acquisition du déterminant possessif de

la troisième personne du singulier Chis et her)? 2) L'input typographiquement mis en

évidence est-il plus efficace pour l'apprentissage que l'input qui ne l'est pac;? 3) L'input

typographiquement mis en évidence est-il plus efficace quand il est associé à l'accès

accru aux livres et aux activités de lecture?

Trois conditions de traitement ont été retenues pour mettre en oeuvre cette étude

auprès d'élèves en sixième année du primaire. Les groupes E et E+ ont lu des textes dans

lesquels les pronoms ont été mis en évidence typographiquement. Dans ces deLLx

conditions, il n'y a eu aucune référence explicite à la langue maternelle ni aux règles

grammaticales. De plus, le groupe E+ a participé a un grand nombre d'activités de

lecture et d'écoute. Pour pouvoir distinguer entre les effets eventuels de la mise en

évidence et de la fréquence de l'exposition à l'éiément linguistique visé, le group U a lu

les mêmes textes lus par les groupes E et E+ dans lesquels il n'y avait aucune mise en

évidence. Le plan de cette étude quasi-experimentale comprenait trois volets: des pré­

tests, des post-tests, et des post-tests différés donnés plusieurs semaines après la fin du

traitement.

v
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Les résultats démontrent que les élèves exposés au.x trois conditions ont progressé

dans 1-acquisition du détenninant possessif. Ce sont les élèves du group E+ qui

semblaient faire le plus grand progrès immédiatement après le traitement. Cependant~

aux post-tests différés les groupes E et U ont rattrapé le groupe E+ puisque la plupart des

différences existant entre les groupes avaient disparu.

Le tàit que tous les groupes ont fait du progrès significatif dans leur rendement

aux post-tests tout de suite après le traitement laisse supposer que les trois groupes ont

perçu du façon égale rélément linguistique en question. Que tous les apprenants aient

continué à s"améliorer sans toutefois arriver aux étapes les plus avancées fait supposer

que la fréquence et la mise en évidence ne sont pas suffisantes pour amener les

apprenants à maîtriser cet élément linguistique. Les résultats de cet étude débouchent sur

une proposition pour un enseignement explicite des fonnes du déterminant possessif de

la troisième personne du singulier. Cela prend une importance particulière en raison du

fait que le genre grammatical est indiqué différemment en ce qui a trait au détenninants

possessifs en anglais et en français.

Vl
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Chapter 1

Input and Second Language Acquisition

1.0 Introduction

For most of the history of second language teaching, instrllctional approaches have

been based on the asswnption that an explicit focus on language foon is necessary for second

language (L2) acquisition to take place. In this view of language teaching, isolated linguistic

elements (e.g. structures~ sound contrasts, lexical items) are the organizational units of the

syllabus and the subject matter of individual lessons. Input is manipulated through

pedagogicaJ practices which include grammar and vocabulary explanations, dialogue

memorizatio~ display questions~ error correction., and fill-in-the-blank exercises.

For the last several decades., however., this structure-by-structure approach to

language teaching bas been questioned by a number of researchers who see the acquisition of

L2 knowledge as an essentially implicit process similar to first language (L 1) acquisition.,

which proceeds in a systematic and largely predictable manner through exposure to rich and

varied linguistic input that is provided in highJy contextualized social interactions (see~ for

example., Krashen., 1981., 1982; Dulay and B~ 1973). The morpheme acquisition and

developmental sequence studies in tirst and second language acquisition research would

seem to confirm the hypothesis that language development is under the control of the

learner's built-in syllabus and is basically unaffected by instruction which focuses explicitly

on targeted grammatical structures (Krashen., 1977; Feli~ 1981). Although there has been

sorne evidence suggesting that extensive grammar practice and drilling may have an effect by
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altering the natura! processes, these effects have been shown to be temporary in nature

(Lightbown, 1983a,b; and see discussion in Long, 1988).

The structure-by-structure approach has also been questioned by teachers and

curriculum planners (e.g. Prabhu, 1987), who suggest that to help leamers attain an accurate

and fluent command ofthe target language, it makes better sense to provide opportunities for

them to experience language as a medium of communication than to make it an object of

study. As a consequence, a number of Ïnstructional approaches have emerged which de­

emphasize the importance of explicit teaching of linguistic fonns and stress, inst~ the

value of exposure to comprehensible input (CI) and the use of the L2 in meaningful

interaction. These include the Natural Approach (Krashen and Terrell, 1983),

comprehension-based second language programs (e.g. Wini~ 1981; Lightbo~ 1992a), and

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Brurnfit, 1984; LittJewtX><L 1981; Widdowson,

1978). AJthough there are different interpretations of CLT and how it should he

implemented, the general consensus seems to he that 4'that successfu] language leaming

involves not only a knowledge of the structures and forms of a language, but also the

functions and purposes that a language serves in different communicative senings. This

approach to teaching emphasizes the communication of meaning over the practice and

manipulation of grammatical fonns" (Lightbown and Spada, 1993:119-120). [t is this

approach to teaching which infonned the ESL program development carried out in the late

1970s and 1980s by the Ministry of Education in Quebec, where the study described in this

dissertation took place (Gouvernement du Québec, 1981, 1983, 1986).

2
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• In recent years, there bas been a renewed interest in finding ways to integrate fonn-

focused instruction within teaching approaches that focus primarily on meaning. This

interest is motivated by findings from c1assroom-based research that suggest that when

leaming is entirely meaning-focused, sorne linguistic features do not develop to levels that

might he anticipated despite extensive exposure to the target language in meaningful contexts

(see e.g. Harley andS~ 1984; Lightbown and Spada, 1990). Rutherford and Sharwood

Smith (1985) have eneouraged L2 teachers to use consciousness raising techniques to draw

leamers' attention to fonnal properties of the target language that they do not otherwise

notice. Task-based proposais (e.g. Nun~ 1989; Loschky and Bley-Vroman, 1990; Long and

Crookes, 1992; and Ellis, 1993) have aJso been proposed as a solution to this problem and are

based on the assumption that attention to fonn is an essentiai component of an L2

instructional program.

While there is a consensus that it is important to help c1assroom-instructed leamers

become more aceurate in their L2 production, there is no agreement with respect to how

fonn-focused instruction should he delivered. Teachers wishing to direct leamers' attention

to linguistie form may select from among a wide variety of pedagogical procedures which

range from explicit rule explanations to more implicit visual enhancement techniques. This

also includes the provision of explicit and implieit types of corrective feedback. While the

more explicit procedures risk diverting the leamers attention away from communication~ the

more irnplicit ones may fail to draw the leamer's attention to language fonn in ways that

promote interlanguage development Efforts to find the most appropriate pedagogical

procedures are rendered more challenging when one takes into consideration the requirement
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that fonn-focused instruction should neither interfere with the processing of language for

meaning nor jeopardize the development of fluency:o which is considered to he an important

consequence ofcommunicative approaches to L2 teaching.

The present study was carried out in the context of the debate as to how to most

etfectively implement form-focused instruction in the second language classroom. At the

heart of the debate is the question of how much of the target language input leamers must

notice for acquisition to take place (for a recent review, see Schmidt, 1995b). Since learners

are able to discover much of what they need to know about the target language on theiT own.,

a corollary to this question is what specific Iinguistic features leamers rnay need help in

noticing. Since leamers' attentional resources are limited., another corollary is whether

learners may need to have theiT attention drawn explicitly to sorne Iinguistic feanrres while an

implicit focus on form is sufficient to promote the acquisition of others. Answers to these

questions involve consideration of a number of issues, including the (earners' LI, their age,

and their developmentaJ readiness.

Form-focused instruction was operationalized in this study as typographical input

enhancement, an implicit technique designed to increase the perceptual salience of a

linguistic feature which leamers were known to find problematic. This input enhancement

was provided in such a way as to not interfere with their comprehension of the written texts

in which it occurred The treatment was implemented in a five-month classroom-based study

involving three intact groups ofgrade 6 francophone learners ofEngHsh as a second language

(ESL) in Quebec. These young leamers were studying in a communicatively-oriented

4
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• intensive ESL program in which they would spend five months of one academic ·year

studying English for most ofevery school day.

The instructional treannent was as follows. Two groups read texts in which the

possessive determiners (P0s) his and her were visually enhanced One of the two enhanced

groups had additional exposlD'e to PDs through reading and Iistening to stories (a book flood)

in which the target fonns occurred naturally. A third group read unenhanced versions of the

same texts. These three groups are referred to as Group E (enhanced input), Group E+

(enhanced input plus books) and Group U (unenhanced inp~-t). It was hYPQthesized that if

typographical enhancement was sufficiently salient to promote acquisition of the target

fonns, leamers in Groups E and E+ would outperfonn learners in Group U on written and

oral production measures of their acquisition of third person singular PDs. It was also

hypothesized that leamers in Group E+, who had their attention drawn to PDs through

typographical enhancement. would benefit from the additionaJ opportunities provided by the

book flood to notice these forms and that they wouJd outperfonn learners in Group E on the

written and oral production measures.

The tirst sections of this chapter are concemed with theoretical issues related to the

role of the Iinguistic environment in L2 acquisition. Section 1.1 begins \vith definitions of

input and intake, followed by a discussion of the role of input as seen from the innatist and

cognitive perspectives. The section presents the Input Hypothesis of the Monitor Model

proposed by Krashen to aCcoWlt for the relationship between input and innate L2 acquisition

processes. Section 1.2 considers the nature of interlanguage (IL) knowledge and addresses

claims regarding the interface between implicit and explicit knowledge. Section 1.3 presents

5



• three views on the type of attention that is required for conversion of input to intake to OCCUf.

Of particuJar importance to this dissertation research are claims related to the role that

awareness may play in this process. Section 1.4 presents the findings from studies which

describe the input available to the classroom-instructed L2 learner from the teacher, from

other learners, and from books. Section 1.5 reviews the studies which have investigated the

impact ofextensive reading and listening to stories (i.e. book floods) on classroom-instructed

L2 acquisition. Section 1.6 addresses a number of concerns that have been expressed about

instruction that focuses primarily on meaning, sometimes to the virtual exclusion ofany focus

on the fonnaI aspects of the target language. Finally, Section 1.7 summarizes the chapter.

•

1.1 The role of the linguistic environment in second language acquisition

1.1.1 Defioing input and intake

Input is "the language to which the learner is exposed" (Ellis, 1985:298). It can he

spoken or written and constitutes the "potentially processable language data made available

to the leamerlt (Sharwood Smi~ 1994:8). The term comprehensible input was introduced by

Krashen (1982 and elsewhere) to refer to language that is "a little beyond" the learner's

competence but that the leamer cao nonetheless understand. "'The language may he

comprehensible in this sense through the aid of clues such as gestures, situations, or prior

infonnation" (Lightbo\\n and Spa~ 1993:120). It is generally acknowledged in SLA

research that cr is necessary for the development of second language knowledge to continue

toward target-language norms (e.g. Larsen-Freeman, 1985; Long, 1990; Larsen Freeman and

Long, 1991~ VanPatten and Cadiemo, 1993). However, it is also acknowledged that the

6



• definition ofCI is imprecise, and efforts ta operationalize it have been problematic.

Since it is not possible ta know from observation alone which language elements

leamers process from among the Many to which they are exposecl a number of researchers

have made the distinction, first noted by Corder (1967), hetween input and intake. Intake, as

defmed by VanPatten, is the "subset of the input that the leamer actually perceives and

processes" (1990:287). Gass (1988) suggested that for input to become intake, three

conditions must he met: 1) features in the input must he noticed; 2) input must be

comprehended by the leamer; 3) intake must be integrated ioto the leamer's implicit

knowledge system (see also Chaudron~ 1985).1 As in the case of CI~ intake is difficult to

define and operationalize.

•

1.1.2 The role of input

1.1.2.1 The innatist perspective

The innatist view of language acquisition emphasizes leamer-intemal factors.

Chomsky (1965, 1986) assumes that knowledge of language (competence) is represented in

the mind ofthe LI acquirer in the fonn ofa generative grammar, which is an abstract system

of principles and rules governing syntax, phonology, and morphology~ and which accounts

for ail the grammatical sentences ofa language. He daims that there are invariant principles

which allianguages have in common and which are wired-in to the human brain at birth~ and

parameters, which are set differently for ditTerent languages. Thus~ Chomsky argues, the

child LI acquirer cornes to the task with a kind of blueprint of what the grammar of the

language will he like and, on the basis of the input available, is able to set the parameters for

7
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• the particuJar language being Ieamed. Input is essential for the grammar to develop and is, al

the same time, the impetus for development structured by a child's current grammar. This

interaction between input containing positive evidence about what is possible in the language

and the innate UDiversal Grammar (DG) serves to make the task of acquiring the LI more

manageable. The innatist position assumes that "the child is predisposed to deal with

language input ditferently from other kinds of data and to deaJ with it in particuJar ways"

(White, 1989: 16).

UG theory is based on the assumption that aIl naturai languages, inciuding ll..s,

confonn to buiIt-m principles which do not have to be learned. If this is 50, and the L2

acquirer still has aecess to UG principles, either directly, as in LI acquisition, or indirectly,

mediated via the LI, questions rernain about how input data and UG interaet in the creation

of the L2 grammar. White (1989) argues that UG principles are still accessible in fonnal, as

weil as informaI L2 acquisition aJthough, in the classroom, the Jack of naturalistic input May

make it harder for sorne universal principles to be triggered. While negative evidence, that is,

information about what is not allowed in the language, is believed to play an inconsequential

role in LI acquisition, classroom-instructed L2 learners May "get thernselves ioto situations

where negative evidenee appears to he necessary" for resening parameters (White, 1989:168).

The usefu1ness for SLA of this type of infonnation is currently under discussion (see

Schwartz, 1993), and more research is needed to examine the relative contributions of

positive and negative evidence in SLA (see tor example~ White, 1991; Trahey, 1992, 1996;

Trahey and White, 1993).

The Input Hypotbesis Krashen has made specifie and extensive daims about the•
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relationship between the linguistic environment and innate processes in SLA (Krashen 1982;

1985; 1994). The Input Hypothesis, the most important of the five hypotheses that make up

KIashen's Monitor Model ofU acquisitio~ states that "we acquire language in an amazingly

simple way - when we understand messages" (1985:vii).2 According to Krashe~ learners

acquire the rules of a language in a predictable order, and they progress along the natural

order by understanding input that contains structures at their next level of interlanguage (IL)

competence (i + 1). To understand messages containing unacquired structures, learners make

use of the context (including extra-linguistic infonnation), their knowledge of the worlel, and

previously acquired linguistic competence. Acquisition occurs when they understand a fonn

not yet acquirecL connect it with a meaning, and "notice" a ditference between the IL version

ofthis fonn and instances of the form as they occur in the input (KIashen, 1983).

Krashen claims that there are two separate ways to develop ability in the L2,

acquisition and /eaming. According to Krashen, the process of L2 acquisition is much like

child LI acquisition. That is, aduIts acquire a second language incidentally, without being

aware that they are doing so and when they have the impression ofdoing something else like

reading, Iistening, or participating in a conversation. The produet of acquisition is said to be

represented subconsciously in the bmin, and Krashen cites as evidence the fact that mast

people cannot describe the ruIes they have acquired, even though they can say that something

"feels" right or wrong. In contrast, both the process and the product ofleaming are held to be

conscious. Learners are aware that they are leaming and might a1so he able to describe the

language patterns. Krashen holds that there is no transfer, or interface, between leamed

linguistic knowledge and knowledge that has been acquired subconsciously.

9
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• Krashen further specifies that acquisition and leaming are used in different ways.

Acquisition is more central in production than leaming since it initiates utterances in the L2

and is responsible for fluency. Learning has only one fimction, that of a monitor, or editor,

and can he used to make changes in the fonn of an utterance after it bas been generated by

the aequired system. Monitor use presupJX>ses specifie conditions, namely suffieient time, a

focus on form, and knowledge of the mie. Thus it is c1aimed to have a limited role in L2

performance and no role in acquisition.

Numerous concerns have been raised with regard to the Monitor Model, particuJarly

with respect to the empirical testing of the hypotheses (see, for example, McLaughlin, 1978;

Gregg, 1984; Barash and James, 1994). Nonetheless, Krashen has had an important influence

on L2 teaching practices which emphasize providing leamers with CI and instruction that

focuses on meaning mther than lingujstic fonns. Of interest here is the paradox of the

Monitor Model: while Krashen daims CI is necessary and sufficient for L2 acquisition, he

aclmowledges that not all CI is processed for acquisition (Krashen, (982). Indee~ a number

of researchers have made the point that in listening and reading, L2 leamers do not make full

use of syntax in Wlderstanding messages, but rather benefit from their knowledge of the

worlcL contextual clues, and the natural redundancy of language to process at the semantic

level (see Gary and Gary, 1981; Swain, 1985; Harley, 1989; Swain and Lapkin, 1995; see also

Coo~ 1991, for a relevant distinction hetween decoding and code breaking). As Sharwood

Smith (1986) pointed out, input cao he processed in two different ways: exclusively for

meaning, or for meaning and SLA at the same time. L2 leamers processing ooly for meaning

May not notice lexical items or structures that could in principle cause them to reorganize



• their il.. systems.3 In such cases, while the input may he comprehended, it does not become

intake. This view of input processing derives from LI research in cognitive psychology

which suggests that attention is a limited resource and that an individual does not have the

attentional capacity to perform two demanding tasks simultaneously (see review in Anderson,

1990). The cognitive perspective is discussed in the following section

•

1.1.2.2 The cognitive pers)Je('tive

Sorne SLA researchers have looked to cognitive science for an explanation of how

language leamers develop the ability to Wlderstand and produce the L2 in real time and to

create new mental representations of the L2 grammar from the input while it is being

cornprehended (see, for example, McLaughlin, 1981, 1990b; Bialystok, 1978, 1982, 1988a,

1991b; BiaJystok and Sharwood Smi~ 1985; Sharwood Smith, 1981, 1986, 1991; Gass,

1989; Pienem~ 1984; O'Malley, Chamot & Walker, 1987; Schmidt, 1990; VanPatten,

1988). SLA research carried out within a cognitive framework asswnes that leaming a

language is a complex cognitive process involving the development of a set of automatized

subskills regulated by internai knowledge representations of the language system. The 12

leamer is viewed as a limited capacity information processor, with restricted attentional

resources available for the task ofsifting through input and relating it to existing knowledge.

In carrying out this task, the learner is assumed to use generaJ cognitive processes, such as

hypothesis testing, simplification and generalization, that are used in other fonns of leaming.

Additional processes, such as the use of mies and associative leaming mechanisms which

may he idiosyncratic to the leamer are said to he employed ta meet the demands ofspecifie

Il
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• leaming tasks (Seliger, 1980; McLaughJin, 1981; Oxford, 1990).4

The cognitive view assigns leamers an active role in selecting, rejecting, and

transfonning information received from input into hypotheses about the target system

(Sharwood Smith, 1995). However, as noted above, the relationship between input and

intake is not direct Leamers are not sensitive to ail the available input, and they do not

necessarily make use ofit to change their hypotheses. A1though the mechanisms that account

for noticing linguistic fonns in the input may appear to he haphazard, researchers working

within a cognitive perspective assume thai. data are colJected on a principled basis which i5

detennined by a number of factors including perceptual and psychological salience (Gass,

1988), linguistic constraints implied in markedness theory (Eckman, 1977), linguistic

universals (Cook, 1985; White, 1989), and developmental readiness (pienemann, 1984,

1989).

1.2 Interlanguage knowledge

The tenns intaJce and interlanguage knowledge both refeT to the outcome of input

processing, that is, what the leamer has learned. Knowledge of the L2 has been described as

lia systematised body of mental representations underlying the leamer's language use,

irrespective of whether those mental representations coincide with those of a mature native

speaker of the language" (Sharwood Smith, 1994:14). The notion of a set of Mlles is

frequently invoked to describe this knowledge. It is assumed that while knowledge of the

L2 is built up through e~-posure to language, learners do not take in aetual rules through input.

Rather, they take in instances of rules from which abstractions are made and stored in long­

tenn memory. Samples oflearner language are the observable manifestations of the resuJting

12
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• system which permit speculation about leamers' current interlanguage knowledge.s That is,

competence is inferred from performance.

There bas been a tendency ta assume that U knowledge can he differentiated

according ta the role that cooscious processes are presumed to play in its development (see,

in addition to Krasben, 1982 and elsewhere, Ellis, 1990; Sharwood Smi~ 1994). lmplicit

knowledge is held to he huilt up without conscious ret1ection tbrough experience with the

target language. It is described as intuitive and is said to he used automatically and

spontaneously ta understand and produce messages in the target language (see for example

Reber, 1976; Reber, Kassin, Le\\is, and Cantor, 1980; Bialystok, 1978). Exp/icit Icnowledge

is beld to he conscious, built up fonnally through studying. It is said to consist of the

conscious faets which the leamer has and can articuJate about language (BiaJystok, 1978;

Reber et al. 1980; Sbarwood Smith, 1981; Ellis, 1990; Scott, 1989,1990).

There are two views conceming the possibility of an interface operating bet\veen

implicit and explicit knowledge. According to the noninterface position, acquired (implicit)

and leamed (explicit) knowledge are different in kind and stored separately, and no transfer

from explicit to implicit knowledge is possible (Krashen, 1982). However, it is held that

implicit knowledge can become explicit when metalinguistic intbnnation is supplied about

something the learner already knows implicitly (Krashen, 1985).

Others take the view that the two kinds of knowledge, while ditferent in kind, are

nonetheless capable of intluencing one another. There are two variants of the interface

position. In the first, Ellis (1993, 1994a) has recently suggested that transfer is possible under

cenain stringent conditions, and he bas also advanced several hypotheses regarding the role•
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of explicit knowledge in the development of implicit knowledge: 1) explicit knowledge can

he used to monitor output, which in tum serves as a source of input (see also Sharwood

Smi~ 1981; Gass, 1988); 2) explicit knowledge can help learners pay attention to linguistic

features in the input; 3) explicit knowledge can help leamers notice the diilerence between

their existing knowledge representation of a linguistic feature and instances observed in the

input (Ellis, 1994a: 170). It has aJso been suggested that explicit knowledge can help learners

structure the input in ways that are beneficial for language development Thus in this view,

explicit knowledge can he instrumental in the acquisition of implicit knowledge (see also

Hulstijn and De GratI: 1994; Scott, 1989, 1990; N. Ellis, 1994; Berry, 1994; VanPatten,

1993).

In the second variant of the interface position, the implicit/explicit distinction has

been reconceptualized as a developmentaJ continuum aJong which mental representations of

linguistic knowledge evolve by becoming more anaJyzed, that is, more structure~ explicit,

and interconnected (Bialystok, 1988b, 1991b; Bialystok and Sharwood Smith, 1985). At the

extreme unanalyzed end of the continuum, the leamer uses prefabricated patterns, or chunks

of language. DeveJopment along this dimension is characterized by changes in awareness of

how the infonnation is structured, rather than by ditferences in the amount or kind of

information that is represented.6 Change is triggered by specific language experiences during

which leamers become increasingly aware of the reJationships bel\veen forms and their

meanings and functions. ï This awareness enables learners to deliberately manipuJate their

Iinguistic knowledge for particuJar PUfPOses like creative writing and metalinguistic tasks.

In Sharwood Smith's (1994) view, metalinguistic knowledge is itself a continuum,

14
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• ranging from mela/inguistic awareness, that is~ the awareness of language as an objecl:. as

shown in spontaneous self-corrections, to the kind of highly sophisticated knowledge that

enables language teachers and linguists to talk about the fonnal properties of a language.

Metalinguistic awareness does not necessarily involve the use of metalanguage, or technicaI

tenninology, and young children who know nothing about tenns like noun and preposition

may play with language, creating rhymes and linguistic jokes (Sharwood Smi~ 1993; see

aJso Hawkins, 1984; Garvie, 1990; James and Garrett., 1991, regarding issues related to

language awareness).

In Bialystok's model, the ability ta provide a description of a fonn-meaning

relationship or to state a grammatical rule is the endpoint of the anaJysis of linguistic

knowledge. Metalinguistic knowledge may he deliberately developed during fonnal

education through pedagogica1 techniques involving rule explanations, paradigms, sentence

parsing, and translation.

VanPatten (1994) has suggested that questions focusing on the type of knowledge the

leamer develops (implicit, explicit, metalinguistic) put the focus on the product of

acquisition, rather than on the crucial process by which input is converted to intake. In a

process-oriented perspective, the imponant question relates to the allocation of limited

attentional resources during input processing: U(w)hat gets attended to in the input and what

does not?" (p. 28). This is an important question in ligbt of VanPatten's (1990) finding that

pedagogical tasks that require early stage leamers to process input simultaneously for both

meaning and form risk exceeding the leamer's total attentional capacity and may result in the

degradation ofcomprehensiona•
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1.3 Attending to the input

Attention is assumed to play an important role in determining when linguistic input

enters the human infonnation processing system and is registered in memory. As Tomlin and

Villa pointed out,

Humans, like other cOgJllZ1ng organisms, are bombarded constantly with
overwhelming amounts of sensory and cognitive information. It is the human
attention systems tbat reduce and control the influx of information. Within the more
narrowly defined problem of SLA, we find the learner also overwhelmed by
incoming L2 input, and it is a virtual certainty that attention is employed to help sort
out that input and to bring order to the chaos threatening to, and sometimes
succeeding i~ overwhelming the leamer (1994: (84).

The type ofattention that is required for input to become intake in SLA is currently a

topic of debate and discussion (for recent review articles see Schmidt, 1990, 1995a,b;

McLaughlin, 1990a; Tomlin and Villa, 1994: Robinson, 1995). While Krashen (1981,1982)

daims that acquisition is a subconscious process, Schmidt believes that "conscious

understanding of the target language system is necessary if leamers are to produce correct

faons and use them appropriatelylt (1990: 129; see aiso Schmidt and Frota, 1986). This

position is knO\vn as the noticing h),pothes/s (Schmidt and Frota, 1986~ Robinson, 1995).

Others believe that both conscious and unconscious (explicit and implicit) leaming processes

play a role in L2 acquisition and have investigated the conditions under which one may he

more effective than the other (e.g. Beny, 1994: N. Ellis, 1994; HuJstijn and de Graft: 1994).

Three recent attempts to define attention and to c1arify sorne of these issues are outlined

below.
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1.3.1 Tomlin and Villa

Tomlin and Villa (1994) have suggested disassociating the attentional processes of

a1ertness~orientation, and detection from awareness and investigating them separately. These

processes~ which refer to distinct but interrelated networks within a limited-capacity

attentional system, are defined by Tomlin and Villa as follows (p. 190-4):

1. Aiermess refers to the leamer's overall readiness to deal with incoming stimuli; it

increases the rate at which infonnation is selected for further processing and is necessary for

infonnation processing aJthough there may he associated costs for accuracy. Various types of

signaIs cao increase aJertness and lead to an increased Iikelihood that data will he detected.

2. Orientation refers to the allocation of specifie attentional resources to sorne type

of sensory infonnation al the exclusion of others; it involves activation of a higher level

schema and is presumed to have facilitative or inhibitory consequences for further processing

depending on whether or not the information is presented as eXPeCted. Orientation has

potential explanatory power in SLA research to the extent that learners with prior experience

may he predisposed to attend to foon or meaning.

3. Detection refers to the selection of a particular and specific bit of information.

While detection consumes a lot of anentional resources, it is a prerequisite to further

processing such as storage or rehearsal in working memory. It is "the process by \vhich

particular exemplars are registered in memory and therefore could he made accessible to

whatever the key processes are for leamin~ such as hyPOthesis fonnation and testing.

Detection is the process that deaJs with specifie and particular moments of acquisition, with

17



• the current utterance in sorne interaction., and it is ultimately on this level that acquisition

must operate" (p. 192-93).

Tomlin and Villa specified that none ofthese central components require awareness.,

which depends., according ta Allport., on three conditions having been met: the individual a)

shows sorne behaviour or cognitive change due to the experience; b) reports awareness of the

experience; and c) describes the experience (Allport., 1988., in Tomlin and Villa, 1994:193).

They suggeste~ furthermore., that the tenn awareness, rather than consciousness. he used to

refer "to the subjective experience ofany cognitive content or extemal stimulus" (p. 194), and

they Tecast Schmidt's idea of noticing as deteetion., with awareness playing a potentially

supportive., but non-essential., role in helping to set up the circumstances for detection.

•

1.3.2 Schmidt

Schmidt (1994) has proposed standardizing the theoretical construct of consciollsness

by considering four "senses" of consciousness that are common in everyday, technical., and

theoretical uses of the tenn: intentionality, attention, awareness., and control.

l. Consciousness as intentionality underlies the distinction between incidental and

intentional (that is., deliberate) leaming. Schmidt cited evidence that incidental leaming

occurs in L2 in the acquisition of vocabulary through extensive reading (Krashen., 1989;

Hulstijn, 1992)

2. Consciousness as attention refers to "subjective awareness of the abjects of focal

attention" (p. 16). This is the mechanisrn by which hwnans attend to a subset of the

numerous environmental stimuli impinging on their senses at any one time. It is partly, but
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• not entirely, under voluntary control. Schmidt equated focal attention with what Tomlin and

Villa (1994) have called "detection with awareness" and with what he calls "noticing". In

Schmidt's view, no leamin& incidental or intentional, can take place without noticing

althougb leaming can take place when the primary attentional focus is elsewhere (peripheral

attention). He conceded that since no operationaJ definition of noticing bas been proposed

that will aIJow falsification of the nolicing hypolhesis, a modified hypothesis might be

adopted that "more noticing leads to more leaming" (p. 18).9

3. Schmidt noted that awareness is the most common sense ofconsciousness. In his

view, assertions that L2 leaming takes place without consciousness refer instead to the

operation of low-level awareness processes. One 5uch example is the so-called induction­

without-awareness processes that are said to he implicated in SLA when leamers "knO\V'

more than they can express (e.g. Reber, 1989, 1992~ Green and Hech~ 1992). A higher level

of awareness is involved in the "matching" (Klein, 1986) or "notice the gap" problem (Ellis,

1993; Krashen, 1983; Schmidt and Fro~ 1986), which requires learners to be able to

"somehow step outside of themselves to attain a perspective on their own language

perfonnance" (Schmi~ 1994:19). The nOlicing hypothesis daims that leaming requires

awareness al the time of learning, not that memory of the event he preserved or recalled each

lime the learned material is encountered.

4. Consciousness as control refers to L2 learners' ability to use language. In early

stages, learners may devote considerable attention to memory searches required to access the

words and structures needed to express their intentions. As learning progresses, these

processes become more automatized and less demanding ofattentional resources, which can•



• he allocated ta meaning and communicating the message. In this view, control and

automatization are seen as the endpoints on a continuum, and knowledge develops along with

automaticity (see J. Anderson, 1983; McLaughl~ 1990b; Newell, 1990, for different theories

accouoting for the development of automaticity). In contrast, Bialystok (e.g. 1982, 1994a)

views the development of linguistic knowledge and the development of the ability to access

that knowledge fluently in comprehension and production as orthogonal dimensions. That is,

development along one dimension can occur independently ofdevelopment along the other.

1.3.3 Robinson

Robinson (1995) noted that the concept ofattention has three uses: 1) to describe the

processes involved in "selecting" the information to he processed and stored in memory; 2) to

describe learners' "capacity" for processing infonnation~ 3) to descnbe the mental "effort"

involved in processing information (p. 287-8). Working within the framework of Schmidt's

noticing hypo/hesis, he defined noticing as "detection with awareness and rehearsal in short­

term memory" and argued that noticing "is necessary to learning and subsequent encoding in

long-term memory" (p. 318). Robinson suggested that recent "attentional theory provides a

framework for relating the act of noticing to those L2 task conditions that facilitate it" (p.

293).

Classroom-based studies which have investigated the etfects on SLA of different

types of "anention getting" pedagogical techniques and instructional tasks are examined in

Chapter2.
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1.4 Describing input in the second language classroom

1.4.1 Input from the teacher

In many second and foreign language classrooms, the teacher provides most of the

target language input that the leamers hear. When the teacher is a native speaker (NS) ofthe

target language, most studies have found teacher talk (TT) to he grammatical (e.g. Wong­

Fillmore, 1985; see Long, 1981, and Chaudron, 1988, regarding ungrammatical Tf by NS

teachers). Few studies have looked at SLA in classes where the teacher is a non-native

speaker of the target language even though input from the teacher and peers is the ooly input

available for L2 acquisition in many classrooms around the world (but see Wang-Fillmore,

1992, for an exception to this).

The assumption underlying descriptive TI research is that the modifications in

teachers' speech (e.g. slower speec~ simplified pronunciation, vocabulary and syntax) are

important for SLA to the extent that they simpIify the target language input and render it

more comprehensible, easier to process and, as Hatch ( (983) noted, more likely to serve as an

implicit teaching mode. Krashen has claimed that simple codes like TT are necessary for

language acquisition (KIashen,1981; 1985). White pointed out, however, that grammatically

simplified input is "only of limited value, since it does not contain infonnation relevant to

complex sentences, effectively depriving the learner of important infonnation about

language" (White,1989:40). ln Long's opinion (Long, 1981; 1983), changes at the level of

discourse "allow communication to proceed while exposing the learner ta linguistic material

which he or she cannot yet handle without their help" and make unfamiliar linguistic input

comprehensible (1983:212).
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One category of discourse features which is characteristic of TT encompasses the

reacting moves teachers sometimes use to provide leamers with feedhack regarding the

correctness or appropriateness of their responses. Error treatment is operationally defined as

"any reaction of the teacher which c1early transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demands

improvement of the leamer's utterance" (Chaudron. 1977:31 ).10 This broad definition

encompasses both implicit and explicit corrections.

Teachers are generally inconsistent and unclear in their treatment oferror (Ellis, 1990~

Chaudron, 1977). They give feedhack on torm and content simultaneously; they use the

same overt behaviour for more than one purpose~ they tàil to indicate where or how an

unerance is deviant; they correct an error in one part of a lesson, but ignore it later \Vith

another leamer. [t is not surprising that many of their tèedback moves go unnoticed by

leamers. Chaudron ( i 977) examined ditTerent types ofcorrective repetition and the extent to

which learners incorporated this treatment into their next utterance (which Lyster and Ranta.,

in press, called uptake). He found that the overall success rate was low for the uptake of

corrections of linguistic errors. Lyster and Ranta also found a low uptake ratio in their study

of corrective feedhack in French immersion c1assrooms. These studies suggest that

corrective feedhack may he less effective than teachers assume it ta he in promoting L2

development and that other types of modifications may he needed to draw learners' attention

ta problematic aspects ofthe target language.

1.4.2 Input from otber leamers

Even if the teacher is a native speaker of the target language, when the leamers far
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• outnumber the teacher, there May simply not he enough high quality input available in the

classroom. A number of researchers have suggested that deviant input from other leamers

may he related to persistent output errors. The phenomenon bas been notOO in immersion,

intensive, and bilingual classrooms, where leamers May he exposed to as many as five hours

of target language input a day, much of it IL input.

Classroom dialects have been observed in Spanish and French immersion c1assrooms

Ce.g. PI~ 1977; Harleyand Swaïn, 1984). Research bas shown that Canadian French

immersion leamers have well-developed comprehension skills, but their oral and written

French differs in grammatical, lexical, and sociolinguistic ways from that ofnative speakers.

Harley and Swain attributed this, at least in part, to mother tongue influence: "in a classroom

context where the leamers share a mutually reinforcing LI and are relatively cut off trom

speakers of the L2 ather than their teacher, there is a distinct continuing effect of the LIat ail

grade levels" (p.299).

Similar observations have been made of intensive primary school ESL learners in

communicatively oriented classes in Quebec who speak their new L2 fluentJy and confidently

after a short rime but make similar errors because of their shared LI background.

Furthennore, the large quantity of CI that they provide each ather appears to continn their

incorrect hypotheses about the target language (Spada and Lightbown, 1989; Lightbo~

1992b).

•
Since small-group work is typically a design feature ofcornmunicatively-oriented L2

classes, a nwnber of researchers have investigated fi., talk when learners interact with each

other. Not surprisingly, IL talk produced during group work tasks has been round to he less
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grammatical than TI (pica and Doughty~ 1985; Porter, 1986; for LI research, see Scheglof(

Jefferson, and Sacks, 1977). However, despite the risk that learners exposed to IL talk will

acquire the errors it contains, Porter found that when learners in small groups corrected each

others errors, their corrections were usually correct, and few erroes produced in small groups

were repetitions of fellow-leamers' eerors.

A numher of researchees have argued that the benefits of IL talk outweigh the

disadvantages. Krashen (1985) maintains that learnees can provide each othee with CI that

contains enough i + 1 to he useful for acquisition. In Longs view, the greatest benefit is in

interaction, where the negotiation of meaning occurs (Long, 1981 ~ Long and Porter, 1985).

Becaus~ communication breakdowns are more frequent among NNSs and because they

cannot rely on NSs skilled in foreigner talk to intervene, non-native speakers (NNSs) working

in groups get more practice in negotiating to restore meaning than they get in teacher-centred

classes or NS-NNS conversation. In the process, they correc~ or repair, the syntax, lexicon,

and phonology in their own and other leamer's speech (see Pica, 1994; Larsen-Freeman and

Long, 1991; and Ellis, 1994b; for reviews of research investigating how L2 learners repaie

trouble in interaction in order to achieve understanding).

IA.J Input (rom books

Wang-Fillmore (1992) has suggested that teachers whose command of the TL is oon­

standard can improve the quality of the input they provide to their leamers by reading stories

aloud Lightbown's (1992a,b) research, in a program where elementary school learners read
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along while they listened ta staries tape-recorded by NSs, provides support for this type of

pedagogical acti"ity.

Krashen bas made strong claims about the value of reading as a source of

comprensible input for L2 acquisition ofgrammar, vocabulary, and spelling for learners ofail

proficiency levels (1984, 1988, 1989, 1993a.,b). Much of his justification cornes from LI

correlational research which suggests that "in school free reading studies and 'out of school'

self-reported free voluntary reading studies show that more reading results in better reading

comprehension, writing style, vocabulary, speIIing, and grammatical development"

(1993b:12). There is considerable support for this claim in the domain of vocabulary

acquisition. For example, Nagy's research with LI children suggests that incidentaI leaming

from written context accounts for much of their vocabulary growth during the school years

(see Nagy, Hennan, and Anderson, 1985; Nagy, Anderson and Herman.. 1987). Krashen has

carried out several data-based studies to investigate more directly the relationship between CI

from reading and incidental vocabuIary acquisition by adult ESL readers (Krashen., 1989;

Pins, White, and Krashen, 1989; Cho and Krashen, 1994). These studies indicate that adult

L2 learners, like LI readeTS, can acquire vocabuIary by reading, and that rearling can he an

important source ofvocabulary development.

In support of his claims about the value of readin~ Krashen has made explicit

reference ta the top-down reading modeIs proposed by Goodman (1967, 1973, 1984 and

elsewhere) and Smith (1972, 1973, 1982). According ta Goodman (1967), reading is a

'~psycholinguistic guessing game". He argued against the notion that reading is a precise,

sequential identification of letters and words, proposing instead a cyclical and selective
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process which makes use of the redundancies inherent in language. In Goodman's view,

readers make partial use of the graphie input and, in addition, use syntactie and semantic

information to make predictions; then sample just enough of the print to confirm their

expectations, or to correct them, and the cycle begins again. Smith bas also stressed the

importance of predictions (or anticipation) and de-emphasized the role of the decoding

processes for the proficient reader on the justification that careful attention to every letter

would overload the processing capacity and impede comprehension.

Krashen's willingness to adopt a toJHfown model to explain the eifectiveness of CI

from reading in the L2 is problematic since the mode1 implies that readers who bring

extensive background knowledge to the text will miss opportunities for acquisition precisely

because they can comprehend without anending to the lexical and syntaetic information on

the page. After numerous daims that good readers become good writers (Krashen~ 1984 and

elsewhere), Krashen (l993b) has recently acknowledged this contradiction and has offered

the following suggestion which nonetheless allows him to retain the mode!. Despite massive

amounts of comprehensible input from written texts, fluent readers may have "tiny gaps'" in

their competence. As a resul~ they May make errors in spelling (e.g. confusing suffIXes Iike

-ance and ..ence), punctuation~ grammar (e.g. subject-verb agreement), or segmentation

(confusing il 's for ilS) that "usually do not make much of a ditference in tenns of

communication" (p. 69). For this reaso~ according to Krashen, skilled readers May benefit

from a limited amount of direct teaching in order to. fi Il the gaps created by their successful

reading techniques (p. 71-72). While this wouJd appear to be a considerable understatement

of the problem, it is nonetheless noteworthy that Krashen has acknowledged that
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comprehensible input trom reading may not be sufficient for L2 leamers to acquire sorne

aspects of the target language grammar.

A number of other researchers have investigated the relationship between L2 reading

and vocabulary learning, v.ith specifie attention to leaming from context, the role of

background knowledge, frequency of occurrence, and salience (see, for example, Huckin,

Haynes, and Coady, 1993). These studies have been carried out from the perspective of

interactive models ofreading. While top-down models assume that semantic processes direct

lower-Ievel processes, interactive models presuppose that higher- and lower-Ievel processes

internet.

Perfetti's Verbal Etliciency Model (1985: Perfetti and Lesgold, 1979~ Perfetti and

Roth, 1981) is based on an interactive theory of reading which daims a central role for low­

level processes during reading. These processes include word recognition, lexical access,

syntactic parsing, and propositional encoding. Higher level processes illvolve global text

features, such as proposition integration, inferencing, and the construction of the text in

memory. The low-Ievel processes have the greatest potential for becoming highly efficient

for comprehension, provided that the reader has a sufficiently large vocabulary. However,

readers with small vocabularies are disadvantaged as compared to readers with large

vocabularies in that the fonner need to expend a greater than optimal share of their

attentional resources on memory searches and attempts ta infer the meanings of words from

context This leaves them with fewer resources for the more resource~emanding text work

and may severely impede comprehension.
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For unskilled readers, Perfetti suggested "massive practice in everyday text reading"

to improve coding speeds and short-tenn memory (perfetti and Lesgold, 1979:76). With

continued practice, readers build up a larger language base of lexical entries, orthographic

and associated phonemic patterns. The associations among words become strengthened and

the chances increase that the activation of a word might he above "resting lever' before the

reader encounters it in print Practice aIso serves to strengthen the mentaJ representations of

syntactic features in memory. Thus this theory appears to predict that as they become

efficient decoders, LI readers' knowledge of language and their ability to access this

infonnation easily and quicldy develop simultaneously.

The theory has important implications for L2 readers. [t predicts that L2 readers with

restricted vocabularies and limited knowledge of syntax May comPensate for these

deficiencies by relying on background knowledge and applying to~own strategies in their

efforts to understand written texts (for research investigating the effiency of these processes

with skilled L2 readers, see SegaIowitz, 1986; Segalowitz and Hébert, 1990; Poulse~ 1992).

Consequently, in order to improve the effectiveness of reading practice for L2 acquisition, it

may be beneficial in certain instructional contexts to direct the leamer's attention to specific

features of the target language (vocabuJary, synta'<, morphology) that they wouId otherwise

not notice in the written input precisely because they are becoming more efficient.

Stanovich (1981) has proposed a compensatory model which assumes that, in the

case of skilled readers with highly automatized word recognition skills, word recognition is

completed before any conscious attention process cao begin to operate. Contrary to claims

made by toJHIO\W theorists, Stanovich found that skiUed readers do not use guessing from
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context as their reguJar word identification strategy. Rather, their word recognition skills are

highly automatized and efficient, and they restrict their use of context and background

knowledge to anticipating upcoming words and to generating the meanings of unknown

words. On the other band, cODtextual effects are said to he important for readers with slower

word-recognition speeds. The model predicts that readers who are deficient in linguistic

knowledge can compensate with other types of knowledge, including LI language skills and

strategies. Stanovich's emphasis on individual differences suggests that sorne L2 leamers

might rely more on context and background knowledge while reading than do other readers

and, therefore, pay less attention to unfamiliar words on the page (for recent research

investigating the compensatory use of background knowledge by L2 readers, see Donin,

Goyette, and Graves, in preparation, reported in Donin. 1995; Chen, 1995).

BiaJystok and Harley support the idea that reading practice plays a role in the

development of syntax and morphology. Bialystok (1991 b) claims that anaJyzed knowledge

may develop as a result of reading in an L2. Reading "forces (the) language leamer to

examine the structure of the second language through the Process of analysis 50 that the

language is represented as a formal system. This means that bilinguaJ children who are also

biliterate have had the experience of analyzing two linguistic systems, the resuJt of which

must translate into a more powerful and more analytic conception of language in general" (p.

130).

In the context of French immersion, Harley (Harley and Swain, 1984; Harley, 1993)

has suggested that written input cao provide beginning L2 learners with infonnation that is

not evident from oral input By making infonnation available about non-salient segments of
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• the target language~ reading can lead to more target-like segmentation in oral production (e.g.

the discovery that the Frenchj'ai (1 have) is not one worcL but consists ofje plus an Harley

(1993) notOO that more research is needed, however, to discover the ways in which linguistic

awareness might he ditferentially stimulated by oral or written language.

The work reviewed here provides support for the claim that reading practice increases

L2 leamers' knowledge of the target language code and improves their ability to access il.

The following section presents a review of sorne of the empirical studies that have

investigated the effects ofextensive reading on U =lcquisition and comprehension.

•

1.5 Improving the quality of classroom input: empirical studies of book noods

The pedagogical perspective on the value of reading practice in an L2 is clearly

expressed in Nuttall's recommendation to language leamers: uThe best way to improve your

knowledge ofa foreign language is to go and live among its speakers. The next best way is to

read extensively in it" (Nuttall, 1982: 168) A number of c1assroom-based book tlood studies

conducted with children indicate that reading and listening to stories can provide valuable,

possibly essential, exposure to the target language, particuJarly in contexts where high quality

CI is difficult to obtain. The term book flood refers to a situation in which an LI or L2

c1assroom or school is saturated with books (see Ingham, 1982, for LI). To be considered a

flood, there must he a great many more books in the classroom as a result of the flood than

there were before~ such that books have a clear presence for the learners. Il These book

floods have been implemented to compensate for weaknesses in the reguJar L2 instructional

program by improving the quality ofthe input available to leamers.
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The book tloods reported in the L2 literature have been oftwo types. In the first, the

book flood constituted a meaning-based alternative to a structural audiolingual pro~ and

the leaming outcomes in the experimental and regular programs were compared (Elley and

Mangubhai, 1983; Mangubhai, 1986; ElIey, 1991; Lightbown, 1992a,b). In the second, the

book flood provided enrichment for the regular L2 program, either during school hours or

after school, and the treatment groups were compared to control classes, or to themselves in a

pretestlposttest design (Hafiz and Tudor, 1989, 1990; Romney, Romney and Braun., 1988).

In both types of flood, leamers were exposed to large amounts of CI over a period of

time through reading and/or listening to high-interest stories. Elley and Mangubhai (1983)

hypothesized that reading interesting stories would he beneficial for L2 acquisition in the

following ways: 1) by increasing the strength of motivation; 2) by emphasizing meaning over

fonn; 3) by providing more exposure to the language, 4) more contextualization of new

language, and 5) authentic models of the L2 to compensate for teachers who may be non­

native speakers of English. High-inlerest is a subjective tenn, however, and the book flood

studies do not report how the interest level was detennined or the arnount of attention that

was paid to the cuJtural relevance of the texts that were used.12 It is also important to note

that there is not a1ways clear evidence in the book flood studies that the input is

comprehensible.

In addition ta outperfonning control groups on measures of reading comprehensio~

leamers who were exposed to books as an alternative to a strueture-based program also

showed an advantage on measures of listening comprehension, grammar, receptive

vocabulary, and oral production. Similar results were obtained in book flood enrichment
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programs. In addition, book flood leamers in one enrichment program wrote more, employed

a wider range of vocabulary items, and were more accurate in their spelling, lexical choices,

and use ofgrammatical structures than the two control groups (Hafiz and Tudor, 1990). Thus

the studies strongly suggest that input from books cao he beneficial for bath comprehension

and the acquisition ofsorne features in the L2 grammar.

1.6 Problems arising from exclusively meaning-based instruction

Although the benefits of increased exposure 10 comprehensible target language input

have been demonstrated in book flood programs, there is a growing body of evidence which

indicates that when instruction focuses on meaning to the virtual exclusion of fonn, leamers

may fail to reach acceptably high levels of accuracy in their use of the L2. Children in

immersion programs, who receive considerable exposure to CI through reading materiaJ, are

often cited as illustrating this phenomenon. While they have been shown to achieve excellent

results on g10baJ comprehension tests, reaching, or in sorne cases even exceeding, the results

ofnative speaker comparison groups (Swain andLa~ 1982, 1986; Swain, 1984~ Genesee,

1987), their oral and written production has been found to exhibit a number ofnon-nativelike

features despite exposure to large quantities of CI (Harley & Swain, 1984; Harley, 1989~

Swain, 1985; Swain and Lapki~ 1995; Lyster, 1994a,b).

Leamers in an input-rich book flood program in New Brunswick have a comparable

profile. They are confident and autonomous when solving their language comprehension

problems, and, although they have few opportunities in class ta practice their L2 speaking

skiIls, they express themselves orally with surprising ease (Lightbown, 1992a). However,
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when writing samples from two experimental groups ofGrade 8 learners who had been in the

comprehension..based program since Grade 3 were compared with those of leamers in a more

structure-based program, the book flood leamers were found to have more problems with

accuracy despite their obvious t1uency and ease of expression (Lightbown and J. White,

1993). The writing samples were fust drafts collected under test conditions, and Many errors

were made by leamers in both types ofESL program. Nonetheless, the experimentalleamers

were less likely than their traditionally instructed counterparts to mark sentences for past

tense and jnore likely to use French words or flagrant false cognates in their compositions.

Similar evidence for the insufficiency of CI is provided by Grade 5 and 6 leamers in

intensive ESL classes in Quebec. After five months of instruction that consists primarily of

meaning-based listening and speaking activities which provide rich and varied CI, along with

opportunities for the negotiation of meaning, intensive leamers' comprehension scores are

good In fac~ class means on a global listening comprehension test developed by the

MiniStly of Education are generally better than the provincial average for students finishing

Secondary 3 (Grade 9), who have accumuIated the same total nwnber of hours of English,

spread out over a longer period of time (Lightbown and Spa~ 1991). Intensive learners

have also been noted to develop high levels of fluency and "communicative confidence".

However, there is much room for improvement in tenns of accuracy. Analyses of the oral

production data trom a number ofintensive classes reveal that their oral English is marked by

numerous errors, many ofwhich are common to all intensive learners (Lightbown and Spa~

1990).

Sorne applied linguists have used findings like these to put early communicative
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language teaching into question, particularly at beginners levels, and to sound the alann that

if early errors are not addressed through error correction and explicit fonn-focused

instruction, aspects of the IL will fossilize and the leamer will never advance beyond low

levels ofproficiency. Hammerly (1987) went so far as to recommend the elimination ofearly

immersion programs altogether, to he replaced by "semi-intensive, systematic instruction ­

step-by-step teachinglleaming of the second language for about two hours a day...to establish

a solid foundation, especially in the structure of the language" which would "prevent the early

entrenchment ofa fauIt'j interlanguage" (p. 399).

Higgs and Clifford (1982) echoed this concem about early fossilization of

interlanguage erroTS in the L2 development of adult learners, who are said to develop

"terminal two" profiles (high vocabulary, low grammar) if they are led too rapidly into the

"creative aspects of language use", either because they receive no fonnal instruction, or

because their instruction is lacking in fonn-focused feedback. Learners can ooly move

beyond Level 2 of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines, Higgs and Clifford claimed, if the

development of grammar skills fonns an important part of the curriculum from the beginning

and if learners are not pushed in communicative tasks that are far beyond their perfonnance

level. 13

VanPatten (1988), on the other hand, argued that beginners cannat make use of error

correction since it overloads their limited processing systems. He pointed out that Higgs and

Clifford negJected to provide evidence in the fonn of data-based studies to hack up their

claims and accused them ofcreating "an era offossilophobia" in which teachers assume that

if they do not teach grammar and provide corrective feedhack right from the beginning of
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instruction, they are thereby responsible for learners' errors" (p. 247).

1.7 Chapter summary

Research is needed into the conditions under which L2 learners might benefit from

more focused input, corrective feedback, and direct instruction. Findings such as those from

immersion and intensive ESL research have raised questions about the quality of the input in

CLT contexts where the leamers aIl share thé same LI (e.g. Lightbown, 1992b). As noted

above, when much ofthe input avaiJable to classroom leamers is the linguistic output of their

peers, leamers may not he able to obtain the necessary evidence to disconfirm their fauJty

hypotheses about the L2 and bring their IL closer to the L2 norms. In particuJar, the role of

focused written input in drawing leamers' attention to specific linguistic reatures is in need of

investigation.

Chapter 2 provides a theoreticaJ framework for examining the effects of fonn-based

instruction on L2 development and reviews empiricaI research carried out in c1assrooms \vith

child and adult L2 Ieamers.
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Endnotes for Chapter 1

1. Gass allowed for the storage of sorne unintegrated linguistic information as explicit
knowledge that might be used to monitor output (see also discussion in section 1.3
regarding the possibility ofan intertàce between implicit and explicit knowledge).

2. The five hypotheses of the Monitor Model include the Input Hypothesis~ Acquisition­
Leaming Hypothesis~ Monitor Hypothesis~ NaturaJ Order Hypothesis; Affective·Filter
Hypothesis. See Krashe~ 1982 and 1985, for elaboration.

3. The terrn notice will he defined in Section 1.3. Until the~ it will refer loosely to
"paying attention" or "perceiving" without any specification as to whether or not
awareness is implicated.

4. The hypothesis that L2 learning processes resemble other types of complex skillleaming
sets cognitive theorists apart from innatists who, following ChomskY' (1975), assign
unique status to language ability (e.g Cook, 1985~ White, 1989). It is important to keep
in mind, however. that cognitive and linguistic theories separately provide only a partial
account of SLA and must he linked in order to show howan L2 gramrnar is constructed
(EH lS. 1990~ McLaughli~ 1990b).

5. Ditferent linguistic theories offer competing fonnalizations of linguistic mies, and
connectionist models ofcognition question the need to posit any rules ofthis type at ail
(see discussion in Robinso~ 1996).

6. This increasingly analyzed interlanguage does not necessarily become more target-Iike
since the model is not cntenon-referenced.

7. In the case of L1 acquisition., cognitive maturity is assumed to play an important role. In
learning to read, the child is presented with such concrete cues concerning language
structure as letter·sound patterns, spaces between words~ capitalization and punctuation.
Because languages share aspects ofstructure, the learner cao apply those structures to the
analysis ofother languages (Bialystok and Ry~ 1985).

8. VanPatten ( 1990) defined comprehension as attention to informational content (p.
290). Comprehension was operationalized through analyses of recall protocols
written in the leamers~ LI (English) immediately after listening to a passage in the L2
(Spanish).

9. Schmidt (1993:4) proposed that "availability for self-report" at or near the lime of
noticing he the defining criterion However~ he conceded that memory and the
availability of metalanguage for describing the experience may make noticing bard to
verify (in Harley, 1994, p. 58).

36



•

•

10. Chaudron (1977) used the term treatment. It is more general than feedhack., a tenn used
to descnbe teachers' attempts to supply learners with infonnation about the correctness of
their productions, and correction, which emphasizes the etfects offeedback on leaming.

Il. It is difficult to specify the number ofbooks that are needed for a flood. Each of the
experimental classes in Mangubhai and Elley's (1983) study received 250 stol)' books. In
the Bradford book flood experiment, there were 4,500 books for three classes in each of
two schools (Ingham, 1982:37). Despite this seemingly large number of books, the
teachers reported that the children (ages 11-13), most reading in their LI .. Englis~ were
50 enthusiastic that they quickly exhausted the supply and had to retum to checking
books out ofthe well-stocked libraries.

12. Sorne ofthe research cited here was carried out in the South Pacifie (Mangubhai and
Elley, 1983; ElIey, 1991) and Pakistan (Hafiz and Tudor, (990). The use ofNorth
American and/or European texts might have affected the interest level in unanticipated
ways (see Kramsch, 1993, regarding issues related to eultural relevance in L2 teaching).

13. Higgs and Clifford were not advocating a retum to traditional grammar-based methods,
but rather a "systematie recognition of the uItimate role that linguistie accuracy plays in
the achievement of true communicative competence, in which it truly does matter how
the message is transmitted" (Higgs and ClifforcL 1982:77).
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Cbapter2

Form-focused Instruction and Second Language Acquisition

2.0 Introduction

Section 2. 1 of this chapter begins with a discussion of the role that salience is

presumed to play in L2 acquisition. It then presents a theoretical framework that pennits

comparisons to be made in tenns of explicitness~elaboratio~ and type of evidence (positive

or negative) among studies which have investigated the effeets of different types of fonn­

focused instruction. Section 2.2 reviews findings from classroom-based pedagogical

intervention studies carried out with children and adults in which input bas been manipulated

in a variety of implicit and explicit ways intended to increase its usefulness for second

language acquisition.

2.1 Tbeoretical framework

A number of L2 theorists and researchers have suggested that leamers in

commwricatively-oriented programs can benefit from form-focused instruction designed to

overcome the limitations of regular classroom input (e.g. RutherforcL 1987; Allen, 1983;

Brumfit~ 1984; Yalden, 1987; Stern, 1990; Sharwood Smi~ 1981~ 1991; Lightbown, 1992b;

Lightbown andS~ 1990). This is not the same as Hammerly's (1987) calI for a return to

traditionai grammar teachin~ which Long (1991) labelled a jOcus on fOrms. Rather, it

represents an approach which "overtly draws students' attention to linguistic elements as they

arise incidentaIly in tessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication"~ a
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distinction which Long bas attempted to capture with the termlocus on fôrm (p. 46).

One of the key features underlying the eifectiveness of fonn-focused instruction is

presumed to he its salience (see, for example, Long, 1988). Perceptual salience refers ta the

prominent or striking effect caused by the physical attributes of the target structure. Other

features of the input that· might govem salience include linguistic complexity,

similarity/dissimilarity between the learner's LI and L2, and frequency of occurrence (see

discussion in Alanen, 1995). SaIience can also he generated intemally by the leamer's natm'al

processing mechanisOlS. This may occur because the learner bas attained a prerequisite

developmental stage such that aspects of the input that were previously opaque (present in the

input, but ignored) become salient and are attended to; it may also he related to knowledge of

other foreign languages (Sharwood Smith" 1981, 1991 ~ N. Ellis, 1993; Alanelt, 1995).

When teachers and textbook writers want to increase the salience ofparticular aspects

of the target language input in arder to direct learners' attentio"" they can select from among a

number ofditferent pedagogical techniques. Several tenns have been used ta describe these

attention getting techniques: consciousness-raismg, input-saJience creation and induced

input sa/ience (Sharwood Smi~ 1981; Rutherford, 1987; Rutherford and Sharwood Smith.,

1985). However, the tenn input enhancement more accurately reflects the faet that it is the

input that is heing manipulatecL and not necessarily the internaI mental processes of the

learner since "what is made salient by the teacher may not he perceived as salient by the

leamer" (Sharwood Smith 1991:120; see also Alwrigh~ 1984, and Slimani, 1989).

While SLA researchers are uitimately interested in the leamer's attention to fonn,

whether generated intemally or extemally, the variable which can he observed is the way in
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which the teacher or materials writer puts "tlagstf in the input to try to direct the leamer's

attention to particular linguistic properties contained therein. Discovering the extent to which

learners use this extemally-induced salience to develop their own internai mental signals~

thereby triggering changes in the relevant grammatical representations7 is al the heart of

research investigating the relationship between enhanced input and L2 acquisition.

Sharwood Smith (1981 ~ 1991) has suggested that there are two useful ways of

categorizing input enhancement. The first is along the separate dimensions of explicitness

and elaboration. The second is in tenns of the kind of evidence, positive or negative~ that ls

provided to the 1earner.

Explicitness Explicitness has to do \\ith the sophistication and detail of the

pedagogically motivated input enhancement process and in this context refers to the

instructional techniques and task conditions, rather than to kno\vledge representations or

learning processes. At the most explicit end of the continuum~ enhancement involves

metalinguistically sophisticated mie explanations and paradigms. Implicit (or less explicit~ in

Sharwood Smith's terms) enhancernen~ al the other end~ alms to cira\v the lcarner's attention

to fonn without any attempt to provide an explanarion. Implicit pedagogical techniques

include 1) signais from the teacher such as facial gestures or band movements and audible

signaIs like a sharp intake of breath; 2) typographical conventions such as underlinin~

capitalizin~ colouring, and drawing boxes and arrows: 3) intensified exposure, during which

the leamer i5 "tlooded" with an artificially large number of instances of the target structure.

The teacher bas the option of introducing implicitly enhanced features without comment or,
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still without recourse to metalinguistic terminology, asking leamers to pay attention because,

for example, ail "question \\!ords" will he underlined or coloured

The assumption underlying the use of implicit input manipulation techniques is that

the signals~ textual enhancemen~ and intensified exposure will pennit the leamer to detect

relevant formaI regularities in the input and differenees between CUITent interlanguage

knowledge representations and input data with minimal cost to attentional resources.

Elaboration Elaboration refers to the amount of rime taken up by the input

enhancement procedure. At the unelaborated end of the continuwn~ the enhancement is

brie( lasting only a fe\v seconds. Il might consist of a quick explanation or a short signal

after an error is made. Elaborated input might aiso he brie( but repeated every time a

particular error occurs: or it might involve long explanations; or it might he progmmmed into

a pedagogical sequence extending over an instructional period lasting days or weeks. These

two dimensions of explicimess and elaboration can he combined to form a matrix on which

ditTerent types of input enhancement can he ploned.

Evidence Sharwood Smith (1991) suggested that input enhancement can aiso he

categorized in tenns of the kind of evidence, positive or negative, that is provided to the

learner. Positive evidence infonns the learner about what is possible in the L2 and bas the

potential to trigger changes in the L2 grammar to bring it ioto line with native-speaker nonns.

It is provided implicitly by naturally occurring samples of grammatical language as weil as

by intensified exposure to particular linguistic features, and explicitly by elaborated and

unelaborated form-focused instruction. Positive evidence cao he made more infonnative

through enhancemen~ as when the importance of a particular fonn is highlighted through
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typographical means (e.g. third person singular eS: he wa1k!).

Negative evidence provides infonnation about what is not possible in the 12. It can

he direct or indirect Direct negative evidence is rare in the input provided by native speakers

outside instructional contexts, but it does occur in the L2 c1assroom and can vary in tenns of

explicitness and degree of elaboration. One type" of direct negative evidence is corrective

feedbac~ which can he considered explicit when the teacher locates the error for the student

and provides information about how ta correct it Another type of direct negative evidence

involves the presentation of incorrect examples of the target language in the form of "typical"

leamer errors. The errors May he explicitly identified through textual enhancement

techniques, or they May he unmarked and implicit, with the leamer's task being to identify

and, perhaps, correct them.

In the case of indirect negative evidence, the learner is presumed to notice the non..

occurrence of certain linguistic features that he "expects" in sorne way to show up in the

input. The construct of indirect negative evidence is contentious, however, as it is

incompatible with most nativist accounts of language acquisition, as well as with cognitive

processing theories. It is considered to place an unreasonable load on infolTJlation processing

since the leamer wouJd he required to keep bis hypothesis in mind while detecting that

something \Vas missing from the input over an extended period of time (see discussions in

Bley-Vroman, 1986; White, 1990; and Birdsong, 1989).

Sharwood Smith (1993) suggested that these different categories and levels of input

enhancement may fonn the basis of theoretically principled and controlled pedagogical

investigations in "areas where leameTS appear to have reached a leaming plateau or fossilized
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(p.7). In the next section, the findings from a group of quasi- eXPerimentaI pedagogical

studies conducted in L2 cJassrooms and several closely related experimental laboratory

studies are reviewed In these studies" instructional input has been manipuJated explicitly and

implicitly with the aim of drawing leamers' attention to aspects of the target language that

they are known to find difficult.

2.2 Classroom-based empirical researcb

2.2.1 Studies witb children and adolescents

2.2.1.1 French immersion studies

Recent research by Harley (1989), Day and Shapson (1991) and Lyster (1994b) in

early French immersion classrooms indicates that sorne types of form-focused instruction can

have a beneficial effect on the IL development of leamers who have received predominantly

meaning-focused instruction tor severa! years and whose French differs in systematic ways

from that of native speakers of French in terrns of grammatical and sociolinguistic

competence (for eartier descriptive researc~ see Harley and Swain, 1984; Harley" A11e~

Cummins'l and Swai"" 1990). Although explicit French grammar instruction is typically

offered during language arts content fessons, this instruction "tends to limit itself to

decontextualized grammar teaching emphasizing the leaming and categorizing of foons

rather than relating the forros to meaning in context" (Lyster'l 1994b:264). The three

instructional intervention studies described below integrated form-focused instruction into

content-based lessons in an attempt to make specifie structural or sociolinguistic features

more salient to the learners. They all followed a pretestlPOsttest/delayed posttest design to
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compare learners in treatment and comparison groups on a variety ofdifferent measures.

Harley Harley (1989) hypothesized that learners in grade 6, who used passé

composé and imperfect verb forros without having grasped their different aspectual functions,

would benefit from focused input which provided opportunities to use these verb fonns in a

variety of comprehension and production acrivities. Instructional materials were developed

for use over an eight-week period. Children were exposed to many instances of passé

composé and imperfect verbs in activities that required them to understand and use the target

rorms.

Three measures were used ta assess the leamers' ability to use passé composé and

imperfect verb forms: compositions, cloze tests, and oral interviews. At the first posttest,

there was a significant effect for instruction on the cloze test and oral interview but not on the

composition task. By the delayed posttest three months later, the comparison groups had 1

caught up with the experimental groups, and there were no longer any significant differences

between them on any of the measures.

Harley otTered several explanations for these results. The tirst was that the verb

fonns were not made sufficiently salien~ and that as a result, learners did not detect the

functional difference between the passé composé and the imperfect. This May he because the

students were never lold the focus of the instructional unit; because the instructional

materials did not lead them, or the teachers, to focus on fonn; or because most of the

teachers., like immersion and other L2 teachers in general, did not reliably provide corrective

feedback when students made errors with the forms that were the intended focus of the

instruetional materials. ln other words, learners may have needed to have their attention
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drawn more explicitly to the Ll/l2 differences in past tense verb forms and their funCtiODS.

Harley's second explanation is that the total nmnber of hoUTS of focused instruction was

insufficient and/or poorly distnbuted Approximately twelve hours spread out over eight

weeks may oot have attracted the learners' attention. Her third explanatioo was tha~ sinee

these learners had managed to communicate with their teachers and with each other for years

in the c1assroom dialect without making the functional contrast benveen the two fonns, the

optimal developmental moment may have passed and the structures had stabilized. Harley

suggested that if such were the case, the learners might have needed a more explicit and

elaborate type of input enhancement than the experimental treatment provided

Day and Shapson Day and Shapson (1991) carried out their study with grade 7

learners. The experimental treatment consisted of a specially designed curriculum unit

focussing 00 the use of the cooditional in hypothetical situations and for making pelite

requests. The conditional was targeted beeause previous immersion research had indieated

that leamers not only have low accuracy rates in their oral production of conditionals, but the

frequency ofconditionals in the classroom input may he insufficient to allow them to acquire

the fonn.

The materials incorporated a number of different implicit and explicit fonn-focused

instructional techniques that aimed to provide intensified exposure to conditionals, as weIl as

opportunities to use these foons in communicative situations. The treatment also included

~"group and self-evaluation procedures to encourage students to develop conscious awareness

of their language use, panicularly with respect to the conditional. ln these procedures, one

student is designated to he the ·monitor ofFrench' during each meeting and is asked to record
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the nmnher of rimes the conditional is used and each time EngIish is spoken on evaluation

forms provided in the student foldersn (p. 35). Following Harley (1989)~ assessment

instruments consisted of a cJoze test, a written composition, and an oral interview. At the

immediate posttest and al the delayed posttest eleven weeks later, the experimental groups'

scores were significantly higher than thase of the control groups on the cloze test and on the

written compositio~ but not on the oral interview. It is difficult to tease apart which of the

variables (increased exposure, production practice, or metalinguistic awareness) contributed

to the gains made by the experimental groups and, as the researchers suggested, the henefits

may have derived from the combination of these instructional features, rather than trom any

one in isolation.

Lyster Lyster's (1994b) study was designed to build on the Harley and Day and

Shapson research in two ways. First, it was carried out with grade 8 learners who were, by

virtue of their age, presumed to he more able than learners in lower grades to benefit from

linguistic analysis. Second, it examined the potential benefits of form·focused instruction on

language functions and sociolinguistic features rather than on strict1y syntactic aspects of

language. The instructional unit was implemented over a five·week period for an average of

12 hours and was designed to highlight how language varies from formal to informai social

contexts. Explicit input enhancement techniques directed learners' attention to differences

among language functions and their appropriate forros in different contexts, and these were

reinforced through intensive reading activities. Structural exercises explicitly focused on

verb inflections resulting from the use of lu and vous in fonnal and infonnal situations; role

plays and letter·writing activities provided opportunities to practice making sociolinguistic
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distinctions orally and in writing; and cooperative leaming activities required students to

discuss their discoveries and negotiate the ways in which their new knowledge couId he

applied in order to complete structured group projects.

Assessrnent instruments consisted ofa written production test, an oral production test,

and a multiple choice test. On aIl three measures7 experimental groups significantly

outperfonned comparison groups at the immediate posttest, and they maintained this

advantage at the delayed posttest four weeks later. The gains in the two production measures

were primarily due to an increased ability among the experimental groups to use vous in

formal situations. The gains in the multiple choice test indicated that the instructed groups

were better able than the uninstructed learners to recognize fonnal and infonnal contexts and

to identify utterances that are appropriate for use in these contexts.

Lyster suggested that the study provides sorne support for the benefits of sustained

explicit instruction when the functionaJ distinction is structurally simple~ as in the case of

vous versus tu. Two functionaJ distinctions involving structurally more complex tbnns were

presented implicitly in this study~ the use of the conditional as a marker of poJiteness and the

use of polite closings in formai letters. In the first case~ there was no significant

improvement, and in the seconcL there was only temporary improvement

Lyster pointed out that no daims can he made regarding how implicit and explicit

instruction involving comprehension or production activities contributed to learning as the

study was not designed to tease apart these ditferent asPects of the instructional treatmenl

However~ he suggested that, given "the fluid nature of socio-stylistic variation" (p.280), the

non-prescriptive approach which aimed to develop the learnerst ability to make infonned
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choices would appear to he more effective in developing sociolinguistic competence than

traditional approaches invohing rules and drills.

The three French immersion studies reviewed here mise a number of issues that are

relevant in the conte~l of this dissertation study. The tirst issue relates to the salience of the

form-focused instruction offered. If the instruction is not sufficiently salient, the result may

be an experimentaI treatment that is more meaning- than form-based (e.g. Harley, 1989; see

also Sharwood Smith.. 1991). The second issue relates to the interaction of structural

complexity and the explicitness of instruction. Lyster (1994b) suggested that the structurally

simple pronouns III and VOZL~ used to make sociolinguistic distinctions were easier for French

immersion leamers. and therefore more amenable to improvement through instruction, than

the grammatically complex phrases used to mark poIiteness. This interpretation may he

reframed in terms of salience in the follo\ving way: as structural complexity increases,

functional salience decreases. Furthennore, if the lu/VOUS distinction is primarily a lexical

one for these learners. and Ît is structurally and semantically less complex than the passé

composé/imparfait distinction targeted by Harley (1989) and the conditional mood targeted

by Day and Shapson (1991), it may he more appropriate for instruction involving explicit

pedagogical rules. 1 This must remain within the realm of speculation7 however, as none of

the immersion studies specifically manipulated structural, semantic7 or functional

complexity. However, Lyster's interpretation is supported by the tindings of Robinson's

(1996) recent laboratory study carried out with adults given implicit and explicit instruction

on simple and complex rules, namely that learners explicitly instructed on simple rules

outperfonned the others in leaming thase simple rules. The third issue is the importance of
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long-term follow-up testing to determine whether or not the gains made by the experimental

groups are maintained over tîme. As Harley's study shows, comparison groups can catch up

with experimental groups. Such a finding must he interpreted carefuJly, however, as a

numher of explanations are possible. For example, compulson group teachers may not fit

the expected pattern ofpaying little or no attention to fonn and may even he focusirig on the

linguistic feature in question (see discussion in Lyster, 1994a; see also Spada and Lightbo~

1993).

2.2.1.2 Intensive ESL

Additional infonnation about the beneficiaJ effects of fonn-focused instruction within

a meaning-based approach cornes from a series of investigations conducted in intensive ESL

classrooms in grades 5 and 6 in Quebec.

Observational study Lightbown and Spada (1990) carried out an observarional

study in intact ESL classes taught by four different teachers. The investigators found a

relationship between the amount of rime teachers devoted to form-focused instruction and

leamers' accuracy on five linguistic features that were known from previous research to cause

difficulties for francophone leamers. Two findings are ofpanicuJar interest: 1) the learners

\Vith the lowest accuracy scores on an oral production task were the ones whose teacher was

never observed to focus on grammatical aspects of language; 2) the leamers who used the

most introducer forms with the verb to he (as opposed to /0 have) had a teacher who used a

particularly salient type ofcorrective feedhack with this linguistic feature.
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This finding of an apparent relationship between focm; on fonn and leaming

outcomes Ied to a program of classroom-based research which bas investigated the effects of

different types of fonn-focused instruction provided within a communicative context: 1)

input enhancement involving explicit explanations (positive and negative evidence) and

corrective feedhack (White, 1991; White, Spada. Lightbovm, and Ranta, 1991; Spada and

Lightbown, 1993); 2) input enhancement involving intensified exposure to implicit positive

evidence (Trahey, 1992, 1996; Trahey and White, 1993). As in the immersion studies, a

pretest/posttest/delayed posttest design was implemented.

Explicit input eohancement

Question formation study Question fonnation was selected for focused instruction

in this quasi-experimental study because francophone learners commonly have difficuJties

with inversion in English yes/no and wh-questions (White, Spada, Lightbo\\t1l, and Ran~

1991; Spada and Lightbown, 1993). In Frenc~ inversion in questions is optionaJ, and

uninverted questions are more frequent and acceptable than they are in English. ln addition,

questions in French can he formed by using a fronting device (est-ce que) followed by

subject-verb-object (SVO) order. Spada and Lightbown (1993) hypothesized that learners

might consider inversion to be similarly optional in English and see do-fronting as an

equivaJent to est-ce que. Ifsuch is the case, then form-focused instruction might he expected

to help these learners discover the limits on the use ofSVO order. AdditionaUy, emphasizing

the role of do and other auxiliaries \Vas expected to increase the salience of these unstressed

fonns~ which leamers might miss in the stream ofspeech during nonnal conversation.

The exercises and activities during the two.week instIuetionai period included
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explicit instruction and corrective feedback on the placement ofsubjects, auxiliaries, and wh­

pronouns. Findings from the pre- and posttests reveaJed that instruction on question

tonnation had an immediate and lasting impact on syntactic accuracy. In the paper and

pencil tasks, there was a drop in errors involving failure to invert that lasted to the long-tenn

post-test five months after the instructionaJ treatment period had ended. The oral data were

analyzed in tenns of accuracy and in tenns of stage development Accuracy, or the

percentage of well-fonned questions, was interpreted in terros of word order. The anaJysis of

stage deveJopment was based on Pienemann, Johnston and Brindley's (19R8) prcposed six- .

stage sequence. Accuracy increased significantJy between the pretest and immediate posttest

and continued to increase dramaticaJJy up to the second posttest five weeks later.

Furthennore, MOst students advanced at least one stage between the pre- and immediate

posttest; sorne showed continued development at the follow-up test, and most of the others

were found not to have back-tracked to an earlier deveJopmeotal stage when they were tested

again five months laler.

This pattern of development suggests that leamers in this study were at the

appropriate stage of developmental readiness to benefit from the instruction (pjenem~

1984, 1985).2 Furthennore, it would seem that since exposure to questions continue<L and

since opportunities to use them were plentifuI during the two months of the intensive course

that followed the instructionaJ period, leamers had the oPPOrtunity to develop additional

control over the comprehension and production of wh-questions after the experimental

treatrnent period had ended However, it is oot immediately evident why development

continued for sorne leamers during the five-month intervaJ between the second and third
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posttests when the intensive classes had ended and leamers had no English instruction anel

presumably, little outside exposure to questions. Lightbown (1992b) speculated that the

combination of instruction plus continuing exposure pennitted leamers to reach an

acquisition threshold where they could continue development "off-line", in the absence of

further question input.

Question formation study: new comparison group Due to errors in the data

collection procedure for the oral communication task a second comparison class was chosen

as the so-called uninstructed group (Spada and Lightbown, 1993). At the time it was

selected, there was no reason to su:;pect that this class was different in any significant way

trom the other intensive groups that had been used for observation and treatment over the

course of the research project However, on every administration of the oral task Slarting

with the pre-te~ this group out-performed both of the experimental groups as weil as the first

comparison class.

As the teacher of this class had been asked to tape-record sorne "typical" samples of

her teaching, it was possible to draw sorne tentative conclusions about the type of

instIUctional input her students were exposed to. She had not been told the specific purpose

ofthe research and thus could not possibly have known that the treatrnent portion of the study

had investigated question development. Yet her lessons were full of questions. and she

provided consistent corrective feedhack on questions and on other linguistic forms. At one

point prior to the investigation, she had evidently "taught" question fonnation by providing

explicit and perhaps metalinguistic informatio~ and continued to refer to this information in

her tessons.
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This comparison class turned ou~ then, to he an "instructed group", but the exposure

to questions was surely not Iimited to a two-week period. InsteacL this teacher drew the

leamers' attention to their question errors (and other errors, as weil) in a communicative

setting over a period of rime that probably extended over the entire five-months of the

intensive program.

These unexpected findings are important in two respects. First, they point to the

probable advantage of "context-embedded focus on form, made available ovec an extended

time period" (Spada and Lightbo~ 1993:218) ovec any type offonn-focused instruction that

leads ta a "structure of the day" type of exposure. SeconcL they :;erve as a reminder of the

need for regular classroom observation before and while a research project is underway.

Teachers within communicative programs vary in their approach to fonn-focused instruction,

and the extent to which they tOcus on fonn can also change from one activity to the next.

Consequently, interviews conducted outside of class and even past research experiences with

particular teachers cannot substitute tor an observational component that reveaJs what these

teachers are really doing in the classroom (for discussion regarding ditTerences in orientation

to teaching linguistic fonn among teachers in communicative programs, see Spada, 1987;

Allen, Swaïn, Harley and Cummins~ 1990; Lightbown and Spa~ 1990).

Adverb placement study Another study carried out in intensive ESL classes was

designed to investigate the raie ofexplicit form-focused instruction in teaching the placement

of adverbs of frequency and manner (White, 1991). Each experimental group received an

hoUT a day over a two week period of explicit fonn-focused instruction that included rule

explanations and corrective feedback.
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For francophone leamers of Englis~ the placement of adverbs causes a potential

problem because the LI and L2 rules overlap. Bath EngIish and French allow the following

two orders:

1. ASVO (adverb-subject-verb-object):

a. Often she eats an apple.

b. Souvent elle mange une pomme.

2. SVOA (subject..verb-object-adverb):

c. She eats an appIe often.

d Elle mange une pomme souvent.

However, while French permits an adverb ta interrupt a verb and its abject, English does not

That is, SVAO order resuIts in a grammaticaIly correct sentence in French while the

equivalent word order is grammaticaIly incorrect in EngIish.

3. SVAO (subject-verb-adverb-object)

e. *She eats often an apple.

f. Elle mange souvent une pomme.

In addition, EngIish pennits SAVO arder, whereas French does not

4. SAva (subject-adverb-verb-object)

g. She often eats an apple.

h. *Elle souvent mange une pomme.
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French LI leamers ofEngiish generally assume that SVAO is a possible order in English, and

that SAva is not

White (1991) suggested that these two faulty hypotheses require different kinds of

. information to he disconfinned. Since examples ofSAVO order occur naturally in the input,

positive evidence is sufficient to cause a change in the IL. In the case of SVAG., however.,

naturally occurring input provides no useful infonnation., and the leamer is unlikely to detect

the absence ofSVAO sentences. Therefore., in order to bring the IL into Hne with the L2, the

leamer needs negative evidence, that is., explicit iJûonnation that SVAD sentences are not

possible in English (see White., 1989., 1991, for discussion).

Findings from the study generally confinned this prediction. Comparison groups.,

which were presumed to have received only positive evidence from the reguIar classroom

input., retained SVAO in their interlanguage. OnIy the groups that received explicit

instruction in adverb placement and negative evidence in the fonn of corrective feedhack

gave any indication on the first posttest of knowing that SVAO order is impossible in

English. They retained what they had learned for five weeks. However., by the folIo\v-up

posnest one year later., these leamers had lost most of what they had leamed about adverb

placement. Thus it appears that negative evidence., while effective in the short-tenn., did not

have lasting effects on the IL development of these learners.

[t was not possible to draw firm conclusions from this study regarding the role of

either positive or negative evidence. First., unJike infonnation questions, adverbs were aImost

never used in any of the classes. Thus it would appear that ooly the adverb groups received

any exposure al ail to adverbs., and this explsure took place only during the two-week
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treabnent period. Secon~ negative evidence was aJso limited to the treatment period because

there was no continuing corrective feedhack provided on adverb placement In fad, it is

unlikely that adverbs were ever produced by these leamers outside the treatment period. As

Lightbown (1992b) pointed out, this isolated instruction was not dissimilar in sorne ways to

the "focus on forms" type of instruction that produced temporary results in earlier classroom

SLA research (e.g. Lightbown~ Spada and WaJlace, 1980). White (1991) suggested that a

longer period of exposure to negative evidence., combined with sorne reenforcing positive

and negative evidence during the following months, might have resulted in more lasting

etfects for the form-focused instruction.

Implicit input enhancement

Adverb placement study Trahey designed a second adverb study to detennine

whether positive evidence aIone is sufficient to lead francophone students to reject SVAO

order (Trahey, 1992, 1996~ Traheyand White, 1993). In this study, experimental groups

were exposed to a "flood" of positive evidence in the fonn ofactivities that implicitly taught

the meanings and uses of adverbs of frequency and manner. These adverbs appeared in aIl

possible EngJish orders, particularly SAVO.J Teachers were asked not to provide explicit

infonnation about adverb placement ruIes or to correct adverb placement errors.

Analysis of the test resuJts immediately after the two-week adverb flood and again

three weeks later confinned the hypothesis that., on the basis of positive evidence alone~

these students would learn SAva, the order that EngIish aJlows, but that they would still use

SVAO, the order that is ungrammaticaJ in EngJish but grammatical in the LI. A follow-up
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posttest one year later reveaJed that the students knowledge of adverb placement had not

changed (Trahey, 1992, 1996).

Given the rarity of adverbs in the reguJar classroom inpu~ Trahey (1992) suggested

that these findings point to the need for a study investigating an adverb input flood that

extends over a longer period oftime. However, it is not clear that more exposure to the target

forms would have led to different results. In the first place, errors in adverb placement do not

affect rneaning and do not interfere with communication. Thus it is possible that students

were not motivated by communication breakdowns to pay attention to differences hetween

the LI and l2 rules. Trahey also suggested that., given the semantie "unimportance" of these

differences and the absence of th~ fonns fram daily communicative activities in the

cJassroom, learners may have ne"eded to have their attention drawn more saliently and more

explicitly to the faet that SVAO arder is not allowed in English. The resuJts of the explicit

study suggest., however, that this would only he successful if exposure to adverbs is available

in the cJassroom input on a sustained basis.

In summary, there is evidence from classroom-based research carried out with

children that teachers may need to judiciously supplement naturally occurring positive

evidence with focused input for a number of reasons. The frrst three reasons were suggested

by White, Spa~ Lightbown., and Ranta (1991): 1) to draw attention ta properties of the

input that might otherwise he missed (e.g. do-support in the case ofquestions and negatives);

2) to help accelerate the rate at which Iearners can "unleam" incorrect analyses of the L2 by

supplying negative evidence about fonns not possible in the target language (this may he

particuJarly important when the c1assroom input consists largely of the IL of other same-L1
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leamers whose hypotheses about the target language are similarly incorrect}; 3) to disconfirm

hypotheses the learner makes on the basis of perceived sirnilarities to the LI that cannot he

disconfinned 00 the basis of positive evidence alone (this occurs when LI and L2 rules

overlap and the rule hypothesized on the basis ofthe LI is more general than the L2 rule). An

additional reason was suggested by Day and Shapsoo (1991) and Lyster (l994b): 4) to

provide evidence regarding fonns or functional distinctions that do not normally occur in

classroom discoW'Se~ but which are frequent outside ofinstructional contexts.

The immersion and intensive studies aIso suggest that instructionaJ treatment periods

may need to he intensified or lengthened. Leamers may need more exposure to input

containing the target linguistic forms before IL change becomes measurable~ or before

conclusions about the eîfectiveness of instruction can be drawn. The studies also show that

delayed posttests are crucial to the interpretation of fiodings from classroom-based L2

research.

2.2.2 Studies with adults

2.2.2.1 Visual enhancement

Dougbty Doughty's (1988,1991) study investigated the effects of two types of

comprehension-based focus-on-form instruction on the rate of acquisition of a well­

researched linguistic feature, English relativization. On the basis of previous fiodings (e.g.

Gass, 1982; Eckm~ Bell and Nelso~ 1988; Pavesi, 1986), Doughty predicted that

instruction on the fonnation ofobject of preposition relative clauses wouJd generalize to the

supposedly easier relative clauses higher on Keenan and Cornrie's (1977) proposed universal
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accessibility hierarchy. This hierarchy, derived from crosslinguistic compansons,

demonstrates an implicational relationship among the noun phrases that are accessible to

relativation an~ by extension, a presumed arder ofdifficulty.

Adult leamers ofmixed LIs were randomly assigned to two experimental groups and

one control group. Subjects went to the computer lab to work on lessons consisting of texts

in which object of preposition relative clauses were embedded in every sentence. The

treatments were as follows. 1) The Meaning Oriented Group (MOG) was exposed to an

implicit type of input manipulation involving textual enhancement with no appeaJ to

metalinguistie knowledge. This treatment consisted of expansion and clarific.ation of each

sentence using sereen presentation features of colour differential highlighting and

capitalization. These visual techniques were designed to draw students' attention to relative

clauses in a way that wouJd make the relationship between the relative pronoun and head

noun apparent. An explanation of the propositional content of each sentence added

redundancy and aimed to claritY the meaning of the relative clause. 2) The Rule Oriented

Group (ROG) received instruction aimed at demonstrating the process of relativization. This

treatment included metalinguistic cule statements and perceptually salient on-sereen

animation and manipulation of the sentences that explicitly presented the relationship

between the major elements of each relative clause, but no attempt was made to clarify the

meanings of the sentences. 3) To ensure that exposure to input containing relative clauses

was constant across groups, the control group read the unenhanced texts, sentence by

sentence, as they appeared on the computer sereen.

Ali subjects were posttested immediately after the end of the ten-day treatment
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period. The results showed an advantage for the MOG group with respect to comprehension

of texts containing relative clauses. Both experirnental groups showed a strong effect for

instruction with respect to relativization. The control group also showed sorne gains in

relativization ability, which Doughty suggested was due to exposure, but the increase was

significantly smaller than that ofeither experimental group.

Doughty attributed the fmdings to the saJience of the visual eues. Both treatment

groups improved equivalently in relativization, and significantly more than the control group.

Since the MOG group was offered no metalinguistic explanation, she concluded that the

results were due to the faet that the leamers' attention was deliberately directed ta the relative

pronoun and head noun in eaeh sentence. Leamers in the MOG group were required to infer

this relationship whereas leamers in the ROG group were explicitly told and shawn the

reJationship. Although Doughty predicted that the effects of MOG-type instruction wouJd he

pennanent, whereas the benefits of ROG wouJd he temporary, her study cannot address the

long-tenn effects since it does not include a folJow-up posttest.

Other design features limit the generali2.ability of the study: the small number of

subjects (6 or 7 per group) restrieted the statistical analyses; the random assignment to groups

resuJted in five out of six same-L1 SPeakers in the control group; the high pretest scores on

relativization obtained by the control group as compared to the two treattnent groups make it

problematie to interpret their lower gain scores on relativization as a result of the absence of

instruction. However, the highly controJJed instructional procedures made the findings

sufficientJy interesting to warrant further research inlo the effects of visual input

enhancemen~ specifically the role of salience and redundancy, on the acquisition of other
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linguistic features.

Alanen Alanen's (1995) laboratory study, which was carried out with adult

beginners leaming semi-artificial Finnis~ investigated the effects of combining visual

enhancement with explicit instruction AJanen hypothesized that typographical enhancement

(italics) in c~mbination with metalinguistic mIes presented before the leaming phase would

he more etTective in helping learners pay attention to target features in the input than

exposure to either typographical enhancement or ruJes separately. During t\\lO study sessions,

tour groups oflearners were given short passages in Finnish to read for comprehension. Each

group received one of the follo\ving instructionaI treatments: 1) typographical enhancement,

2) rule statements, 3) a combination of rules plus typographical enhancement, or 4) exposure

to unenhanced input. She labelled these groups Enhance, Rule, Rule & Enhance, and

Control, respectively. The group that received both typographical enhancement and explicit

rule-based instruction was predicted to outpertorm the others.

Acquisition of the target features (two locative suffixes and four types of consonant

altemation) was measured by a sentence completion task immediately after instruction.

Performance was assumed to depend on the extent to which learners had noticed the

enhanced items. In additio~ think aloud protocols recorded during the study sessions were

analyzed to deterrnine whether the type of instruction affected the leamers' focus ofattention,

and recordings made during the completion of a grammaticality judgement task were aise

analyzed to find out about the explicit knowledge leamers had acquired from the input

Leamers in ail four groups progresse<L and no clear-cut differences in accuracy

emerged. However, there were ditTerences in the types ofovergeneralization eours that were
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made. While leamers in the meaning-based groups (Contro) and Enhance) overgeneralized

the form that was the Most frequent in the input, leamers in the rule-based groups (Rule and

Rule & Enhance) overgeneralized the foon which would he predicted by the LI Me. This

was particularly interesting in light of the fact that the LIIL2 difference was never explicitly

stated during instruction. Furthennore, there was a clear etfect for treatment on the leamers'

ability to formulate explicit ruJes. That is, leamers in the two ruJe-based groups were fairly

accurate in restating the mies aIthough they failed to fully apply them in production, while

leamers in the meaning-based groups tended to fonn rules based on incorrect assumptions.

The t'Unk-aloud protocols reveaJed that not ail of the learners in the two groups which

had been exposed to typographical enhancement had considered a reason for the use of

itaJics. This led AJanen to conclude that typographical enhancement alone may not have

been sufficiently salient to result in efficient retrieval later during the sentence completion

task. Finally, a reIationship between noticing and acquisition was suggested by the finding

that in aIl four groups: learners who showed evidence of having acquired a particular target

structure were the ones who mentioned it in their think.-aJouds. The indication that learners

in the meaniilg-based groups also paid attention to fonn is a reminder that leamers have their

own agenda during instruction and that leaming outcomes (and research resu1ts) May he

determined by the characteristics and background tàctors of individuaJ learners.

AJthough AJanen's study provides a numher of insights into the etfects of

typographical input enhancement on L2 acquisition~ it is important to keep in mind the

limitations ofthis investigation: the number ofsubjects was smaIl (36); exposure to the target

language was brief (two leaming sessions) and not sustained; onJy one instrument was used
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to measure acquisition of the target linguistic features~ and, like Doughty's study, there were

no delayed posttests to measure the long-tenn effects ofthe instruction.

2.2..2.2 Input processing

VanPanen has carried out a senes of studies in university-Ievel Spanish L2

classrooms to develop an alternative to traditional grammar instruction (VanPatte~ 1990,

1993; VanPatten and Cadiemo, 1993; VanPatten and Sanz, 1995). The research is based on a

mode) of L2 acquisition and use '.\'hich recognizes three different sets of processes: 1) input

processes involved in the conversion of input to intake; 2) processes of accommodation and

restructuring through which intake is incorporated into the deveIoping interlanguage system;

3) processes such as retrieval and monitoring which are involved in accessing the developing

system to create output.

According to VanPatten (1993), traditional grarnmar instruction and production

practice develop the third set of processes to help the learner access the Il system. This is

Ilakin to putting the cart before the horse when it cornes to acquisition; the leamer is asked to

produce when the developing system has not yet had the relevant intake data" (p. 436). In rus

view, explicit grammar instruction should help the learner build a cognitive representation of

the L2 (see Ellis, 1993 for a simiIar view). This can he accompIished through practice

activities that explicitly focus leamers' anention on grammatical features in the input that they

might otherwise misinterpret or miss altogether. VanPatten caBs this type of instruction

processing instruction, and its goal is to encourage correct form-meaning mappings that
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result in better intake. The structured input used in processing instruction is "purposefully

'prepared' and 'manipuJated' to highlight particuJar grammatical features" (1993:438).

In a series of studies employing a pretestlposttest design with three posttests,

VanPatten compared processing instruction, traditional instruction, and no instruction in the

acquisition of two linguistic features by Spanish 12 learners: preverbal object pronouns

(syntax) and preterit verbs (morphology) (VanPatten, 1993; VanPatten and Cadiemo, 1993;

VanPatten and Sam, 1995). In all the studies, learners receiving processing instruction

significantly outperformed learners receiving traditional or no instruction on comprehension

tests involving the target forros. This is not surprising as the tests were biased for the

processing group. What is noteworthy, however, is that Ieamers receiving processing

instruction perfonned as weil as learners receiving traditional instruction on production tests,

which were biased for the traditional group. Furthennore, the advantage for processing

instruction was still significant at the third posnest one month following the treatrnent.

Overall, these studies provide evidence that explicit grammar instruction comb~ned

with instruction that focuses on altering input processing strategies leads to changes in

knowledge, and that this Irnowledge is available for use in ditferent kinds oftasks.

2.2.2.3 Garden patb studies

Tomasello and Herron (1988, 1989) carried out several classroom experiments in

which (earners were induced to generate their own negative evidence, with a little help from

the teacher (Sharwood Smith, 1993:177). The subjects were university students in structure­

based French as a foreign language classes, and the research involved two types of
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exceptions to a grammatical patte~ and eight language transfer errors from English to

French.

The researchers used a counterbalanced design with each structure taught two ways in

two classes at two-week intervals by the teacher-researcher during reguJar c1ass time. [n each

c1ass~ the teacher introduced the regular forro using oral pattern drills \vrÏtten on the

blackboard with blanks or with translation. In the control condition the teacher illustrated the

exception orally and on the boar~ giving the correct fonn and explaining the mIe. In the

experimental~ or Garden Path condition, the teacher led the students to overgeneraJ ize the

pattern and produce an error. She wrote the error on the boar~ corrected it orally, crossed it

ou~ and wrote the correct form above it on the board Three fill-in the blank and translation

tests for cach structure were given 1-4 days, 4-11 days, and 6-23 days after instruction. A

comparison ofGarden Path and control conditions across all structures showed an advantage

for the Garden Path condition for each test.

•

A number ofexplanations have been offered for the results. Tomasello and Herron

attributed the superior perfonnance in the experimental condition to the subjects' active

engagement in hypothesis testing and problem solving which helped leamers "focus their

attention on the relevant features of the structures" (1988: 917). In Schmidt and Frota's

(1986) terms, Iearners were forced by the instructional treattnent to notice the gap between

their output and the target language forms.

Not ooly was the leamers' attention focused on problem solving, it was also focused

on the blackboard, where the crossing out oferrors was visually salient Salience was further
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• increased by the fact that the technique was no doubt surprising to students unaccustomed to

i~ and the novelty may also help to account for the results (J. Upshur~ personal

communication; a simiJar point was also made in Vigil and OJ)er~ 1976, and OlIer, 1988).

Lightbown and Spada (1990) noted, as well~ that timing may have been a critical factor in this

research. In the Garden Path experiments, negative evidence and input enhancement were

provided at the very moment when Jeamers might have been engaged in testing their

hypotheses.

There are a number of problems with Tomasello and Herron's research design (see

Beek and Eub:L~ 1991). F~ there were no folJow-up posttests to verify that the results

were not temporary. Second, as orny one type of task was used to measure the results, it is

not clear that the results would generaiize trom writing to other types of perfonnance. Third,

as Herron was both the teacher and the researcher, there is the possibility mat experimenter

expectancy influenced the results. And finally, as the technique învolves pattern driHing, and

the tasks are decontextualize~ its application to communicative language teaching contexts

is not immediately evident although one can imagine other ways of leading students "down

the garden path". Despite these limitations, however, the studyadds to the research literature

suggesting an important role for pedagogical techniques which explicitly and saliently direct

learners' attention to problematic features ofthe target langauge.

2.2.2.4 Implicit/Explicit feedback

Carroll and Swain (1993) continued the line of investigation begun by Tomasello

and Herron to find out whether adult L2 leamers can benefit from negative feedback on
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errors. In their laboratory study involving LI Spanish learners of ESL, they compared the

effectiveness of explicit and implicit negative feedback on overgeneralization errors

involving a complex linguistic feature, dative a1temation:

Mary found a job for Antonio.

Mary found Antonio a job.

The students pronounced a new word for their teacher.

*The students pronounced their teacher a new word.

Explicit negative feedhack consisted ofan overt oral statement that a learner's output

was not part of the target language. Implicit negative feedhack included corrections,

confirmation checks, failures to understand, and requests for clarification, all of which

required learners to infer that their utterance was wrong or had caused the interlocutor's

comprehension problems. Carroll and Swain noted that each type of feedback has

advantages and disadvantages. While explicit feedhack that clearly states why an utterance is

wrong might provide more useable information than an indirect statement, such feedhack

poses potential problems of interpretation for the [eamer, who may not he able to understand

the grammatical descriptions and explanations offered. On the other hand, while the need for

metaJanguage is eliminated in the case of implicit feedback, the leamer is left with no c1ear

indication of the source of the error and must infer from the context what the problem is.

Subjects in the study were assigned to one of four treatment groups differing in the

type of response made to their eITors with dative altemation. During training sessions, they

saw and heard stimuli with prepositional phrases and were asked to guess the aItemating

foons Each group was given a different type of feedback to their incorrect responses: 1)
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explicit hypothesis rejection - subjects were told they were wrong and given an explanation;

2) explicit utterance rejection - subjects were told they were wrong but were not corrected; 3)

modelling plus implicit negative feedhack - subjects were given a refonnuJated correct

response; 4) indirect metalinguistic feedhack - subjects were asked if they were sure that their

response was correct A comparison group received no feedback ofany type.

The major finding was that aIl four explicit and implicit negative feedhack groups

significantly outperfonned the comparison group on a grammaticality judgement task at the

immediate posstest and at the delayed posttest one week later. Furthennore~ the group

receiving the most explicit type of negative feedhack outperformed the three other feedback

groups at the delayed posttest

While it is tempting to conclude that explicit feedhack is the most effective in the

long~ the study must he interpreted cautiously since the time between the two posttests

was short and the testing procedure involved only one type of perfonnance task.

Furthennore~ as Carroll and Swain pointed ou~ the study did not control for time-on-task~ and

the fact that feedback to Group 1 took more rime than that gjven to the other groups may

account for the superior results shoYm by Group 1. The researchers aJso noted that the

salience of aIl four types of feedhack may account for their eifectiveness relative to the

comparison group. Since this study look place in a laboratory, it is a1so limited in teons of

how much it can tell us about corrective feedback in c1assroom settings. Despite these

limitations, the study suggests that while adult learners can benefit from bath explicit and

implicit negative feedhack in leaming abstraet linguistic generalizations, the benefits of

explicit feedhack are greater.

68



•

•

2.3 Chapter summary

Sharwood Smith's (1981, 1991) suggestion that input enhancement can he

categorized aJong the dimensions of explicitness and elaboratio~ as weil as in tenns of the

type of evidence it includes, has provided a framework for investigatiang the salience of

specifie linguistic features in the input available to L2 learnees. The application of these

categories pennits a principled comparison among pedagogical intervention studies carried

out in classrooms and laboratory settings with chiId and adult learners of severaJ different

L2s. Taken as a whole, these studies indicate that form·focused instruction can have:: a

beneficial effect on IL development when this instruction is integrated within lessons whose

primary focus is meaning. However, severa! factors appear to play an important role in the

eifectiveness of this instruction. These include the structural and semantic complexity of the

target forms, their frequency and salience in the inpu~ LI IL2 ditTerences, the duration of the

focused instruction, and the timing of this instruction with respect to the leamers'

developmental readiness to receive il The necessity for delayed follo\v-:up tests was

highlighted in severaI of the studies.

Chapter 3 revie\\ls the theoretical background and empiricaJ research related to the

acquisition of the target features ofthis study, third person singular possessive detenniners. It

then presents the research questions and the hypotheses that were tested.
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Endnotes for Cbapter 2

1. In this dissertation, following Robinson (1996), a pedagogical mIe is defined as a
44simplified version of linguistic mIes that necessarily fall short of exhaustive
treatment" (p.32).

2. It is important to note that this study was not designed to directly test Pienemann's
"teachabililty hypothesis". A study recently completed by Spada and Lightbown (in
preparation) investigated this by providing a treatment which specifically targeted
particular stages ofquestion development in relation to the learners' developmental
readiness.

3. As in the first study, adverbs were used as much as possible in sentences in the simple
present since English and French do not differ with respect to the placement of adverbs
with awciliaries.
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Chapter3

Target Features, Researeh Questions and Hypotbeses

3.0 Introduction

The selection of third person singular possessive determiners (PDs) as the target

features for this input enhancement study was motivated by the following considerations: 1)

PDs have been examined within the context of ESL classes and are known to present

particular difficulties for francophone learners of English (Zobl., 1985, Martens, 1988;

Lightbown andS~ 1990; 2) no study bas investigated enhancing PDs in extended written

texts; 3) prior theoretical and empirical work has provided a framework for the analysis of

developmental asPects ofPDs (Zobl, 1984, 1985; Lightbown and Spada., 1990).

Section 3.1 of this chapter focuses on the theoretical issues and empirical evidence

related to the L2 acquisition of pronouns in general, and third person singular possessive

detenniners, in particuJar. Section 3.2 outlines the research questions addressed in the study,

together with the hypotheses that were tested.

3.1 Tbe acquisition of pronouDs and possessive determiners

3.1.1 Theoretical issues

The systematic acquisition ofpersonal and possessive pronouns reflects the

complexity ofthe morphological., syntactic, semantic, and referential information carried by

pronominal foons. Research carried out in naturalistic as weil as classroom contexts shows
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that leamers do not acquire pronouns one after the other in sequence~ but rather·pass through

a series ofstages as they attempt to make sense ofthe personal and possessive pronoun

subsystems (e.g Felix, 1981; Zobl, 1983, 1984, 1985). Along the way, their use of these forms

is characterized by variability, deletions, ungrammatical substitutions~ and

overgeneralizations.

Table 3.1

Personal, ref1exive, possessive pronouns, trom Omrk, Greenbawn, Leech & Svartvik, 1972

personal ret1exive possessive prono\UlS
pronouns pronouns

subject object detenniner nominal

l:st singular [ me myself my mine

person plural we us ourselves our ours

2nJ singuJar you yourself your yours
person plural yourselves

masculine he hirn himself his

~rd sing. Feminine she her herself her hers.)

person neutral it itself its

plural they them themselves their theirs

Every personal and possessive pronoun is marked for case, number~ and perso~ and

sorne are also marked for gender. Table 3.1 presents the English pronoun system and shows

the morphological fonn and function of each. It can he seen from the table that all persona!

and possessive Pfonouns are marked for person (first, second, third). First and third person
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pronouns are aIso marked for number (singular, plural); and third person singular pronouns

are additionaJly marked for gender (masculine, feminine). Thus, it is apparent that the third

person singular fonns which were investigated in this study are the ones that carry the most

semantic information.

L2 leamers have an understanding of conversational roles used to establish person

and number and the specificity ofreference since anaphoric reference (used in its broad sense

here ta include anaphora and cataphora) exists in ail naturallanguages (Gundel and Tarone,

1983). Languages differ in the way in which anaphora ruJes are applied, however. Of

particular importance to the present research is the difference betwcen the English and

French mies for marking gender on third person singuiar POS.

Francophone learners of English find his and her to he particuJarly difficult and often

continue to have problems with these forms after many years of ESL instruction. The

persistence of their problems may he due, at least in p~ to differences between the English

and French rules for establishing the gender of third person singular PDs. English uses an

agreement rule referring to the natural gender of the possessor: the masculine form his is

used when the possessor is masculine; the feminine fonn her is used when the possessor is

tèminine. French, on the other hand, requires agreement between the grammatical gender of

the noun naming the possessed entity (person or thing) and the PD: the masculine form son is

used when the possessed noun is masculine; the feminine forms sa is used when the

possessed noun is feminine. '
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The English and French agreement rules for PDs are illustrated in (l) and (2) below,

where capital Ietters CM and F) represent the gender required in English, and Iower case

letters (m and f) represent the gender required in French. Ali the examples involve kinship

tenns (e.g. mother, father), which have natural gender, as weIl as grammatical gender in

French.

Mf 1a Robert sees rus mother.,.,
1b Robert voit sa mère.

r-'.
Fm 2a Alice sees her father.

o
2b Alice voit son père.

When the natural gender of the possessor and the grammaticalJnatural gender of the

possessed entity are ditferent., as in the sentences above, the ditference between the English

and French mies is more transparent than when the natura! gender of the possessor and

possessed entity are the same. When they are the same, it is not possible to know whether

ihe leamer is using the LI French rule or the L2 English ruJe since grammatically correct

English PDs wouJd he produced in either case, as can he seen in (3) and (4)..
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Mm 3a Robert sees his father.

r,
3b Robert voit son père.

~
Ff 4a Alice sees her mother.

~
4b Alice voit sa mère.

English and French aIso differ with respect to possession of body parts. ln Frenc~

body parts are nonnaIly referred to using the definite article~ and possession is marked with a

reflexive pronûun. In English, possession of body parts is normally indicated with a

possessive fonn. Compare the English and French sentences in (5):

5a Alice is washing her haïr. (feminine PD)

5b Alice se lave les cheveux. (feminine subject; third person singular ret1exive

pronoun; definite article)

Note, however, that in Englis~ the definite article is used with possessed body parts

in prepositional phrases (e.g. 1 took her by the hand; he was hit on the head by a baseball)

(Quirk et al., 1972). Although input containing the definite article with possessed body parts

May he infrequent, particularly in the classroo~ it would seem that any input at aH of this

type could serve to reinforce the French rule.
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It is not surprising~ considering the complexities of the personal and possessive

pronoun systems~ that L2 leamers need a considerable amount of time ta make sense of them.

Studies show that leamers begin by avoiding pronouns and using oooos (Felix, 1981) or the

definite determiner (Zobt 1985~ Martens~ 1988) instead. Once they begin to use pronouns

and PDs~ they may substitute one for another in apparently free variation (Nicholas, 1986)~ or

they may overgeneralize one all-purpose pronoun to aH contexts (Butterworth, 1972:

Fillmore~ 1976). Avoidance~ seemingly random substitution and overgeneralization of a

single fonn indicate a lack of control over case~ number. person, and gender, the feature

markings that are obligatory in the target language. The studies that are discussed below shed

light on the process by which L2leamers gain trus control.

Felix (Felix~ 1981 ~ Felix and Hahn, 1985) examined German high school ESL

•

1earners' ungrammatical substitutions during audiolingual lessons eX1ending over an entire

school year.2 Felix and Hahn described the process by which the leamers in their study

acquired the semantic features of personal pronouns and PDs in the tollowing way. The tïrst

feature to be sorted out was case. Leamers initially made the broad distinction between

possessives, on the one han<L and subjects and objects~ on the other. They stopped

substituting personal pronouns for PDs, and vice versa., before they differentiated between

subject and object case. Once they were able to differentiate among the three pronoun cases~

leamers began to make distinctions of number, gradually reducing substitutions between the

singular and plural forms. At this point, they continued to make errors involving person and
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gender, often relying on you and your as all-purpose pronouns. The next semantic feature to

he acquired was person, which involves making distinctions among three categories. The

final feature to he acquired was gender, which in English involves two categories that are

applied solely to third person singular pronominal forms. Felix and Hahn felt confident that

their clata indicated a "strong underlying systematicity" in the way in which input is processed

(1985:233) and that the order oferror rates/difficulty revealed the acquisition sequence.3

Felix (1981) argued that a theory of LI interference has little to contribute to our

understanding of how pronoun development proceeds. The striking faet about the pronoun

errors made by the leamers in his study

is that the Gennan pronominal system is, with few exceptions, practically idenrical to
the English one. Apart trom a small number of gender and number distinctions the
students could substanriaJly rely on their LI knowledge to master the English system.
However, they evidently choose not to do 50. Ignoring virtually everything their LI

bas to otfer them in terms of interlinguaJ assistance, they approach the English
pronominal system without any LI bias. ... For both tutored and untutored learners
the system of personal and possessive pronouns apparently represents a considerable
challenge which can onJy be successfully met over a period of rime. The students'
abilities at this early developmental point are c1early insufficient to cope with a
system of such complexity. Even though the use of pronouns was practised every
clay, a graduaI and systematic process was necessary to intemalize the lexical and
semantic features involved in this domain (p. 106-7).

Zobl's theoreticaJ and empiricaJ work provides counterevidence and suggests that LI

influence May play a much stronger role in pronoun development than Felix proposed. Zobl

(1983, 1984, 1985) carried out three studies in which he manipulated the input to investigate

the factors that contributed to the the acquisition of the PDs his and her by classroom-

instructed francophone adults learning ESL. These studies, which he referred to as

Experiments 1, 2, and 3 (E l, 2, and 3), will he discussed in sorne detail since the findings
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relate directly to this research.

Having noticed in informaI interviews that beginning and low intennediate French LI

university students demonstrated "considerable variability and difficulty in their use of the

third person singular PD mie for the application ofhis and her", Zobl investigated the extent

to which implicational relationships of markedness, as weIl as LI influence, affected the

observed variability (1984:164). He predicted that in the acquisition of the English

agreement cule, beginning leamers would not transfer grammatical gender from the LI, but

where naturai and grammatical gender coincide, they would Tetain natura! gender marking of

the possessed object for some time with kinship tenns (e.g. motber, father). The tirst part of

the prediction was based on Kellennants (1978a,b) argument that leamers expect

idiosyncratie and specifie aspects of their LIta he unique~ one such aspect is grammatical

gender, whieh is arbitrary and devoid of semantic motivation. NaturaJ gender, on the other

hand, is both meaningful and grounded in perception, and Zobl expected LI influence to he

evident with plssessed kinship terms.

ln Zobl's first (cross-sectional) study (E1), beginner and low-intennediate leamers

were shown a set of pietures.-l For each pieture, the interviewer orally asked a question

designed to elicit a response containing his or her in one of three semantic domains:

possessed inanimate entities, body parts, or kinship tenns. Leamers were told ta write an

answer to each question ttspontaneously" within 20-25 seconds. Zabl found that control of

the PD rule appears to he strongly influenced by the semantic domain to which the possessed

entity belongs. His findings can be summarized as foIJows: 1) leamers marked body parts
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and kinship terms for gender more frequently than inanimate entities; 2) however, when

gender was marked, leamers were less aceurate in the kinship domain than in the body parts

and inanimate domains.

Zobl proposed that when the body Parts and inanimate domains were combinecL the

order of difficulty (human domain > nonhuman domain) reflected a contrast in markedness

between human-nonhuman that couJd he stated as an implicational reJationship tor the

acquisition of the mature PD fonns: hwnan:=> nonhuman (see discussion in 2obl, 1985).

Zobl also compared the error rates within the kinship domain in terms of the gender

of the PD required in English and in the translationally equivalent French fonn. Recall from

Section 3.1.1 that there are four JX)ssible English-French gender combinations, where M=his,

F=her, m=son, and f=sa. Zobl observed the following order of difficulty, presented from

most to least difficult: Fm> Ff> Mf> Mm. This arder, which suggests that the feminine PD

her is more difficult than the masculine his. reflects the tendency of leameTS in Zobl's study ta

overgeneralize the mascuJine fonn more than the feminine fonn. The finding is consistent

with other research which has documented overgeneralization of masculine pronoun foons ta

feminine contexts (e.g. Tarone, Frauenfelder and Selinker, 1976; Adiv, 1980 for French

immersion students; Martens, 1988, for ESL). Zobl (1985) argued that feminine tonns are

marked with respect to masculine forms. Accordingly, he proPQsed that this order

represented a second implicational relationship: feminine::> masculine.5

The order also suggests that when the gender of the PQssessor coincides with the

natural gender of the kinship entity (Mm and ft), leamers are more accurate in their use of
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his and her than when the genders are different (Mf and Fm). Zobl noted that learners with

no knowledge of the agreement mie cao nonetheless appear to know it when they apply the

French rule in such cases.

On the basis of the cross-sectional data, Zobl (1984: 177) proposed that francophone

learners broke dOMl the mature English agreement rule for gender marking into submles

which they applied in the following sequence, moving from the most general to the most

specifie:

1. definite article

2. person/possessive marking, e.g. your

3. third person marking, e.g. his overgeneralized

4. French ruJe

5. mature English rule

Zobl suggested that learners applied each of the subrules systematically, first in the

nonhuman domain and later in the human domain. This led to variability of mie application

across domains. Within each dom~ overgeneralization of the masculine fonn led to

additional variabilîty. Furthennore, individual leamers ditTered in the extent to which they

applied the French rule, as evidenced by correct perfonnance in the human domain in Mm

and Ff contexts, and incorrect perfonnance in Mf and Fm contexts. For sorne leamers, the

French rule appeared ta he particularly strong, and Zobl hypothesized that before

development could proceed, this ruJe would need to he restructured. [n Zobl's tenns,

restructuring consists of decomplexification followed by reconstruction. That is, learners
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would simplify the rule by dropping the gender distinction and overgeneralizing one form,

predictably the masculine, in the human domain and perhaps also in the nonhuman domain.

Only later could they reconstruct the rule according to the features that make up the target

language agreement ruJe (see McLaugh1~ 1990b, and Lightbown, 1985b, for a different

view of restructuring in L2; see Karmiloff-Smith , 1986, for LI). Zobl round that leamers

also differed in the extent to which they applied the French rule requiring the definite article

with body parts. Sorne learners held onto this LI mie after they had acquired control of the

mature agreement mie with inanimate and kinship nouns,.

Zobl (1985) carried out two pedagogical intervention studies (E2 and E3) building on

bis findings in the El study. Since no appreciable differences had been found between error

rates for body parts and inanimate entities, these two domains \Vere collapsed for E2 and E3

to become the nonhuman domain, which was opposed ta the human domain comprising

kinship tenns. In these two pedagogical studies (E3 is essentiaJly a replication of E2).. Zobl

investigated the ways in which learners make use of implicational relationships implicit in

the two scales of difficulty he had found (namely her > bis and human > nonhuman) to

acquire control of the agreement rule. Low-Ievel francophone adult ESL learners \vere

randomly assigned to one of two treabnent groups, the hwnan data group and the nonhwnan

data group. Each group was pretested and posttested following the procedure descnbed

above for El. Immediately following the pretest, each group had a concentrated 15-minute

exposure session in which participants \vere shown a new set of pictures. The researcher

asked the group questions, which individual subjects answered orally. The questions asked
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ofthe human group elicited ooly his and her responses marking possession of human entities,

and the questions asked of the nonhuman group elicited his and her responses marking

possession of inanimate entities and body parts. The treatment involved no explicit

instruction or rule explanation, and errors were corrected by repetition or paraphrase. Thus

the PD input consisted of the responses of the group members and the examples and

corrections made by the researcher.

Zobl hypothesized that since knowledge of the PD agreement mIe with human

eotities implies knowiedge of the ruJe with nonhuman entities, leamers exposed to input data

from the human domain would project any knowledge benefits to the nonhuman domain as

weil. He also hypothesized that the converse would not hold since knowledge of the rule

with nonhuman eotities does not imply knowledge with human entities.

Zobl claimed that the findings largely supported bis hypothesis of projection via

markedness implications. When the human data groups were compared to the nonhuman

data groups at the E2 and E3 posttests, the human data groups were shown to have a greater

increase in the use of gender-marked possessive fonns overall, a greater decrease in the use

ofdefinite articles., and less avoidance ofPDs. On the other band, the nonhuman data groups

had a larger incidence of rule simplification (E2) and more stability of non-target subrules

(EJ) than the human data groups al the posnests. Zobl concluded that unmarked input data

was less effective than marked data in encouraging leamers to reorganize their preexposure

mies. Funherrnore, "markedness conditions in the input data may weil provide the crucial

and oecessary shortcuts which make possible the ultimate states of knowledge in spite of the
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limitations ofthe input data trom an experiential point ofview" (1985:344).

An alternative explanation for Zobl's findings involves salience. The reasoning is as

folIows. When learners in the human data group tried to transfer the LI mie with possessed

human entities, they likely looked for examples in the input to confinn their hypothesis.

However, the presence ofnumerous Mfand Fm forms disconfirmed their LI =L2 prediction.

The novelty of these unanticipated forms may have increased their salience and increased the

likelihood that learners would pay attention to them. Furthennore, the presence of Mm and

Ff fonns in the instructional input may have provided a contrast that helped leamers notice

the gap between their n... mie and the English mie and bring the lL rule closer to the target

language nonn. FinaJly, it follows that learners would have been able to generalize this rule

to other semantic domains.

Despite the limitations in Zobl's research (i.e. brevity of exposure to contrasting

features and the absence of follow-up testing), his findings and interpretations of them

suggest a useful direction for further research. SpecificaJly, if kin-different PD contexts are

inherently salient to francophone ESL leamers and if they carry infonnation that facilitates

acquisitio~ then further enhancement through implicit or explicit pedagogicaJ techniques

should he even more heneficiaJ for acquisition.

~larteDs While Zobl's research can he criticized on several grounds, namely the brief

exposure period (15 minutes), bis use of only one measure (wrinen answers to oral questions

about a set of pictures), and the absence ofa delayed posttest, it points a direction for future

work. The studies carried out by Martens (1988) and Lightbown and Spada (1990) build on
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Zobl's empirical findings and extend his work to the acquisition of PDs by francophone

children. Martens investigated what learners know compared to what they do regarding the

PDs !lis and /zero During classroom observations, Martens had noted numerous PD gender

eITors in the oral perfonnance of grade 5 and 6 francophone ESL students in Quebec. She

was particuJarly interested in two issues: tirst, the eITors seemed to indicate that leamers

were not simply following the French rules for gender markin~ second, despite Zobl's

tindings, it seemed "counterintuitive" to her that "students did not, in fact, know and

understand the appropriate usage" (1988: 10) even though they did not demonstrate this

knowledge reliably in oral perfonnance. She hypothesized that students would he more

accurate in making gender distinctions between lus and 11er when they were engaged in a task

tocusing on grammatical fonn than they would be in a task focusing on oral communication.

The participants in Manens~ study \Vere tour groups of francophone intensive ESL

students in grades 5 and 6. She used three measures: 1) an oral production task in the fonn

of a split-screen picture differences game known as the Picture Card Game (peG) played by

the investigator and each student individuaay~ this was administered to one ESL intensive

c1ass~ 2) a grammaticality judgement (GJ) task in the tonn of a story about a boys birthday

party \vith "mistakes" which the students were asked to identify~ this was administered to four

classes~ 3) an oral interview that probed the judgements of a subset of the students \vito had

completed the GJ task.

Martens designed the GJ passage and her analysis procedures for the PCG and the GJ

tasks according to Zobl's claims regarding markedness. She proposed that if markedness
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were making a strong contribution to the leamers' developing IL rule system for PDs, we

would expect to find the following developmental sequence (- = unmarked; + =marked):

Masculine Nonhuman (-/-)

Masculine Human (-/+) Feminine Nonhuman (+/_)6

Feminine Human (+/+)

In the GJ task, his and her were used correctly six times each and incorrectly 10 tintes

each. Correct and incorrect forms were equaJly divided according to the features

nonhumanlhuman and nearly balanced for possessor-possessed gender agreement (Mf, Fm,

Mm, and Ft). Body parts were included with inanimate objects in the nonhwnan category.

Oral data: AnaJyses of the PCG were carried out according to the features perso~

case and gender for each subjeet who used two or more tokens of the persona! pronoun and

PD fonns.7 There were four coding categories: 1) correct (when usecL the feature in question

was correct); 2) overu.se (one pronoun was overgeneraJized); 3) substitution (another

pronoun or determiner, usually the definite article, was used in its place); 4) never correct

(the subject used a fonn, but never correctly). The findings were as follows:

• Substitutions involving penon were rare. Ali of the person errors were made by

two students (out of30) who consistently substituted your for his and her and by three others

who substituted the definite article.

• Case errors were also rare. Twenty-four out of 25 students who provided subject

pronouns used subjective case; the task did not require much use of the objective case, but

85



•

•

the 12 who used this case did 50 correctly. Genitive case was supplied correctly by 17

students. One of these students also used the definite article in place of the geniti\"e, as did

sorne of the other students who used no genitives. Martens suggested that the rest were using

a strategy ofavoiding genitive fonns.

• Most oral production eITors were due to gender confusion in subjective, objective,

and genitive cases. More students used masculine foons than used feminine fonns (:22 versus

(2) but few used either with complete gender accuracy. Martens c1aimed this showed that

students either did not know the feminine forms or were unsure and avoided them. There

was a strong tendency to overgeneralize masculine fonns in subject, object, and genitive

cases.8 Furthennore, there was no tendency to apply the French mie and use feminine foms

when grammatical or natural gender was feminine. However, it is not possible to detennine

the extent to which leamers transferred the French rule and substituted a definite anicle for a

PD with a body part (e.g. He have the finger in the mouth). Following Zobl. Manens

combined the body parts and inanimate domains in the nonhuman category, and these

analysis procedures may have obscured LI influence in the body parts domain.

Consequently, even though leamers were not following their LI mie for gender marking in

ail dornains, questions rernain about the influence of the LI in the acquisition of PDs by

francophone learners ofEnglish.

Grammaticality judgement data: Analyses of the GJ task revealed that students \..'ere

generally not praticient in recognizing deviant uses ofhis and her (students were instructed to

put an X on an incorrect fonn; they were not asked to attempt a correction). OnIy 9% of the
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students were c1assified as highly accurate (scoring 80% or above); 18% were moderately

competent (60-75%); 21% had very limited ability (30-55%); 24% were extremely weak (5­

25%); and 28% made no accuratejudgements.

Two other findings are worthy of note. First, judgements about nonhuman PDs

(inanimate and body parts) were significantly more accurate than judgements about human

PD fonns:

nonhuman (masculinelfeminine) > human (mascuJineifeminine)

Second, judgements about feminine forros were significantly more accurate than judgements

about masculine forms:

feminine (nonhumanlhuman) > masculine (nonhumanihuman)

AJthough this second finding seems ta contradiet the resuJts of the oral dat~ Martens noted

that correct identification of a rnisused her did not necessarily signal accuracy with the

feminine fonn~ but could reflect instead a tendency ta overgeneralize his by rnarking ail

correct and incorrect instances ofher as wrong.

Oral interview data: Results of the oral interview indicated that students' judgements,

whether accurate or inaccurate, were authentic judgements. Sorne leamers provided explicit

infonnation; others seemed ta rely on intuition; and sorne of the explicit infonnation they

provided was incorrect. Nonetheless, Manens concluded that "even the poorest performers

madejudgements according to mIes active in their ILs" (p.64).

RecaJl that Manens had predicted that (earners' perfonnance on the GJ task would

show that they knew more about the PD rule than their perfonnance on the PCG indicated.
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Despite the fact that frequent errors in use ofhislher had been observed in the
spontaneous speech (on the peG task) ofthe intensive program students, 1felt
that such errors might weil he apparent to the leamers themselves when they
were engaged in a task with a focus on form. [t seemed that the cJarity and
salience ofgender distinction might lead to correct recognition" (32..3).

However, she concluded from the GJ results that the students in her study apparently did not

know the English PD rule. That is, the task could not motivate them to recognize errors if

they did not know \vhich forms were correct. Thus her hypothesis that leamers' competence

was greater than the high frequency ofgender errors in the communication task indicated was

not supported. However, Martens noted the possibility that the story context of the GJ

passage unwittingly weakened the focus on form, and she called for further research

involving a more "focused and explicit" judgement task (p. 82).

Ligbtbown and Spada (1990) investigated the use of PDs in the speech of

francophone leamers in four Grade 5 and 6 intensive ESL classes. Speech was elicited from

students at the end of their intensive course using the PCG described above in Martens' study.

The PD data were analyzed two ways: 1) group accuracy rates for the use of his and 11er

were calculated for the students in each class who used at least three PDs during the task; 2)

the number of students who used both his and her were tallied The results, presented in

Table 3.2, show a difference in accuracy rates from one group to another.

What is particularly striking in the results is how few students in aH groups~ but

particularly in Group 4~ used enough PDs to be included in the accuracy analysis~ and how

few students used both his and her correctly at least once. Although the limited data did not

permit Lightbown and Spada to carry out a full analysis of the developmental sequence~ they
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the others" (p. 442) since they made fe\ver attempts to use PDs and since those attempts were

less successfuL They concluded that the observed ditferences between the classes may have

been due to variations in the amount and type of fonn-focused instruction and corrective

feedhack otfered by the four teachers within similar communicative language teaching

Table 3.2

Accurate use of possessive determiners by francophone ESL children: adapted trom
Lightbown and Spada (1990, p. 442)

Group
'1ean accuracy

rate
students "ith 3 or Number using both his and

more uses her correctly

1

3

4

74.00

62.90

56.00

42.00

17/23

11/25

19/28

6/25

81')-'I_.J

4/25

9/28

0/25

•

situations. These diftèrences suggested that sorne types of instruction may be more effective

than others in contributing to the acquisition ofPDs and other forms.

Referring to the subrule sequence Zobl (1984, 1985) had inferred from his data,

Lightbown and Spada proposed a five-stage sequence describing the acquisition of PDs by

francophone ESL students. This framework is presented in Table 3.3. The sequence was
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Table 3.3

Acquisition sequence of possessive detenniners by francophone ESL students CLightbown
and Spada 1990:441, based on Zobl, 1985)

Stage Description and examples

The use ofdefinite articles rather than possessive determiners.
1 e.g. She reads the book.

The use of a generalized possessive detenniner for all persons~

2 genders~ and numbers~ e.g. She reads yOUf book.

The use of a third person detenniner where third person is
3 required, but an overgeneralization ofooly one fonn (usually

the masculine) of the determiner~ e.g. She reads ms book.

Differentiated use of possessive detenniners with sorne
possessed nouns~ although leamers continue to have difficulty

4 when the object possessed has "natural" gender, e.g. She reads
her book to his brother.

The correctly ditTerentiated use ofpossessive determiners with
ail types ofnouns, including those with naturaJ gender, e.g. She

5 reads her book to her brother.

further adapted for use in the current study and the revised version is presented in Chapter 5.

[t is important to keep in rnind that Zobl's '''developmental sequence" was based on

accuracy scores obtained from cross-sectional data, not from longitudinal data. This is

particularly important given that in L2 acquisition researc~ there are a number of unresolved

issues regarding the nature of stages and sequencing. This is hardly unique to L2 acquisition,
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however. For example~ in developmental psychology~ basic assumptions about stages, largely

based on Piaget (1952 and elsewhere)~ include the following points: 1) the products of

cognitive growth become interconnected and exhtbit structures; 2) development is not merely

quantitative in the sense that more of one behaviour than another is observed, but rather the

behavioural changes are qualitative or exhibit discontinuities; 3) cognitive changes are not

abrup~ and a stage can represent a period ofcontinuous growth and change; 4) a number of

closely interconnected developments occur concurrently within a stage (see Flavell, 1985, for

discussion). However, as Flavell pointed out.. these assumptions have been sharply criticized

on a number of grounds, including the difficulty of testing for them. As a result, rnany

cognitive scientists prefer to use the terms deve/opmenta/ sequences to indicate that

"cognitive growth is not as strongly and clearly as stage-like a process as Piaget's theory

claims it is. It should he addecL however~ that a number of developmental psychologists still

advocate sorne form ofstage theory ofcognitive development" (Flavell:300).

The use of the tenn stage in the current study to describe development takes this

debate into consideration, and the tenn deve/opmen/a/ sequence rnay more accwately ref1ect

the underlyjng processes that are inferred Flavell suggested that developmental sequences

are only interesting if two cognitive entities (X and Y) are related to each other in an

important way. He proposed five major types of sequential relationships: 1) addition CY is

added to X as growth occurs); 2) substitution (Y replaces X); 3) modification (Y is

continuous with X and develops trom X); 4) inclusion (X becomes coordinated with other

cognitive entities to fonn Y); 5) mediation (X serves as a bridge to the subsequent
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development of Y). The cunent study was not designed to tease apart sequential

relationships such as these.

The studies reviewed in this chapter provide evidence that, while the acquisition of

pronouns and PDs is systematic, children and adults have considerable difficulty acquiring

these fonns in a second language. Three of the studies focused on the problems that

francophone leamers have in sorting out the semantic distinctions of the English PD system.

Zobl (1983, 1984, (985) argued that leamers break down the mature English PD agreement

mIe inta subrules, which they apply systematically while respecting the constraints of

markedness implications and the influence of the LI mIe. The variability which was evident

in rus data was attnbuted ta the strength of these two factors. Martens' (1988) study

indicated that most children did not know, or could not articuJate, the target language PD

rule. While this did not ful1y account for their poor performance on an oral production task,

it helped to explain why they had trouble finding eITors in a grammaticality judgement task.

This, in combination with Lightbown and Spada's (1990) descriptive c1assroom-based study,

suggests the possibility of a role for focus on fonn instruction for PDs. In particular, the way

in which the learners' LI may influence development is in need offurther investigation.

The CUITent study builds on this body of research by investigating the etfects of

increased salience and frequency of PDs on the acquisition of these forms by elementary

school-age ESL leamers. The subrule sequence, which Zobl (1985) proposed and Spada and

Lightbo\\TI (1990) adapte~ was operationalized as a developmental stage framework and
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used to analyze the PDs produced during a production task. In the following section of this

chapter, the research questions and hypotheses are presented

3.2 InvestigatiDg the acquisition of possessive determinen tbrougb enbanced input

The present study investigated the acquisition of possessive determiners by young,

French LI learners ofEnglish in a c1assroom setting. The research questions and hypotheses

of this study were fonnulated on the basis of the findingg presented and the questions raised

in the literatw'e reviewed in Chapters 1-3. A basic assumption of the study is that input is

necessary for L2 acquisition to proceed. As indicated in Chapters 1-3, the mechanisms which

permit leamers to make use of linguistic information available in the input are not weIl

understOO<L however. Specifically, the role that conscious attentional processes may play in

L2 acquisition is currently the subject of much theoretical discussion and empirical research.

Sorne of this research is now being carried out in the L2 classroom, where studies show that

child and aduJt leamers cao benefit from fonn-focused instruction otfered within a

pedagogical framework in which meaning is gjven the primary focus. Indeed, sorne research

suggests that fonn-focused instruction may be necessary for the development of certain

linguistic [eatures to continue, while other research indicates that the rate of acquisition may

be considerably speeded up when leamers' attention is directed to language ferm. LI

influence may also he an important factor in detennining Lllearning outcomes

Clearly, many questions remain about how to tOcus on fonn. One set of questions

relates to whether and how explicit instruction cao direct the learners' attention to linguistic
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features without interfering with their ability to process input for comprehension and

production. Other questions focus on the issue of whether exposure to language through

reading is sufficient as a source of input for L2 acquisition. Still others are concemed with

whether leamers need help in noticing unfamiliar linguistic features~ panicuIarly if their

background knowledge pennits them to compensate for linguistic deficiencies by adopting,

for example, top-down reading strategies.

In this study an implicit type of form-focused instruction was selected because of its

presumed salience and it was provided in combination with an extensive reading program to

one of the groups. The research questions are outlined below.

3.2.1 Research questions and hypotheses

The research questions investigated in this study are:

1. Can L2 learners benefit from typographically enhanced input in their acquisition

ofthird person singuJar PDs?

2. Is typographicaJly enhanced input more effective than unenhanced input?

3. Is typographicaJly enhanced input more effective when combined with a '''book

flood~~?

To investigate these questions~ three treatment conditions were provided Group E

and Group E+ received a typographically enhanced input flood This did not include explicit

reference to the leamers' LI nor was the pedagogical mie presented at any rime to the

leamers. Instead, leamers in these two groups read texts in which third person singular
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persona! pronoWlS and PDs were visually enhanced through enlargemen~ holding,

underlining, and italics. Although third persan singular PDs were the primary Iinguistic

features of this study, third persan singuJar personal pronouns were aIso enhanced in order to

increase the salience of the gender-marked pronominal system. For this reaso~ sorne

reporting ofpersonaJ pronouns will aJso he provided

The difference between Groups E and E+ was that Group E+ was exposed to

extensive reading and listening activities (a book flood) in addition to the typographically

enhanced input In order to eosure that aIl groups in the study were exposed to written input

containing third person singular personal pronouns and PDs, Group U read unenhanced

versions of the texts read by Groups E+ and E. The treatrnent conditions are described in

more detail in Chapter 4.

The hypotheses tested in this study are listed below followed by a discussion of ho\v

they are related to the theoreticaI and empiricaJ work on instructed SLA discussed above.

Hl Typographical enhancement of third person singuJar pronouns and possessive

determiners will promote the acquisition ofpossessive determiners.

H2 Typographical enhancement of third person singular pronouns and possessive

detenniners in combination with extensive reading and listening activities will be

more effective than typographicaJ enhancement without extensive reading and

Iistening activities in promoting the acquisition ofpossessive determiners.
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H3 The etlèctiveness oftypographical enhancement will still be evident one month

after the two-week treatment period en<is.

The study was designed to investigate the etlècts of typographical enhancement., a

type of input manipulatian cansidered ta be more salient than input flaoding and less salient

than rule explanation and corrective feedback., on the acquisition of PDs. Typographical

enhancement, praposed by Sharwood Smith (1981, 1991) and investigated by Doughty

(1988, 1991) and Alanen (1995), is considered ta be the "visual equivalent of stress and

emphasis ll in spoken input (Doughty, 1988:87-88). furtheml0re, because the results of these

studies indicated positive etfects tor enhanced input, il was expected that directing the

leamers' attention to the rypographically enhanced forms in the present study would assist

them in converting this input into intake (e.g. Schmidt, 1990 and elsewhere~ Hulstijn., 1989:

Tomlin and Villa., (994). Thus it was predicted that:

Hl Typographical enhancement of third persan singular pronouns and possessive

determiners will promote the acquisition of possessive detenniners.

It was further expected that if typographical enhancement increased the likelihQOd

that learners would detect the target structures in the input., leamers in Group E+ would have

more opportunities to detect them than leamers in Group E. Findings from a number ofbook
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flood studies suggest that book-related activities can improve the quality of c1assroom input

and have beneficial effects on c1assroom leaming (e.g. ElIey, 1991; Hafiz and Tudor, 1989,

1990; Lightbo~ 1992a,b). Ifattention to linguistic fonn is necessary for the conversion of

input to intake, and ifleamers' attention is drawn to foons that are typograhpically enhanced

in the input, then book-related activities (stories read aloud by the teacher and books rearl

individually by the students themselves), in which third persan singuJar pronouns and PDs

occur natw'ally and regularly in meaningful contexts, could he expected ta provide additional

opportunities for intake processes to operate. The nature of the relationship between

typographical enhancement and input from books leads to the prediction that:

H2 TypographicaJ enhancement of third person singular pronouns and possessive

determiners in combination with extensive reading and listening activities will he

more effective than typographical enhancement without extensive reading and

listening activities in promoting the acquisition ofpossessive determiners.

Findings from previous SLA research carried out in instructional contexts indicate

that folIow-up posttests sometimes portray a different picture for the effects of instruction

than immediate posttests. This may he because the COIDparison groups have "caught up"

with the experimental groups (Harley, 1989) or because leameTS appear to have "'[orgonen"

(White, 1991). While it is difficult to specif}r the amount of time that should elapse between

the immediate and delayed posttests, a minimum of a month would seem to he both
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reasonable and practical, given the constraints of school-based research. Furthennore, as

indicated in the literature revie\v, although other research investigating the etTects of similar

implicit input enhancement techniques (e.g. Doughty and Alanen) have obtained benefits for

this treannent., they did not include delayed posttests. Thus.. it is difficult to know whether the

benefits were long lasting. The present study pennined an investigation of short and long­

tenn etTects.

It was expected that the effects of instruction would he powerful enough for

difTecences amang groups to b~ statistically significant one month later. First., if enhanced

input was successful in gening lcamers to notice the target forms, the regular c1assroom input

in which pranouns and PDs occurred frequently would sustain the effects of instruction tor

Groups E+ and E. This would be consistent with the findings of other L2 studies in which

[eamers who cantinued to receive exposure to the target fonus through regular classroom

instruction after the instructional treatment ended, maintained their gains (e.g. \\bite et

al, 1991 ~ Spada and Lightbown. 1993~ Lyster, 1994b). Furthennore, the sustained high quality

input available ta Group E- through their continuing extensive reading and listening

program was expected to maintain the predicted advantage for this group. For these reasons,

it was also predicted that

H3 The effectiveness of typographical enhancement will still he evident one month

after the twO-week treatment period ends.
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The next coopter presents the methodology used to investigate the three hypotheses in

this study.
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Endnotes for Chapter 3

1. Gender distinctions disappear in French when the possessed object is plural. The plural
forro ses is used with both masculine and feminine possessed nouns.

2. Felix and Hahn examined ungrammatical substitutions ooly, not deletions. As Martens
(1988) notoo, the data for this study appear to he primarily responses to display questions
asked by the teacher, mthee than "naturallanguage" (see Long and Sato, 1983, White and
Lightbown, 1984, regarding the characteristics ofteachers questions).

3. This process ofleaming by features, which Wode (1976) called decomposition, has also
been observed in naturalistic contexts, in the LI acquisition of dimensional expressions
(Clark, 1971) and in the L2 acquisition ofwh-interrogative pronouns (Felix, 1976).

4. Zobl (personal communication) reported that the subjects were university students. To
the best of bis knowledge, their previous (secondary level) ESL instruction had been
based on the inductive audiolingual approach.

5. Zobl's detennination ofmarkedness was based on the order of difficulty (e.g. error
rates) for his and her. He aIse cited Iinguistic evidence based on the distribution of
masculine versus feminine forros (Zobl, 1985).

6. Martens noted that in this sequence, it is an empirical question whether gender or kinship
carries more weight.

7. Martens noted that two correct uses do not imply correct use in ail obligatory contexts.

8. Martens noted that only 12 students provided tokens of feminine forros on the oral
production tas~ and of these, five students, all girls, overgeneralized the feminine. She
added that although "one might speculate that female subjects were more ~ed in' to the
feminine fonns", it was not possible to interpret these data (Martens, 1988:72).
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Chapter4

Methodology

4.0 Introduction

This coopter descnbes the procedures followed to investigate the role of

typographical enhancement in the acquisition of EngJish third person singular possessive

deterrniners, his and her. The research methodology is presented in the following sections:

Section 4.1, context; Section 4.2; participants; Section 4.3, instructionaI materials; Section

4.4, assignment of treattnent conditions; Section 4.5, classroom observations; and Section

4.6, language measures.

4.1 Researcb context

4.1.1 Background

As indicated in Chapter 1') this research was conducted in the context of intensive

English as a second language (ESL), an innovative approach to second language teaching

that is adapted to the political context in which ESL is taught in Quebec (see Lightbown and

Spa~ 1994, for a full description of these programs). The popuJarity of intensive ESL,

which began in 1976 in one school board, has increased considerably over the past ten years.

This can he attributed., at least in part, to the parents' concem that their children are not

developing adequate ESL skills due to the limited rime available in the regular program. In

1992-93, when the data for this study were collected, intensive ESL was offered in 31 school

boards to 153 ditferent groups of elementary and early secondary school-age leamers, the

majority of whom were in grade 6. By the end of that academic year, 21,827 learners had
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• participated in intensive ESL instruction in Quebec. (Watts and Snow~ 1993). Table 4. 1

shows the nwnber ofgroups by grade and school board.

Table 4.1

Number of intensive ESL groups bv grade and school board durinQ the 199~-93

academic school vear (adapted [rom Watts and Sno\v, 1993: 15)

Grade

4

5

6

7/Sec. 1

School Boards

9

25
.,

Groups

125

J

•

The intensive model, which is consideœd ta be "experimental". is not an otlicial

program of the Ministry of Education of Quebec (MEQ), but rather an expansion of the

regular communicatively-onented ESL curriculum set by the l\tŒQ. The regular program is

designed for a recommended 120 minutes a week in each of grades four. five and six

(Gouvernement du Québec, (981). This program~ which was developed to replace a

strueture-based audiolingual syllabus~ is organized around a set of functions and notions. Il

emphasizes the development of listening and speaking and places a priority on message over

fonn. Whi1e il does not officially prohibit fonn-focused instruction, the program has been

widely interpreted by teachers as doing 50 since there is no explicit mention of grammar

points to he taught
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Although intensive programs vary somewhat from school board to school board, they

virtually all supplement the regular two-hour per week program by adding more listening and

speaking activities organized around themes relevant to the learners' everyday lives Ce.g.

families, food, clothing, holidays, sports, hobbies, and music). There are Many songs, games,

puzzles, surveys, interviews, discussions and outings. 1 Pair- and group work activities are

commo~ as are rules requiring leamers to speak EngJish with the teacher and each other. As

in the regular program, fluency is emphasized over accuracy, and relatively little time is

devoted to the development of reading or writing processes.

In the school where the intensive ESL classes investigated in this study were locatecL

leameTS study only English for five months of one academic year. The other five months of

that year are devoted to intensive study, in Frenc~ of the other academic subjects that are

required to complete the grade level.2 Thus, the entire year involves intensive study, and

three hours of homework are not uncommon. Since participation in intensive ESL is always

optional, learners are generally enthusiastic about learning EngJish and have the support and

encouragement of their parents. As Lightbown and Spada (1994) noted, it is imJX>rtant to

keep in mind the learners' enthusiasm for this special, alternative ESL program in evaluating

its success.

The study was carried out over a five-month period from late January to June, 1993,

in three intensive ESL grade six classes in a primary school located in a predominantJy

French-speaking community outside ofMontreal. The school was selected for the study after

a period ofobservation in classes taogbt by six intensive ESL teachers in the Montreal area:

the three teachers in this school and three others in three different schools. The purpose of
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the preliminary observations was to detennine whether there were differences in the extent to

which these six intensive program teachers provided fonn-tàcused instruction and reacted to

leamers' linguistic eITors.

The observations extended over three and one half weeks in the third month of the

five-month program. The observers (the investigator and an assistant) used a previously

moditied version of the Part A activity level analysis of the COLT (Communicative

Orientation of Language Teaching) Observation Scheme (Spada and Frôh1icl\ 1995). ln

addition~ the reuclion 10 jorm feature of the verbal interaction section (Part B) was modified

to allow tor real-time coding of teacher tèedback on error \vithin the conteX! of classroom

acti\ities. j Feedback on error was defined. tollowing Chaudron <. 1977t as "any reaction of

the teacher which clearly transfonns. disapprovingly reters to, or demands improvement of

the leamer's utterance." Each occurrence of a teacher response to leamer error was coded as

implicit or explicit. Errors of grammar, vocabulary. and pronunciation were coded

separately. (See Appendix A for the classroom coding sheets).

The observations established that the six teachers were similar to each other in the

\Vay in which they responded to lcarner errors and in the extent to which they did so.-t AlI had

a high tolerance for learn~r error. When they gave corrective feedhack to learners on

grammar and vocabulary, they were more likely to use explicit correction techniques

involving repetition plus emphasis through word stress and rising intonation than they were to

use implicit techniques such as ca1ling on another leamer or recasting the incorrect utterance

in a \W.y that did not involve emphasis. Once it had been established that the three teachers

who taught in the same school were similar to each other in the ways in which they focused
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on fonn~ the advantages of situating the three treatment groups in that school became

apparent. Firs~ classroom observations and data collection would be easier than if the groups

\vere spread out in ditTerent schools and school boards. Second, instruction in aIl groups

would he based on the same core program. And thircL the general socio-economic

background of the groups would he similar.

The three teachers were trained ESL specialists with more than ten years of

experience. They were ail fluently bilingual in English and French: two were native speakers

of Frenc~ and one was a native speaker of English.

·t 1.2 School

[n the winter of 1993, the school was the only one in Quebec devoted entirely to

intensive ESL instruction~ referred ta in sorne school boards as the bain lingwS(Il!W! and in

this school as the cours inœnsifd'ung/uls. There were six classes in the schaol: three classes

began the year with five months of intensive ESL, while the other three began with the grade

six academic French program, taught intensively in five months. At the end of January, aIl

leamers switched to the opposite program, changing teachers in the process since teachers

taught in only one ofthe two programs.

The language of the classroom \vas English or Frenc~ depending on the program.

However, outside the classroom (in the corridors, lunchroom~ and school yard)~ the learners

were encouraged ta speak English with each other~ the teachers (academic as weil as

linguistic), the principal, and the staff Public address announcements to ail classes and ail

whole-school activities~ such as weeldy assembly meetings~ outings, and the year.end school
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trip, were carried out in English.5

In each ESL class, leamers sat in grOUPS of six around five rectangular tables. The

physical arrangement of the room was conducive to pair and group work and the teachers

encouraged oral interaction through their choice of activities. The intensive ESL program

was organized thematically and emphasized the development oforal skills and vocabulary, as

did intensive programs in most other school boards in Quebec. It was loosely based on a set

of materials assembled and developed in 1991 by the three ESL teachers who participated in

the study, along with a colleague in the school board. There were five student workbooks,

with accompanying teacher's guides, which corresponded roughly to the five months of an

intensive session. The workbooks set the themes and a portion of the activities of the

program. While they do not retlect a coherent approach to literacy (see Maguire, 1992), the

workbooks are typical of the materiaJ used in many intensive ESL classrooms. Vocabulary­

building exercises, song lyrics, jokes, riddles, shon reading texts, and interaction activities in

the forOl of to-be-completed dialogues predominated. There were also puzzles and games.

Written aetivities generaIly involved answering questions, filling in blanks, and providing

missing dialogue liDes. Each workbook covered several themes and included material related

to the holiday celebrations ofthe fall and wioter sessions. Much of the material was assigned

for homework and taken up in class the next day.

The teachers supplemented the workbooks with a large number and variety of in--elass

activities: making wall posters to ilIustrate oew vocabulary items; reading anicles in an ESL

magazine; practising tongue twisters; playing board and computer games; watching

thematically relevant videos; preparing and presenting short skits; and free readin& Learners
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in all groups were encouraged to order books every month from one or more of four book

clubs. Teachers guided their selections.

In principle, free rearling in each class occurred under two different conditions. In the

frrst, leamers chose a book or magazine fram the classroom collection to read whenever they

finished an assigned task ahead of ather leamers. In the secon~ teachers scheduIed reading

periods of from twenty to thirty minutes duration once or twice a week. In reaIity, however,

the scheduled reading periods were often dispensed with when other aetivities took longer

than expected to complete, and sorne weeks they were not scheduled al all. As a result, the

learners who completed their other tasks quickly had more opportunities each week 10 read in

cIass than those who worked more slowly.

Explicit form-focused activities genera1ly involved vocabulary and pronlDlciation

(e.g. tongue twisters). Other activities that focused on language tended to be implicit.,

involving practice and repetition of songs, poems., and dialogues. Teachers rarely presented

pedagogical mIes or used metaIanguage. They did occasionally give feedhack on forro

through repetition of the learner's utterance, with or without stress or rising intonation. In

general., however, they avoided "grammar" and couJd he quite articuJate in explaining that

they wanted their learners to leam English "naturaIly", just as children learn their LI.

For their homework every night, the children finished tasks they had begun in class,

did assignments from their workbooks., practised tongue twisters and memorized poems. In

addition, everyone was expected to watch English television for thirty minutes and to read an

English book or magazine for fifteen minutes every night of the five-month session. The
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television homework was regularly taken up in class, but the reading homework was virtually

never discussed.

The children worked bard.. but it would appear that they had fun leaming Engfish.

The principal and teachers made every effort possible to reduce the stress ofstudying English

intensively and to make the experience pleasant During the early weeks, teachers changed

activities frequently, and throughout the sessio~ they built variety into each lesson along with

a substantial number of routines. When leamers seemed tired.. teachers put aside an activity

in favour of a song or game involving physical movement Leam~ oever worked on an

activity because they knew they were going to he tested on the material; in fact, outside the

context of this study, leamers were not formally tested at any time during their five months of

intensive ESL. Two physica1 edùcation periods per week were scheduled for each class, and

there was a mid-moming recess break every day.

Learners were expected to become more and more responsible for their learning and

behaviour, in school and during outings and trips, as the year progressed One important

incentive was the "learner of the week awards" which were given for effort as weil as for

progress and announced at the weekly assembly meeting. Ability and willingness to function

in English and being responsible for onels own behaviour were prerequisites for pennission to

participate in the much anticipated end-of-year activity, a school trip to Boston in June for ail

one hundred eighty learners in the schooL

4.2 Participants

The intact classes taught by the three teachers described above provided the
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participants for the study. The 86 leamers were in the second half ofgrade 6 and were 12 or

13 years old AIl were francophone Quebecers and reported that they spoke French at home.

In contrast to sorne other school boards, the intensive ESL program did not cater to the

academic elite of the district. The minimum requirements for participation in the fuIl-year

program sought to ensure that students were motivated and mature enough to put in the extra

homework hours and abide by the school regulations requiring the use of English; that they

had the suppon of their parents; that they were in sufficiently good academic standing in the

two academic subjects required for promotion (French language arts and mathematics) to

pass Grade 6; and that they were not "bilingual", that is, their Grade 5 ESL teacher considered

them to be at the expeeted proficiency level for students whose primary exposure to English

is in the classroom. Beyond these criteri~ learners were selected to participate in the

intensive program on a fll'St-come-first-served basis.

Class lists were prepared by the principal, in collaboration with the three academic

and three ESL teachers. Their aim was to fonn groups that were roughJy equivalent in terms

of gender balance and academic ability, with consideration given to classroom management

Issues.

While there were 30 learners in each c1ass, the test resuJts of three learners (ail girls)

who participated in the study were not included in the analyses on the basis of high

performance on oral and written measures at the immediate pretest. Data for a fourth leamer

(a boy) were removed because of unpredictable behaviour resuJting from hyperactivity and

the medication taken to reguJate it Thus, there were 27 participants in Group E+; 30

participants in Group E; and 29 participants in Group U. Furthermore, one subject in Group
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U was absent for two of the immediate pretests and was eliminated from the analyses of

those measures.

There were more girls than boys in each group. Table 4.2 shows the number of boys

and girls after the removal ofparticipants.

Table 4.2

Numberofboys and girls in each group

Boys Girls

GroupE+ Il 16

GroupE 13 17

Group U Il 18

4.3 Design

The study is quasi-experimental in nature since the groups consist of intact classes

with no random assignment to treatment groups, and it tbllows a pretest/posttest, comparison

group design. Posttests were immediate and delayed; participants in each of three treatment

groups were tested the last school day before the treannent period began, the day after the

treattnent period endecL and again five weeks later.

4.4 Research scbedule

The study was conducted over a period that corresponded ta the first nineteen weeks

of the twenty-week intensive ESL session. Throughout the sessio~ the teachers carried on

with their usual intensive p(ogram. The teacher ofGroup E+ had to make sorne adaptations
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corrections and by eliminating a variety of activities from the core program that aIl three

teachers used. Figure 4.1 shows the research schedule.

Regular Communicative Program: Groups E+, E & U

Book Program: Group E+

20 weeks total

enhancedlunenhanœd input flood

weeks
12-13 week 19

BaseJine
tests

Figure 4.1. Research schedule

4.5 Treatment materials

Immediate Immediate Delayed
posnests p<'lsttests posttcsts

•

As indicated in Chapter 3~ there were three treatment conditions. Group E received

input in which ail third person singuJar personal pronouns and possessive determiners were

typographically enhanced; Group E+ received extensive reading and listening aetivities Ce.g.

a book flood) in addition to typographically enhanced input~ Group U reeeived input that \vas

typographically unenhanced for the target fonns. The treatment materials are descnbed in

more detail belo\v.
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4.5.1 Enbanced/uDenbanced input materials

Two versions of a ten-hour instructionaJ package of reading activities were designed

for the study. (A sample of the instructional materials can he found in Appendix B.) Group

E+ and Group E received a set of materials in which all third persan singular pronouns and

possessive detenniners were enhanced visually on the page~ as weil as through tasks that

focused the leamers' attention on the meanings of these forms. They were typographically

enhanced through enlargement and different combinations of the following techniques:

holding, italics~ and underlining. Possessive detenniners, the target features of the study,

were always enJarged more than subject and object pronouns in arder to increase their visual

salience. The reason for enhancing subject and object pronouns as weil as possessive

determiners was to present the third person singuJar forms as a system and to increase the

saJience of the gender distinctions overall. The kind of typographical enhancement was

varied from aetivity to activity to maximize the novelty of the technique and to increase the

likelihood that learnees wouId attend to the forms. However, care was taken not to malee the

enhancement so salient that it would cause learners to become irritated and distracted while

reading. In additio~ third persan singuJar pronouns and possessive detenniners were added

to the texts whenever it was possible to do 50.

Group U received versions of the same set of texts in which third person singular

pronouns and possessive determiners \vere not typographically enhanced, and the learners did

parallel tasks that Pr0vided generaJ comprehension practice but did not focus their attention

specifically on pronouns and possessive detenniners. To account for the plssibly distracting
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efIect of enhancement, ail past-tense ..ed endings were enhanced for Group U. No analyses

related to past-tense verb foons were carried out.

Overall, the enhanced and unenhanèed materials (texts and related aetivities)

contained 1.49 rimes more tokens of the feminine possessive detenniner her than of the

masculine his. This uneven distnbution of masculine and feminine fonns was intentional;

Zobl (1985) had proposed that her is more difficult than his and had pointed out that

feminine pronouns are generally less frequent in the input Martens (1988) had round that the

participants in ber study overgeneralized masculine forms in an oral production task and that

fewer than half attempted to use any feminine foons at all (see discussion in Chapter 3). The

intent of increasing the frequency of her in the instructional material was to provide more

opportunities for leamers to encounter this fonn..

AlI enhanced and unenhanced texts were based on stories, fables and poems written

for English LI children. SeveraJ short texts were grouped together, along with aecompanying

tasks, to make ten theme-based, sixty-minute aetivities. The materials were typed on a word

processor, laser printed, illustrated, and photocopied The activities were handed out to

Ieamers during eaeh treatment session, and texts and tasks were colleeted immediately

afterward. This was done to control time-on-task. Leamers were pennitted to use

dictionaries during the activities if they wished since this was the nonnai procedure in their

ESLclass.

A total of twenty activities (ten enhanced and ten unenhanced) were created While

the teachers were not directly iDvolved in the development of the treatment materials, they

\vere consuIted severa! rimes regarding the appropriacy of the topies and the level of
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difficulty of the texts and tasks. A stej>by-step teacher's guide was prepared, and, after

teachers had read through the guide and the materials, they were given a one-hour training

session together on how to implement the treatment

The teacher's guide contained the foUowing instructions with respect ta the

typographical enhancement:

In introducing Activity 1, you should mention that sorne words in the stories they will
he reading over the next two weeks are highlighted in different ways (i.e. they may he
larger, darker, italicized and/or underlined). Tell the leamers the following: 'These
are words you have trouble with and we want you to notice how they are used.'
Beyond this, do not volunteer any information about the highlighted words. If
children ask questions about the highlighted \vords (and they probably will), answer
their questions without giving long explanations or 4rules'. Malee a note of the
questions that are asked about the highlighted structures, both during and after the
activities, and ofYOUf responses.

The total treatment period was planned to extend over two weeks (ten school days),

with the activities taught in sequence, one hour a day., for a total of ten hours. Once the

treattnent period was under way., however, it became apparent that the sequence of ten

activities would take considerably more than ten bours to teach (Le. Activities 1., 2, and 3 had

taken approximately one and a half hours each).6 Since the teachers were reluctant to devote

more than the ten agreed-upon hours to this project, and since the researcher felt that ten

hours of exposure to the treatment material was sufficient, the researcher and the teachers

agreed at the end of the third day to delete three activities and to shorten one of them. The

remaining activities were taught as planned. With the adjusted plan, the total treatment

period was the same as originally intendecL that is, ten hours per group, taught on seven

ditferent days spread out over a period of two weeles. During this period, the remainder of
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the class time was devoted to the regular intensive ESL program in all three classes. The

ratio of tokens ofher to his in the material taught was 1.53.

The researcher \vas present in the school on three of the seven days ancL although it

was not her original intention to do 50, taught one ofthe activities to each of the three groups

on the second clay.

4.5.2 ~Iaterials for book flood (intensified exposure to books)

A book fl<>O<L consisting ofextensive reading and listening activities, was developed

to increase leamersr
e~1X>sure to the target linguistic fonns. It was expected that if

typographical enhancement increased the likelihood that leamers wouJd pay attention to third

person singuJar PDs in the input, then a flood of story activities would provide additional

opportunities ta encounter these fonns, thereby promoting intake.

For this reaso~ in addition to the 10 hours ofenhanced input, Group E+ was exposed

to a supplementaI book program extending over the eotire five-month intensive ESL session.7

This book flood consisted of2-3 hours per week of in-class pleasure reading and listening to

stories rcad aloud by the teacher above and beyond the reading activities that aH three

tcachers included in the reguJar, on-going intensive ESL program. Teachers in ail three

groups kept a log ofall reading activities carried out in class. The teacher of Group E+ and

the researcher monitored these records and consuJted with the other teachers to ensure that

the book flood conditions were being met for Group E+. This permitted the researcher to see

that learners in Group E+ were spending an average of 30 minutes more each clay

participating in book-related activities than leamers in Group E and Group U. Overall~ then.,
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their exposure ta input from stories was indeed greater than that of the other two groups, bath

in duration (5 months versus 2 weeks) and total number of hoUTS (about fifty additional

hOUTS).

For the book flood to provide Group E+ with opportunities for pleasure reading in

Englis~ it was important to find books that were appropriate to the interests.. L2 proficiency,

and L2 reading ability of twelve..year-old ESL Iearners. This was a particular challenge

during the early weeks ofthe session in light ofthe mismateh between the books they liked to

read in French (mystery stories, including translations of novels by Stephen King) and the

books they were capable of understanding in English (pieture books for prc-schoolers), and

considerable attention was paid 10 the selection of stories for the book flood. An additional

challenge was to find enough books so that everyone could have a choice at aH times. The

researcher and the teacher worked closely together to assemble a collection of books that

could he read to the class and that learners could read on their own., starting on the second

day of the intensive session.

4.5.2.1 Selection of books

Severa! criteria were used in the selection of the books. These criteria included age­

appropriate topies, simple story lines, clear illustrations, repetitions, and variety. The criteria

are detailed in Appendix C.

The books for the book flood came trom a nurnber ofdifferent sources. The teacher

already had a substantial classroom collection consisting of several hundred books and

dozens of back issues of three ehildren's magazines, Ranger Rick, National Geographie

Wor/d., and Chickadee. The majority of the teacher's books were chapter books, suitable for
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the last month or two of the intensive session. While she also had sorne picture books and

early reading books, many more were needed for story time and free reading periods during

the tirst three months the book flood. The need for very easy picture books to he used in the

first weeks ofthe session was especially acute.

Working with the guidelines described in Appendix C, and in close collaboration

with the teacher, the researcher purchased approximately 200 books from a variety of

sources. New books came trom book stores and publishers, and used books stretched the

budget considerably. The book collection was supplemented with a large number of library

books which the researcher borrowed and took to the school. The community library in the

school had a small number of appropriate English titles which the learners could check out.

In addition, leamers bought their own books from severa! book clubs.

4.5.2.2 Book nood activities

Book flood activities were of three basic types: free reading, which the teacher called

DEAR (Drop Everything And Read), when the leamers read silently on their O\VD; story time,

during which the teacher read to the leamers~ and shared reading, when five or six learners

read individual copies of the same chapter book together. Each of these activities is

described in more detail below.

The tasks that were associated with the three types of reading activities primarily

involved speaking siDce the emphasis in the on...going intensive ESL program was on the

development oforal-aurai skiUs. Furthennore, since writing activities were relatively rare in

the CIA program as it was already set up, the researcher decided not to introduce an
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additional variable by building writing aetivities ioto the book flood

DEAR Most momings began with a DEAR period, which lasted between ten and

thirty minutes - the maximum period of time before leamers became distracted. Learners

knew when they saw the word DEAR on the blackboard to get themselves organized, take out

a book (or find a new one), and start reading quietly in their seats. They aIso had the option

of reading books with cassettes, \vhich they listened to on personal cassette recorders they

had brought from home. During this tirne, the teacher was often reading a children's book in

order to select the next stories to read aloud to the class. She aIso circulated to see what the

learners were reading and to help individuals who were off..task find new books if they had

become discouraged with, or disinterested in, their current ones. Guiding leamers in their

selection ofbooks was a key featlrre ofthe book flood since it was important that the input be

comprehensible.

The leamers had no follo\v-up tasks associated with the DEAR period other than to

record on their individual reading record sheets the title, author, number of pages, date,

assessment of the level ofdifficulty, rating of its interest value, and whether or not they had

finished the book. These sheets Yiere kept in the class in folders provided for that PUTJX>se.

Although reading done at home \\as not ditTerentiated on the learners~ sheets from reading

done in school, the teacher kept a careful record of the date and duration of each DEAR

period.

Story lime Story rime lasted between fifteen and thirty minutes, sometimes

following immediately after a short DEAR period. The teaeher sat on a high 51001, and the
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learners pulled their ehairs up close in front of her. She always prepared the leamers for the

story by asking questions about the topie, showing them the book cover and elieiting

predictions about what the stOl)' would he about In eaeh case, she built on their experienees,

interests, and feelings, at the same time building up the vocabulary they would need to

understand the story.

Reading the stOl)' included frequent pauses to show and discuss the illustrations,

predict what wouid come next, verify learners' understanding and interest, and relate the

events of the story to their lives. The teaeher asked learners to summarize previous chapters

ofa chapter book before continuing with it the next day.

The teacher found that the best books for story rime were humorous, with authentic­

sounding language, including slang and repeated refrains. Learners sang the song in

Munseh's (1986) Love vou forever each rime it was repeated; they joined in with the repeated

back and forth arguing ("did not", "did tao") of the children in Monsters in the School

(Godfrey, (991); they spontaneously reported that they were having a "terrible, horrible, no

good, very bad clay" after hearing about Alexander in the book by that title by Viorst ( 1972).

They eSPeCially liked to hear about children complaining and getting into predicaments. If

necessary, the tcacher paraphrased complex syntactic structures and unfamiliar key

vocabulary.

If the books were short, the teacher often read two or three books at story time. If the

picture book was long, she would read only one. Later in the session, when she read chapter

books, she read severa! chapters at a tiroe; however, before reading for longer than twenty

minutes, she always checked to sec that the majority of the leamers wanted her to continue.
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At the end ofevery story rime, the teacher asked the learners how they had liked the

story and how much difficulty they had had in understanding it These whole-class

discussions about what made a book interesting and easy to follow helped her in selecting the

next book ta read and increased the likelihood that leamers would he able to select enjoyable,

comprehensible books to read during DEAR periods and at home. When she finished

reading a book, she invited leamers to read it on their own, either during DEAR period or at

home, and she showed them where in the c1assroom they could find it The teacher also

asked the leamers whether they wanted to hear more of that type ofbook or others written by

the same author. For the sake of variety, however, even when leamers wanted to hear more

of the same, she usually read something different first For example, after finishing a ehapter

book that had taken four story time periods, she read severa! short books that could each be

completed in one session.

Shared reading One shared reading project, extending over seven consecutive days

and taking approximately sixty minutes per day of class time, was done in the tenth and

eleventh weeks of the sessio~ immediately before the enhanced input treatment period.8

Five different Shared Reading sets from Scholastic Press were used: 1) The Case of the

Mannalade Cal (Hene~ 1991); 2) Project Disaster (McNicoll, (990); 3) The Snake that

Went to School (Moore, 1987); 4) Rich Mitch (Shannat, 1983); 5) Going Bananas (Wilson,

1989). Each set contained seven books, a cassette recording of two chapters of the book read

aloud by a chiId narrator, and a teacher's guide that included a summary of the book,

comprehension questions for each chapter, and suggestions for a variety oftasks related to the
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book (see Holdaway, 1979, regarcling shared reading in LI).

The researcher adapted the five teacher's guides to make five different student guides

that were given to each leamer once the books had been selected. The activities in each

student guide were organized by days and broke the book up mto chunks of two or three

chapters each which the leamers were directed to read either in class or al home. The guide

provided questions to help focus the leamers during their reading or, on two days, directed

them to make up their own questions to ask the others in their group next clay; leamers then

discussed with their group the qG~stions related to the chapters they had already rearl, and

moved on to read the next set of chapters. The final activity was a group skit of two key

scenes in the book.

The Shared Reading project had a number of benefits. First., it provided support for

the leamers, both through the structure of the activity and through the contnbutions of the

other members of their group. The teacher noted that before the Shared Reading projec!, few

individuaJs had attempted to read chapter books on their own although she had read severaJ

to the entire c1ass during story time; after the project, most learners had the confidence to do

50. The learners aIso reported that the project bolstered their self-confidence. As one chiId

wrote when asked by the teacher to evaluate the activity, "If you read aJone, you don~

understand one chapter, you don't understand ail the book. But ifyou are with a partner, you

can discuss about the book."

A related benefit was an increased sense of responsibility to the group. Leamers had

to understand their chapters in order to participate in the group discussions. For their skits, as

weil, they had to agree on what scene in the book to portray and who would take what part
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Then they had 10 make clear 10 others in their larger group what they were doing. This duty

not to let the group down 100 in tum to a greater sense of independence and resulted in each

leamer developing a sense of what he could understand by himseli The teacher was

convinced that as a result of the project, the leamers were better able to choose appropriate

books to read on their own. This is consistent with cooperative leaming theory, which holds

that academic achievement is enhanced when learners work cooperatively (see, for example,

Johnson et aL, 1984; Siavin, 1983; Abrami et al., 1993).

4.6 Assignment of treatment conditions

The assignment of tcachers to treatment conditions was doqe without the re~cher' s

intervention. Severa! weeks before the study began, the researcher explained the three

treatment conditions to the principal of the school and the three participating intensive ESL

teachers. The teachers then consulted with the principal and each other, chose the treatment

conditions for their groups of leamers, and met with the researcher ta explain their choices.

The opportunity to select the instruetional treatrnent condition was especially

important in the case of the teacher of the book flood group (Group E+), who would he

required not only to implement the two-week enhanced input treatment, but also to adjust an

already full program to accommodate an average of30 minutes a clay ofbOOk-based activities

over the entire five-month intensive course. The principal knew that one of the three tcachers

had often expressed a desire to introduce more reading activities into the intensive program

and had even asked for sorne guidance in this area. Sînce this teaeher was interested in

collaborating with the researcher in developing the book flood program, she was a natural
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choice to implement it and was encouraged by the principal to do so.

The teachers' cooperation was enlisted in a second important aspect of the researc~

as weIl. At the outse~ they were informed that this was an input enhancement study, and that

the linguistic forms to he enhanced were the third person singular persona! pronouns and

possessive determiners. The tirst advantage of giving the teachers this information was that

they could he consulted in the development of the materials. The second was that it

motivated them to participate in the study since they were aware that their students had

persistent problems with his and her. The disadvantage was that, knowing the purpose of the

study~ they might have decided to focus on the target structures~ either through mIe

explanations or corrective feedback outside of the treatment period, even though this was not .

. their nonnal practice. For this reason., the teachers were asked (and they agreed) not to "teach

the rule" about third person singuJar pronouns or possessive determiners at any rime during

the semester, and to continue to he as tolerant of leamers' pronominal errors as they had

always been. They were told., however., that if leamers asked questions about pronouns

during the two-week treatment period., they could answer them. Since teachers were wearing

microphones as they taught the enhanced/unenhanced packages of material., such questions.,

and the answers given., were available for examinarion. ln fact, very few learners asked about

pronouns or PDs at aIl. The most explicit reference to the target fonns made by the learners

were sevem requests for confirmation that fthis is for boys~ and her is for girls".

4.7 Cl&ssroom observations during study

Throughout the study., the researcher spent between one half and two days per week
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in the school. During the first month, when the teachers were introducing the leamers to

intensive ESL, school visits were for the purpose of helping the teacher of Group E+ set up

and manage the book flood After that, equal time was spent observing in each of the three

classrooms. There were several purposes motivating the observations: 1) to see how the

teachers responded to leamer errors and whether they differed among each other in amount

and type of focus-on-form instruction they offered; 2) to understand as much as possible

about the CIA program to help with the interpretation of the results; 3) to ensure that the

leamers feIt comfortable with the researcher 50 that they would be relaxed during the testing

periods (Ieamers were not normally tested in this program); 4) to make Groups E and U feel

that they were valued participants in the study; this was important since all teachers and

learners knew that Group E+ was involved in a special book project and that books had been

purchased specially for them; 5) to verify that the treatment conditions were being

implemented as intended. A journal was kept of each c1assroom observatio~ with notes that

included infonnation about most of the categories of Part A, as weil as the "reaction ta

form/message" section of Part B of the Communicative Orientation of Language Teaching

(COLT) observation scheme (for information about COLT, see Spada and FrôhJic~ 1995).

4.8 Measures

4.8.1 8aseline tests

On the second day of the intensive ESL program, before the book flood treatment

began, two baseline measures were administered to the three groups to establish that there

were no initial differences among them. The first was a twenty-item multiple choice global
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listening comprehension test. This instrument \Vas adapted from the Test de Classement

(3ème anneé) for English developed by the Commission scolaire Baldwin-Cartier. Since the

test had been administered to over 1500 intensive ESL leamers and has been shown to

discriminate among them, it aJso permined a baseline comparison of the participants in this

study \vith a large number ofcomparable intensive program learners.

The test was in two parts. [n the tïrst part~ leamers heard 14 two-line tape-recorded

dialogues and selected from among four pictures in their test booklets the one that

corresponded most c10sely to the dialogue they had just heard. [n the second part, they heard

tour questions and~ after each one~ selected a response from alnong the tour that were printed

in their test booklets. A sample item from the Baldwin Cartier Test is in Appendix D.

TIle second baseline test, an initial multiple choice test focusing on pronouns and

possessive detenniners, is described in Section 4.8.2.2.

4.8.2 ~Ieasures of second language de\'elopment

To detennine the etTects of typographically enhanced input~ with and without

eX1ensive reading and Iistening, on the development of third person singular pronouns and

PDs, three written tests and one oral test were administered. There was one version of each

written measure. Samples ofthem are included in Appendix o. It was expected that on each

measure, the perfonnance of leamers in ail groups would improve after the twlrweek

treatment period, but that leamers in Group E+ would outperfonn leamers in Group E, who

wouJd in tum outperfonn leamers in Group U on these tests. At each testing session, the

investigator was assisted by two experienced classroom researchers. They followed identical
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procedures, which included going over instructions and examples carefully and ensuring that

leamers worked individually. Leamers \vere not pennitted to use dictionaries. but the

researchers answered ail questions about vocabulary except those that involved pronouns or

PDs.

The tests are described below in the order in which they were administered at each

test session. The written tests were sequenced such that leamers proceeded from the passage

correction task, which was the least direct of the measures in the way in which it drew the

leamers' attention to pronominal fonns~ to the truth value task and the multiple choice test,

which did 50 more explicitly.

The oral production task was administered to students individually after the vt'TÏtten

tests were completed, following the morning recess period Thus for allleamers, there was a

break bet\veen the written and oral tests~ this break ranged from a minimwn of 20 minutes to

a maximum of three hours. The order in which groups were tested was detennined by the

school schedule (e.g. gym periods) and preferences of the three teachers. The order in which

individuals were tested was determi",~d by their teachers, but was usually alphabetical by last

name.

4.8.2.1 Grammaticality judgement tests

Two types of grammaticality judgernent tests, a passage correction task and a truth

value task, were developed for this study (see Birdsong, 1989; Chaudron, 1983; and Ellis..

1991, for critical discussions of the different types of grammaticality j udgement tests). 80th

contextualized the target forms within coherent discourse.
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Passage correction task A passage correction (PC) task was developed to measure

the extent to which leamers could identify and correct deviant uses of third person singular

subject and object pronouns and PDs. The sarne version of the task was administered at the

pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed posttest. Following Birdsong (1989:102), test items

will he called weil jOrmed or deviant, and participants' judgements will he called

gramlnalica/ or ungrammaJica/.

The task was based on a Canadian National Film Board animated video entitled

George and Rosemary. The key events of the story were sUJnlnarized in fourteen short

paragraphs, each of which was illustrated by a frame from the video. The summary

contained 33 deviant fonns. Of these, 24 involved third person singular pronoun and PDs

and nine were distracters involving other parts ofspeech. There were aJso 40 tokens of well­

formed third person singuJar pronouns and PDs. The contexts required for the deviant forros

and the well-fonned tokens are sho\Vll in Table 4.3.

Leamers watched the video and immediately afterward, they were gIven the

summary. They were lold that the written story contained "a lot oferrors". Although they did

not know how many errors the summary contained, they were told that there was a maximwn

ofone error in each sentence., that sorne sentences had no errors, that no sentence had too few

or too many words, and that there were no spelling errors.
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PC task: contexts reguired for deviant third persan singular pronotmS and possessive
determiners and well-formed tokens supplied

Subject pronouns

he

she

Object pronoWlS

him

her

Possessive
detenniners

bis

her

Context­
deviant forros

o

8

8

Well-fonned
tokens

20

9

2

o

6

3

•

Leamers were asked to read the story carefully, ta put an X on any incorrect word

they found, and ta write the correct word above it The instruction to correct each deviant

form was intended ta provide more infonnation about what leamers knew about the target

fOnTIS than would he obtained if they were asked only to cross them out9 Since the study

involved instruction in the target fonns, the additional requirement was considered to he

reasonable. For example, the following paragraph appeared in the summary, accompanied by

an illustration ofa man looking through binoculars:
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On wann and sunny days, George liked to sit on bis front porch and wateh a people

pass by. But there was a more important reason for bis outdoor activities - he had a

passion for ber neighbour, Rosemary Harris. She lived alone with your goldfish.

The context establisbed in the video required learners to change her neighbour to his

neighbour and your goldfish to her goldfisb. In additio~ there is one distractor error in the

paragrap~ namelya people.

An earl ier version of the PC task was pilot tested with a group of grade 6 intensive

ESL leamers in a different school board.

Truth value task Martens (1988) expressed concem that the stOl)' context of her

passage correction task could have weakened the focus on fonn for learners in her study, and

she suggested that future researcbers might find a more focused and explicit grammaticality

judgement task to he infonnative. In this study, a truth value task was administered at the

immediate pretest and immediate posttest The same version was used each bme. Leamers

read a story entitled Two Babies Are Enough in which twenty-six truelfalse statements

commenting on the story Iioe were interspersed at regular intervals. In order to respond

correctly, learners had to understand the personal pronouns and PDs in both the truelfalse

statements and the tex!.

The following paragraph cornes from the test. Learners were required to circle {rue

orlà/se after each statement.
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• 1always have to do my homework right after school. But Paul and Betsy can

do anything they want It's not fair! Mom and Dad always help bim with bis

homewor~ and they always put her pictures on the fridge.

15. Mark does bis homework after school. True False

16. Mark's parents help with Paul's

homework.

17. Mark's parents put Paul's pictures on

the fridge.

True False

True False

•

The breakdown ofthe pronominal fonns that were tested in the truelfalse statments is

shown in Table 4.4. Ofthe twenty-six statements that appearecL one was used as the example

and t\vo others were distraetors that did not measure knowledge of pronoWls or PD.

However, the total number of items tested was greater than 23 since in the case of rune

statements, redundant infonnation about gender was carried by two or more pronominal

foons. An instance ofsuch redundancy occurred in the text presented above (Mom and Dad

always help him with his homework).

An earlier version of this test was piloted with the same grade 6 intensive ESL

learners who served as the pilot group for the PC task. A1though it was found to discriminate

among leamers in the pilot, in the experimental study, a1most all the leamers did weil on this

measme at the pretest, and there was a ceiling effeet at the immediate posttest. The

redundancy shown in Table 4.4 May have contnbuted to making the task easier. Because of

the ceiling etTect, the test was not administered at the delayed posttest.
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Pronouns and possessive detenniners tested in truth value task

One eue Redundanteue

Subject pronouns

he 4 3

she 6 '"J

übject pronouns

him 3

her 3

Possessive
detenniners

his 3 5

her 2 6

4.8.2.2 Multiple cboice test

Two versions ofa multiple choice test were developed to assess the leamers' ability to

recognize correct pronouns and PDs when they were presented aJong with severaJ distracter

items. The distraeters included forros that learners in other intensive ESL groups had been

known to produce in similar contexts. No items were provided in which the correct answer

was not a third person singular pronoun.

Initial pretest version The initial pretest version was administered once, as a

•
baseline measure on the same day as the Baldwin-Cartier Test de classement. It included all

first, second and third person singular and plural pronouns and PDs. This pretest was piloted
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in a neighbouring school board with one grade 5 and one grade 6 regular (non-intensive) ESL

c1ass. Learners in these classes were participating in an enriched music program. The

school is in a comparable community and has selection criteria similar to those of the school

where the research was carried out. 10

Immediate pretes~ immediate posttest, delayed posttest version The pretest was

revise~ and the revised version of the multiple choice test was used in the iInmediate pretest

and in the immediate and delayed posttests. This version, which was used tor the three

testing sessions, was lianited to thied person singular pronoun and PD torms. Il consisted of

24 fill-in-the-blank sentences, or pairs of sentences, each accompanied by a contextualizing

picture, and had four choices pee test item. (n each sentence, the correct item was a third

person singular pronoun or PD although the distracters included plurals and tirst and second

person pronouns. Two examples are sho\vn bdow.

(picture ofa little boy kissing a linle girl)

20. The boy lS kissing _ .

a) her h) them c) he d) him

(picture ofa man in a chair with a dentist standing next to him)

22. The dentist told Harry to open _ mouth.

a) the b) her c) YOUf d) his

.... .,
~-



• Table 4.5 shows the breakdown of pronominal forros that constitute the correct

answers to the 24 test items.

Table 4.5

Third person singular pronoun and possessive detenniner fonns tested in the 24-item multiple
choice test

Instances

Subject pronouns

he

she

übject pronouns

him

her

Possessive
detenniners

his

her

4.8.2.3 Oral production task

3

3

8

8

•

A picture description task was designed to provide contexts in which learners could

use third person pronouns and PDs in their oral production. The task was administered to

each leamer individually, one picture at a tîme, and the interviews were tape-recordecl

transcribed, verified, and coded for grammatical and ungramrnatical use. Three different

pietllre sets were used in the pieture description task (see Appendix D for copies of all

pictures used in this task.).
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Picture Set A consisted offive pictures of a pair oftwins (a boy and a girl)~ on their

birthday. The pietures were drawn for use in this research. After discussing the first picture

with each (eamer and establishing the birthday context, the interviewer instrueted the leamer

to describe what the boy and girl did on their birthday.

Picture Set 8 consisted of four large cartoons from the For Better or Worse series

(Johnston., 1977, 1985). One of the captions was slightly modified from the original. Each

cartoon shows a child \vith one or two parents in the rnidst ofa problem or predicament For

each pieture, the interviewer asked the leamer one of the following questions: "What is the

problem?"; "Can you tell me what's happening here?"; or, ifthe learner was laughing, "Why is

this cartoon funny?"

Picture Set C consisted of six additional For Better or Worse cartoons. The

procedure and questions were the same as for Picture Set B.

The picture sets were used in the folJowing combinations: pretes!., Set A; immediate

posttest, Sets A and B; delayed posttest, Sets B and C. Picture Set B was added at the

irnmediate posttest in order to add interest to the task and to provide a greater number of

opportunities for learners to use pronouns and PDs. Picture Set A was retained to permit a

direct pretest/posttest comparison. Because the For Better or Worse cartoons were successful

in eliciting the target fonns., and because learners seemed to enjoy them more than the

Birthday Party pietures, which had already been used twice., Picture Set A was replaced by

Picture Set C at the delayed posttest. Il
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4.8.2.4 Independent measure of general abilities in Englisb

At the time of the delayed posttests~ a globallistening comprehension test developed

by the Ministère d'Education du Québec (MEQ Test) was administered to leamers in all three

groups to obtain an independent measure of their general abilities in English. The test was

developed for regular program learners in Secondary 3 (Grade 9) and has been used with

hW1dreds of intensive program learners over the years (see Spada and Lightbown, 1989). The

format of the MEQ test is multiple choice~ there are four choices for each of the 53 items.

While the tasks vary in each of the six sections, ail requin~ the leamer to listen to recorded

English statements, questions, or descriptions and to select the best picture, statemen~ or

response written in English or French in their test booklets. (See Appendix 0 tor a sampie

item from the MEQ test).

4.8.3 Enhancement activities questionnaire

During the tirst posttesting session ilmnediately after the enhancedJW1enhanced

treatrnent period, leamers completed a short questionnaire in French designed to investigate

three aspects of the instructional treatment materials: the interest level of the activities~ the

level of difficulty of the texts~ learners' reactions to the typographical enhancement. No

quantitative analyses of these data were undertaken, but sorne of the fin~ings are discussed in

Chapter6.

This completes the description of the research methodology used to investigate the

role of typographical enhancement in the acquisition ofthird persan singular PDs by children
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leaming ESL in an intensive program. The next chapter will present the analyses and results

of the measures descnbed here.
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Endnotes for Cbapter 4

1. The Ministry ofEducation ofQuebec protubits the teaching ofcurricular subjects such as
maths, science, and social studies in English as a second language. For this reason,
although most materiais used in intensive ESL classes aim to he interesting and
entertaining, concems have been raised as to whether they are sufficiently challenging
intellectually and academically (Weary, 1987). This is in contrast to French immersion,
in which sorne or all of the curricular subjects are taught in the second language (for
infonnation about immersion programs, see Genesee, 1987).

2. Other intensive models are offered in different school boards. These are outlined in
Watts and Snow, 1993.

3. Part B of the coding sheet is intended to be used with a recorded lesson.

4. This comparison of instructional features was not statistically analyzed since the amount
of time spent in each teacher's classroom was not recorded precisely, and the activities
that were observed in each c1ass were not identical.

5. The researcher was granted the right to speak French on the second day of the sessio~

when the students' comprehension skills were weak, in order to explain the research
project to them and to give instructions for the baseline test and initial pretest. She was
also pennitted at later dates to give instructions in French for other tests if she felt it was
necessary.

6. During the development of the materials, the teachers were consulted on the amount of
class time that would be required for each muJti-part activity, and on the basis of the
teachers' suggestions, ten one-hour activities were developed However, since these
activities differed from those with which the teachers were familiar, they underestimated
the time needed to complete them.

7. Due to time constraints, the teacher of Group E+ did not implement any book flood
activities on the days that the input enhancement activities were carried out.

8. Due to time constraints, DEAR and Story Time were susPended during the shared
reading project.

9. An alternative method for investigating the learners' knowledge ofthe target fonns,
namely interviewing them about the fonns they had crossed out as Martens (1988) had
done, was rejected because it risked increasing the explicitness of the treattnent, thereby
compromising the study.

10. Severa! changes were made after the pilot test: sorne items were reworded; the number of
distracters was increased from three to four; and the format was changed slightly.
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Il. Picture Set A was piloted informally with adult native speakers of English and fonnally
with ten grade 6 children (5 boys and 5 girls), all native speakers of English, in a French
immersion class near Montreal. It was fOWld to reliably elicit third person singular and
possessive determiner forms with adults and children. Twelve For Setter or For Worse
cartoons were also piloted witb the same children, and 4 were selected for Pieture Set B
because they elicited the target forms and because the grade 6 children round them
funny. The six cartoons making up Picture Set C were selected from among the
remaining 8 and from the books from which pilot set was taken (Johnston, 1977, 1985).

138



•

•

ChapterS

Analyses and Results

5.0 Introduction

The coopter is divided into two main sections. Section 5.1 presents the results of the

paper and pencil tests. Section 5.2 presents the results of the oral production measure. The

second section is further divided into two subsections which correspond to the quantitative

and qualitative analyses of the oral data. AlI analysis of variance (ANOVA) tables are

presented in Appendix E. Discussion ofthe results is reserved for Chapter 6.

The analyses presented here examine within-subject and between-subject etTects of

the experimental treatment There were severa! reasons for using a split-plot design. F~

H 1 and H 2 predicted differences in perfonnance among groups in relation to the treatment

differences. ln order to use post-hoc measures to detennine whether significant differences

were obtained between the predicted groups al each testing time, it was necessary to use one­

way analysis ofvariance (ANOVA) and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) procedures using

immediate pretest scores as the covariate. SeconcL H 3 predicted that treatment ditferences

would he maintained over time. Repeated measures ANDVAs permitted comparisons to he

made between results al the immediate and delayed posttests on the written measures.

However~ repeated measures analyses could not he used on the oral data since ditferent

pieture sets were used at the three test sessions. For this reason, the oral data were analyzed

qualitatively, by means of a stage development framewor~ to examine development over
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rime.

ln order to test for differences in rate of acquisitio~ trend analyses were carried out

on dependent measures. The objective was to examine the groups for different patterns of

learning (linear and quadratic trend) across the three testing sessions. For example, a set of

data for which there is a significant positive linear and a negative quadratic trend shows a

pattern of acquisition in which learning is greatest initially and slows over the second

acquisition period. This would stand in contrast to a pattern which shows sirnply a positive

linear trend and no quadratic tren<L which wouJd indicate a steady rate of learning over the

measurement period. In the context of the current study, a trend showing a boost at the

irnrnediate posttest, followed by a leveling off at the delayed postte~ would indicate an

effect for the pedagogical intervention used with that group.

Immediate and delayed posttest resuIts were considered to he statistically significant

al p < .05. However, when multiple one-way ANOVA and ANCOVA comparisons were

made, the level ofsignificance was lowered 10 p < .01 to account for the probability ofa type­

1error. Pretest results were considered to he significant at p < .10.

5.1 Paper and pencil tests

This section presents the results of the baseline tests and the three written tests that

were used to detennine the etTects of typographically enhanced input, with and without

extensive reading and listening, on the learners' acquisition ofthird person singular PDs.

5.1.1 Baseline tests

Listening comprehension test The 2ü-item Baldwin-Cartier Test de classement was
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• administered as a baseline measure to establish that there were no initial differences among

the three treatment groups at the outset of the study. The mean scores of the three groups are

presented in Table 5.1. Although the mean for Group U is higher than the means for Groups

E+ and E. an ANOVA indicated that the differences are not significant [F (2, 83) = 1.93; P =

.15)] (Table 5.2, Appendix E). Thus the groups are considered to he at comparable levels of

proficiency at the beginning oftheir five-month intensive ESL program.

Table 5.1

Mean scores in percent and standard deviations by group on Baldwin Cartier Test de
classement

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

29

Mean

33.15

35.17

39.66

SD

8.68

12.21

16.09

•

5.1.2 Grammaticality judgement tests

5.1.2.1 Passage correction task

As indicated in Chapter 4, one version of the Passage Correction (PC) task was

administered three tirnes - at the pretest and both posttests. At each testing sessÎon~ leamers

watched the short cartoon and then completed the task on which it was based. The task

measured the leamers' ability to identify the deviant target fonns and to provide grammatical

and contextually appropriate corrections for them. For example, the following sentence
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appeared in the passage:

George took offyour slippers.

The context established in the video required leamers to change your to his. The item was

ooly counted as a grammatical correction ifyour was crossed out and replaced with his.

The PC task included a total of 24 deviant third person singuJar pronouns and PDs

and nine distraeter items. Leamers' corrections of all deviant target forros were coded in

teons of grammaticality. To he counted as grammatical, a correction had to he a

contextuaJly appropriate pronoun or PD.

Incorrect speJlings were coded as ungrammatical. Sorne learners in all three groups

wrote is in one or more contexts requiring his. At the immediate pretest, 5 Iearners made this

error (two from Group E+, three from Group E, two from Group U)~ at the immediate

posttest, there were seven such learners (three from Group E+, two from Group E, and two

from Group U); at the deIayed posttest, there were three (one from Group E+ and two trom

Group E). Furthermore~ at the delayed posttest, one leamer from Group E wrote he's in

contexts requiring his. Sorne would consider incorrect spellings to he grammatical (see, for

example, Bisse~ 1980; Chomsky, 1971). However, since spelling errors occurred rarely and

to a similar extent in aJl three groups, a decision was made not to code them separately.

Three learners (one in Group E at the pretest and two in Group U al the delayed

posttest) each replaced one deviant pronoun with a contextually appropriate proper noun.

These changes were not coded as grammatical since the deviant fonn was considered to have

established a context for the use ofa pronoun.
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Learners who crossed out a deviant fonu ahnost always attempted a correction.

While lt could he argued that crossing out a deviant taon indicates sensitivity to its

ungrammaticality, only 15 deviant fonns were crossed out but not corrected by leamers ln the

three groups at an three test administrations. For this reason, no analyses \vere carried out on

the crossed-out-but-uncorrected fonns.

Tbird penon singular pronouns and possessive determiners The tïrst analysis

included ail 24 deviant third person singular personal pronouns and PDs. The mean scores

and standard deviations for grammatical corrections of deviant test items l:'y group and time

are shown in Table 5.3. Figure 5.1 presents the mean scores visually. The means are in the

order predicted by the hypotheses: Group E+ outperfonned Group E and Group U al ail three

test administrations, and Group E outperformed Group U on the immediate pretest and

immediate posnest. Although the means tor Groups E and U at the delayed posnest are

identical, the lower standard deviation tor Group E indicates less within group variabi1 ity.
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• Table 5.3

Passage Correction Task - Mean out of 24: grammatical corrections of deviant third person
singular personal pronouns and possessive detenniners

Pretest

Group

E+

E

U

Immediate Posttest

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

28

N

27

30

29

Mean

5.70

4.10

3.86

Mean

13.44

10.03

8.10

SD

4.11

4.28

SO

6.06

5.93

6.90

•

Delayed Posttest

Group N Mean 5D

E+ 27 15.52 5.78

E 30 13.83 6.61

U 29 13.83 7.31
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Fit!Ure 5.1. Mean scores for third person singular pronouns and possessive detenniners,
passage correction task.

An ANGVA showed that the only significant ditTerence among groups was al the

immediate posttest [F (2,83) ::::: 5.11 ~ P ::::: .01). Post hoc Tukey procedures showed that the

dift~rence was between Groups E~ and U (Table 5.4, Appendix E). An analysis of

co\ariance (ANCOVA), using pretest scores as the covariate, was carned out to investigate

whether the differences could be attributed to the stronger perfonnance of Group E+ on the

pretest. The results of the ANCOVA showed no significant ditTerences at the Îlnmediate or

delayed posttests (p < .01) (Table 5.5, Appendix E).

Repeated measures ANGVAs showed significant effects for time from pretest to

delayed posttest [F (2,164) = 191.40; P = .00). There was also a significant interaction

•
bet\veen group and time [F (4,166) = 2.55; P = .04). Furthennore, mean scores for ail groups

increased significantly between the Immediate and delayed posttests. Increases were
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• signjficant at p < .05 for Group E+ and at p < .00 for Groups E and U (Table 5.6~ Appendix

E).

Third penoo sÎogular prOOOUDS As indicated in Chapter 3~ while PDs \\'ere the

primary linguistic features of this study~ personal pronouns were also enhanced. On the PC

task, personal pronouns were analyzed separately from PDs., and the results are reported here.

As can be seen in Table 5. 8~ Group E+ ourperformed Groups E and U at the immediate

posnest. Group E+ gained the most and Group U the least from the immediate pretest to the

immediate posttest. From the immediate to delayed posttests, however, this order is reversed.

That is, Group U gained the most., and Group E+ gained the least. These trends are presented

visually in Figure 5.2. ANOVA procedures showed a diftèrence approaching signiticance

(where p < .Ol) al the immediate posnes! [F (2,83) = .+.13: p = .02]. Post hoc Tukey

procedures revealed that these differences were between Groups E+ and E and Groups E+

and U (Table 5.9, Appendix E). An ANCOVA showed no significant ditferences at the

immediate posnest [F (2~81) = 3.1 1: p = ,051 ANCQVA procedures also sho\ved no

significant between-group ditferences at the delayed posnest [F (I,81) = 0.40~ P = .67]

(Table 5.10, Appendix E).

Repeated measures ANOVAs showed that mean scores for a11 groups increased

significantly between the immediate and delayed posttests. lncreases were significant at p <

.05 for Group E+ and at p < .001 for Groups E and U (Table 5.11, Appendix El.
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• Table 5.8

Passage correction task: grammatical corrections of deviant third person singular personal
pronouns, mean out of8

Pretest

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

28

Mean

1.67

0.63

1.39

sn
2.11

1.27

2.17

•

Immediate Posttest

Group N Mean SD

E+ 27 4.19 2.54

E 30 2.60 2.27

U 29 2.55 2.43

Delayed Posttest

Group N ~leaD SD

E+ 27 5.04 2.56

E 30 4.27 2.89

U 29 5.10 2.57
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Figure 5.2. tvlean scores tor third person smgular pronouns. passage correction task.

Possessive determiners Sixteen of the 24 deviant tonus in the PC task involved

contexts for third person PDs. TIlere were eight contexts tor hL,· and eight contexts tor /zero

One context tor hi.\' and t'tvo contexts tor /it!r illvoived the kinship-ditTerent-gender domain.

When mean scores were compared benveen groups al each posnest~ they were found

to be in the order predicted by the hypothesis. Thal is. Group E+ outperformed Group E.

which in turn outperfonned Group U. Group means and standard deviations for grammatical

corrections ln contexts for his and her are shown in Table 5.12. Trends for his and her are

presented visually in Figures 5.3 and 5.4.
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• Table 5.12

Passage correction task: grammatical corrections of deviant possessive detenniners.
contexts for his and her. mean out of 8

Pretest

Group N His sn Her sn
E+ 27 1.63 2.10 2.41 1.91

E 30 1.40 1.85 2.07 2.24

U 28 0.66 1.40 1.72 1.94

Immediate Posttest

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

29

His

4.85

3.87

2.97

sn
2.37

2.08

2.81

Her

4.41

3.57

2.59

sn
2.26

2.33

2.43

•

Delayed Posttest

Group N His sn Her sn
E+ 27 5.78 1.99 4.70 2.20

E 30 4.90 2.50 4.67 2.37

U 29 4.69 2.78 4.03 2.73
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Figure 5.3. Mean scores for hjs~ passage correction task
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Figure 5.4. Mean scores for her, passage correction task
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An ANOVA revealed a difference approaching statistical signiticance at the

inUllediate posttest when p < .01 for /zis [F (2,83) = 4.20~ P = 0.02.)] and for hl!r [F (2,83) =

4.25~ P = 0.02]. Post hoc Tukey procedures showed that in both cases, the diftèrences were

bètween Groups E+ and U. Results of the ANOVA are presented in Tables 5.13 and 5.14

(Appendix E).

When ANCOVA procedures were canied out on the iJnmediate fX>sttest data using

the Immediate pretest scores as the covariate, differences were not significant in the case of

fus [F (2,82) = 2.42~ P = .10)] (Table 5.15, Appendix E), and approaching signiticance in the

case of her [F (2,82) = 3.61 ~ P = .03] (Table 5.16, Appendix E). A Tukey p)st hoc test

showed that this difference was between Group E+ and Group U. ANCOVA procedures

carried out on the delayed posnest scores showed no significant between-group differences.

Repeated measures ANDVAs showed that for his, mean scores for aH groups

increased signiticantly bet\veen the immediate and delayed posttests. [ncreases were

slgnifl':ant at p < .05 tor Group E+ and at p < .00 for Groups E and U. However, for 11er.

increases were significant for Groups E and U at p < .00, but not significant for Group E+ (p

= .47) (Tables 5.17, 5.18, Appendix E).

Trend analyses were carried out on the passage correction task (Table 5.19" Appendix

E). The polynomial contrasts were adjusted to compensate for the fact that the testing

intervals were not equally spaced. These analyses show that certain aspects of the treattnent

initially boosted learning for ail three groups. However, while ail groups have significant

linear trends, the quadratic trend is much more pronounced for Groups E+ and E than for
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Group U. suggesting that the immediate treatment etlècts were strongest for the two

enhanced input groups.

The number of learners in each group who correctly corrected ail three items in

which the natural gender of the possessor ditTered from the natural gender of the possessed

kinship term is shown in Table 5.20. These data are of interest because they suggest that the

leamers may have been systetnatically applying the English PD agreement rule.

Table 5.20

Passage correction task - number of learners correctlv correctin2. deviant tûrros 10 PD
contexts (3 contexts for kin-different and 2 contexts tor body parts)

Group N Pretest Immediate Delayed posttest
posnest

Kin-ditTcrcnt

E+ 27 8 10

E 30 9 12

U 29* 0 6 7

~ody parts

E+ 27 5 4

E 30 5 8

U 29 0 0 5

*N=28 at pretest
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• The PC task included ten well-fonned third person singular PDs, seven involving his

and three involving /ler. In order to detennine the extent to which learners tnade changes to

well-fonned PDs versus deviant ones, the number of leamers demonstrating each type of

behaviour was calcuJated. The results, which are presented in Table S.21, indicate that few

leamers made changes to well-formed PDs while most leamers in each group attempted to

correct devlant fonns. At ail three test sessions, aimost twice as many lcamers in Group U

made changes to already-correct fonns compared to leamers in Group E+. ln contrast to the

analyses discussed prevlously, in which only grammatically correct and contextually

appropriate corrections \Vere counte<:l this analysis included correct and ungrammatical

changes, as weIl as the few instances in which fonns were crossed out, but not corrected.

Table 5.21

Passage correction task - number of leamers in each group making one or more changes to
well-fomled and deviant possessive determiners

Group N

E+ 27

E 30

U 29*

Immediate Pretcst Immediate Posncst Dclaycd Posttcst

Weil WeU WeU
fonn~ De\.ianl fonnt."d Deviant forme<! Deviant

6 26 7 27 3 27

8 27 10 30 Il 30

Il 15 14 27 7 28

•

*N=28 at pretest

153



•

•

5.1.2.2 Truth value task

This task was designed to focus leamers' attention on tmrd person singular PD fonns

more narrowly than the PC task. It was adrninistered t\vÏCè. At the lllllnediate pretest~ 34 out

of 86 leamers~ or 40% of the total number of learners in the three groups~ had scores of 80°!C>

or higher. At the imtnediate posttest~ 60 out of 86 leamers scored at 80% or higher on This

measure. Clearly This task was too easy for the learners in this study and could not serve as a

reliable indicator of further gro\\·th. For this reason~ the test was not adtninistered again at the

delayed posttest and no statistical analyses of the results \Vere undertaken.

5.1.3 'Iultiple choice test

5.1.3.1. Initial pretest

As indicated in Chapter 4~ a multiple choice test was adtninistered at the same lime as

the Baldwin-Cartier Test de clu.\·~·emefll as an initial pretest at the beginning of the five-Illonth

intensive ESL session (see 5.1.1). lt included pronouns and PDs in aIl persons and cases~

with plural as weil as singuJar forms. Results from a pilot version of this test had confinned

that francophone children in grade 6 have considerable difficulty with personal pronouns and

PDs. The revised version of the test was administen:d to the three groups in this study. The

group means and standard deviations are shown in Table 5.22. An ANDVA showed no

significant differences aInong the groups [F (2~83) = O.08~ P = .92]. The results of the

anaJysis are presented in Table 5.23(A~ E).
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• Table 5.21

Multiple choice test, initial pretest- group means out of42

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

29

\Iean

20.26

19.77

20.21

sn
4.88

5.02

5.58

•

5.1.3.2. Immediate pretest, immediate posttest and delayed posttest scores: third person

singular pronouns and possessÏ\'e determiners

Th~ 24 multiple choice items on the imlnediate pretest and immediate and delayed

posnests \vere restricted to thîrd person singular fonns of the personal pronouns and PDs.

The mean scores and standard deviations are shawn in Table 5.24. This intormation is

represented visually in Figure 5.5. The higher scores obtained by Group E, at aIl three test

administrations and the lower SO at both posnests suggests an advantage for this group over

Groups E and U. However~ ANOVA procedures revealed that the only statistically

significant difference was al the immediate posnest [F (2,83) = 4.84~ P = .01]. Post hoc

Tukey procedures showed that the significant difference was between Groups E+ and U. The

results of these analyses are presented in Table 5.25 (Appendix E). An ANCOVA revealed

that when the pretest scores were used as the covariate, the immediate posnest results were

no longer significant [F (2~81) = 2.95; P= .06)]. There were also no significant ditTerences at

the delayed posttest [F (2~81) =0.86; P= .43J (Table 5.26, Appendïx E).
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• Table 5.24

Multiple choice test group scores out of24

Pretest

Group N Mean SD

E+ 27 14.52 5.83

E 30 12.87 6.02

U 28 12.07 4.79

Immediate Posttest

•

Group

E+

E

U

Delayed Posttest

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

29

N

27

30

29

Mean

19.67

16.57

15.41

Mean

20.37

18.50

19.03
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3.67

5.73

5.98

SD

3.84

5.69
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Figure 5.5. Mean scores for multiple choice test

TIle high mean scores suggest that the multiple choice test was too ~asy for the

learners followi ng the treatment period. At the immediate posttest~ Group Ei was

approaching the maximwn of 24~ and this group gained only 0.63 points between the

immediate and delayed posttests~ as compared to Group E, which gained 1.93 points and

Group U~ which gained 3.62 points. Seven leamers in Group E+, four in Group E, and six in

Group U had scores of 23 or 24 at the immediate posttest By the delayed posttest., eleven

learners in Group E+, ten in Group E, and ten in Group U had scores of23 or 24. Repeated

measures ANOVA procedures showed significant etTects for tinle from the immediate pretest

to the delayed posttest [F (2,164) = 99.30; P =.00]. There \WS no significant interaction

between-group and time [F (4,164) = 1.90; P = .11] (Table 5.27, Appendix E). Gains

•
between the immediate and delayed posttests were not significant for Group E+ [F (1,26) =
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1.85: p = .19] although they were signilicant for Group E [F (1~19) = 10.17: p = .00] and for

Group U [F (1~28) = 24.71 ~ P = .00) (Table 5.28, Appendix E).

A trend analysis showed that Group E+ experienced the greatest initial boost from the

treat1nent (Table 5.18, Appendix E). However, because of the ceiling effect, no further

statistical analyses were carried out on these data.

5.1.4 Effects orthe treatment: performance on paper and pencil tasks

The data presented in this section show that the only ditTerences at or approaching

signiticance were bet\veen Group E..;... and Group U, rather than between Group E and Group

U, as predicited by Hypothesis 1. or between Group E+ and Group E. as predicted by

Hypothesis 2. These difTerences were not signiticant when pretest results were taken into

accouot. Furthennore, significant difTerences at the delayed posnest. as predicted by

Hypothesis 3, were not found. Th~se data were obtained in the paper and peneil tasks. lt is

perhaps more interesting to look at the oral data. \vhich were analyzed quantitatively and

qualitatively.

5.2 Oral production measure

An oral pieture description task was administered to each leamer individually. Three

different picture sets were used in the following combinations: Set A was used at the

immediate pretest; Sets A and B were used at the immediate posttest; Sets B and C were used

at the delayed posttest The analyses of the oral data took into account the contexts that each
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learner established within each utterance for the use of third person singular personal

pronouns and PDs. Each of the target fonns was coded for grammaticality, that is, whether

or oot it was supplied, and if so, whether it was used correctly or iocorrectly in context. 1 In

addition, each context requiring a PD was coded according to whether the possessed entity

was inanirnate, animate, or a body part Two subcategories were established for coding

animate entities: kinship tenns, same gender (kin-same), referring to instances when the

natural gender of the possessor and the grammatical and natural genders of the possessed

entity were the same (e.g. his father, her mother), and kinship tenns, different gender (kin­

different), referring to instances when they were different (e.g. her father, !lis mother). 2 See

Appendix F for the coding sheet that was used in this analysis.

For each of the target fonns, quantitative analyses were carried out on the oral

production data at the immediate pretest, immediate posttest and delayed posnest. These

consisted of frequency counts and accuracy ratios. ft became apparent that for PDs, a

qualitative analysis was also needed in order to provide a more precise picture of the learners'

acquisition of these forms. To do this, an analysis of PDs in tenns of developmental stages

was conducted on these data. These two types of analyses provide different, but

complementary, intbnnation about the use ofPDs by leamers in each group al three different

points in the study.
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5.2.1. Quantitative analyses

Frequency of use

The first analysis was carried out to detennine whether the three treatments had

different effects on the nwnber of personal (subject and object) pronouns and PDs that

learners used to describe Pieture Set A. The nwnber of grammatical and ungrammatical

target fonns that 1earners produced ilnlnediately before and after the two week

enhancedlunenhanced input treatment period are compared in Table 5.29. This table shows

that learners in ail groups produced more personal pronouns and PDs at tl-te ilnlnediate

posttest and that the increase in grammatical forros was greater than the increase in

ungraInlnatical fonns.

Group E+ showed the greatest increase in grammatical subject and object torms. The

increased use of grainmaticai and ungrammatical fonns is sho\\TI graphically in Figure 5.6.

ANCOVAs using pretest frequencies as the covariate revealed that at the Immediate posttest~

the groups \vere not significantly different \vith respect to the nwnber of granlmaticai fonns

used [F (2,82) = 2.04~ P = .14). There was aiso no significant ditTerence with respect ta

ungrammatical forros [F (2,82) = 1.90~ P = .16] (Tables 5.30, 5.31, Appendix E).

Group E+ also showed the greatest increase in grammatical PD forros. The increased

use of grammatical and Wlgrammatical fonns is shown graphically in Figure 5.7. An

ANCOV~ using pretest frequencies as the covariate, revealed that at the immediate posttest,

when multiple comparisons were taken into account (p < .01), the greater number of

grammatical persona! pronouns used by Group E+ was not statisticaJly significant [F (2,82) =
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• 3.64; P = .03] (Table 5.32~ Appendix E). Results of an ANCOVA tor ungrammatical uses

showed no significant ditTerences among groups [F (2~82) = I.09~ P = .34] (Table 5.33,

Appendix E).

A similar comparison was made for frequencies of grammatical and ungrammatical

personal pronouns used ta describe Picture Set 8, which was used at the irrunediate and

delayed posttests. The mean frequencies are presented in Table 5.34. alld the information is

presented graphically in Figure 5.8 and Figure 5.9. ANOVA procedures show a significant

between-group ditference in the number of gra:nmatical slIbject and abject pronouns used at

the immediate posttest (p=.00). However, these ditTerences disappeared \\Ihen the ilnlllediate

posttest scores \Vere used as the covariate. ANCOVA procedures showed no signiticant

betweeen-group diftèrences al the delayed posttest (p <.01) (Tables 5.35-5.38, Appèndix E).
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• Table 5.29

Mean number of grammatical and ungrammatical uses of third person singular subject and
object pronouns and possessive detenniners used with Picture Set A al immediate pretest and
immediate posttest pieture description task

Grammatical Uses

Subject and Object Pronouns

Group Pretest Immediate Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 1.85 5. Il 3.26

E 1.20 2.93 1.73

U 3.34 5.QO 2.56

Possessive Determiners

Group Pretest Immediate Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 2.11 8.48 6.37

E 2.30 5.47 3.17

U 1.62 5.86 4.24

Ungrammatical Uses

Subject and Object PrODouns

Group Pretest Immediate Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 1.33 2.37 1.04

E 0.67 1.73 1.06

U 1.45 1.38 -.07

Possessive Determiners

Group Pretest Immediate Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 3.11 3.19 0.08

E 2.73 4.20 1.47

U 3.03 4.10 1.07
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Figure 5. 7. Mean number ofgrammatical or ungrammatical third person singular possessive
detenniners, Picture Set A
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• Table 5.34
Mean number of grammatical and ungrammatica1 uses of third person singular subject and
abject pronoWlS and possessive determiners used with Picture Set 8 al immediate posttest
and delayed posttest picture description task

Grammatical rses

Subject and Object Pronouns

Group Immediate posttest Delayed Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 9.37 12.33 2.96

E 4.07 7.00 2.93

U 10.48 10.83 0.35

Possessive Determiners

Group Immediate posttest Delayed Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 5.85 6.07 0.22

E 4.77 5.67 0.90

U 5.03 5.86 0.83

Ungrammatical Uses

Subject and Object Pronouns

Group Immediate posttest Delayed Posttest Gain Scores

E+ 2.52 1.48 -1.04

E 1.03 1.53 -0.50

U 2.24 1.24 -1.00

Possessh"e Determiners

Group Immediate posttest Delayed Postte5t Gain Scores

E+ 4.81 4.85 0.04

E 5.10 4.57 -0.53

U 5.55 4.24 -1.31
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Fürure 5. 9. Mean number ofgrammatical or ungrammarical third person singuJar possessive
detenniners., Picture Set B
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• Accuracy ratios

The Most striking characteristic of the oral production data was the enonnous

variability in the use of personal pronouns and PDs. It was frequently the case that learners

referred to one person or thing using both grammatical and Wlgrammatical third person

singular target foons in a single pieture description. In the case of PDs., leamers often used

his and her along \vith zero fonns or the developmentally earlier forms the and your. In the

following examples from the immediate posttest., each fonn that was coded is ullderlined.

a) In a context for he., this learner began with she and switched to he during the

description:

Learner Oh., the., the boys., uh., fell do~ and~ uh she's hurt and uh

arrive at home and he said "Mom" and uh say... he said

"Mom" nothing and uh., he uh he., he., he cry and uh., "I fell

down." (crying voice)

b) Another learner used 11er in a context for his after using his correctly:

Learner He go in the..in his room to said "Goodnight" and the snake is

beside her bed.

c) This leamer used both your and !ler in the same sentence in a context for her.

•
Leamer Ok., the, the girl ah make up ah in her face and ah not just in

yalu face and ah ail her body.
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• d) Sometimes leamers revealed that their hypotheses about his and her were exactly

reversed, as in this example. Note that the leamer did not pick up on the interviewers

unintended eue:

Interviewer

Learner

Interviewer

Learner

Interviewer

Learner

So what is the girl doing to celebrate her birthday?

Go at the zoo with his big sister and his father and they look

the giraffe.

Okay, good And what does the boy do?

Uh, in her hand he has a baJloon and he go uh at the stadium

with the Expo.

Who is he with?

With her little brother and the mother.

•

Accuracy ratios offered one way to describe this variability. They were calculated by

dividing the number of grammatical uses by the total numher of obligatory contexts that an

individual established during the task (i.e.the sum of the total nurnber of grammatical and

ungrammaticaJ uses and omissions). ln this study, only those leamers who established one or

more contexts for a particular form were included in the group accuracy ratio calculations for

that fonn. For this reason, the N values vary in the tables below.

Data were combined from Pieture Sets A and B at the immediate posttest and from

Picture Sets B and C al the delayed posttest. Before these data were combined, one-way

ANOVAs were carried out separately on the accmacy data for Picrure Sets A and B al the
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immediate posttest and for Picture Sets B and C al the delayed posttest. In cases where between

group accuracy ratios were different (that is, significant in the case of one picture set and non­

significant in the case of the other set), the differences couId he attributed to the different

opportunities for masculine and feminine fonns that are inherent in the pictw'es sets.

Specifically., while the numbers of male and female parents and children are equally

balanced in Picture Set A, this is not the case with Picture Sets B and C. Picture Set B

depicts four males (two of them children) and six females (2 of them children). Picture Set

C shows two male and five female adults and eight children. Five of the chiidren are clearly

identified as boys, while the three others were considered by the researcher to he

androgynous. Two factors appear to have contributed to increasing the effect of the gender

imbalance in Picture Set C. First, most learners assumed that the more androgynous children

were boys. Second, learners overwhelmingly described the problems represented in the

canoons from the perspective of the child or children involved. As a result, leamers created

more contexts for masculine pronouns and PDs than for feminine faons in Pieture Set C., but

not in Picture Set B, where the gender of the children was apparently not ambiguous. This

outcome was not anticipated although it could perhaps have becn foreseen if Picture Set C

had been pilot tested as were Picture Sets A and B. Nonetheless., most analyses were carried

out on the combined data since the combined sets al the two posnests resulted in a larger data

base~ and the same pictures were used to elicit data trom aIl three experimental groups.

Subjed and object proDouDs Accuracy ratios for third person singular personal

pronouns (subject and object) were calculated separately from POS. Furthennore, because
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• the task provided many opportunities for leamers to use subject pronouns, and few conte~'1S

tor abject pronouns, subject and abject pronouns were analyzed separately. Table 5.39 shows

a pattern of increasing accuracy and use of subject pronouns for ail groups from pretest to

delayed posttest. By the delayed posttest, subject pronow1 accuracy ratios were above 80~'o

for leamers in aIl three groups. The increases were greater bet\veen the immediate and

delayed posttests than between the pretest and lmmediate postt~1:. ANOVA procedures

carried out on these data revealed no significant ditTerences among the groups at any of the

test adlninistrations: pretest [F (2,60) = 0.43: p = .65]: inunediate posttest, [F (2,81) = 1.14: p

= .31L delayed posttest [F (2,83) = 1.68: p = .19] (Table 5.40, Appendix E).

•

Table 5.39 shows a different pattern tor object pronouns. Flrst~ these tonns were not

used by aIl leamers although the number of leamers who used them increased at each test

administration. Second., accuracy decreased from the lllunediate to delayed posttests tor

Groups E~ and E. However, since the picture description task was not designed to e1icit third

persan singular abject forms, the decrease, along with the fact that learners used many more

subject pronouns and PDs than object pronouns during their picture descriptions, may say

more about the task and about the pictures in each picture set than about leamers' ability ta

use object pronouns. ANOVA procedures are reported in Table 5.41 (Appendix E) and are

summarized here: pretest [F (2,14) = .05~ P = .95]; immediate posttest., [F (2,27) = 1.52~ P =

.24]; delayed posttest [F (2A9) = 1.99~ P = .15]. Sînce these forms were not the target

features of the study and no ditferences were apparent., no ANCOVAs were carried out on

subject or abject pronouns.
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Table 5.39

Accuracy ratios for persona! pronouns in picture description task

Pretest

Group N Subject N Object
proDouns ProDouDS

E+ 21 .61 6 .60

E 18 .52 6 .67

U 24 .63 5 .58

Immediate Posttest

Group N Subject N Object
proDouDs PrODouns

E+ 27 .70 13 .69

E 28 .60 6 .42

U 29 .67 Il .77

Delayed Posttest

Group N Subject ~ Object
pronOUDS Pronouns

E+ 27 .89
.,.,

.49_.J

E 30 .82 12 .38

U 29 .90 17 .70
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Possessive determiners Accuracy ratios were calculated tor PDs in two \\'ays:

according to gender and according to domain.

Gender As noted in Chapter 3~ Zobl (1985) and Martens ((988) found that learners

overgeneralized hi.s more than they overgeneralized her and speculated that they may have

found the feminine fonn more difficult than the masculine. ln the context of the current

study. this suggests that a group with high accuracy ratios for both lus and 11er would be

developmentally more advanced than a group with a similarly high accuracy ratio for Jus and

a lower ratio for /zer. 3

Table 5.41 shows a pattern for ail groups of increasing accuracy on lus from ùle

pretest ta the immediate and delayed posnests. A different pan~nl is shown for her: leamers

in ail three groups increased in accuracy immediately after the t\\'o-week treatment period:

however. Groups E~ and E fell back to pretest levels at the delayed posttest while Group U

remained at the immediate posttest level. Figure 5.10 represents this intonnation visually.

ANOVA procedures carried out on these data revealed differences approaching

significance in accuracy with respect to his at the pretest [F (2,66) = 4.0 1~ P = .02]. Tukev

post hoc comparisons showed that these differences were between Groups E and U. At the

irnmediate posttest, ditferences were also approaching significance [F (2,83) = 4.17: p =

.02]. Tukey post hoc procedures showed that the differences were between Groups E+ and

U. These results indicate an initial advantage for Group E with respect to accuracy on his.

There are no significant differences in accuracy with his at the delayed posttest [F (2,83) =

1.64; P = .20) (Table 5.43, Appendix E). ANCOVAs using pretest scores as the covariate

171



• showed no signiticant ditTerences at the immediate or delayed posttests (p < .01). No

diftèrences \vere significant for Izer on any of the test administrations: pretest [F (2,64) =

0.21 ~ p = .81]~ immediate posttest [F (2,83) = O.43~ P = .65]~ delayed posttest [F (2,83) = 2.63;

p = .08] (Table 5.44, Appendix E).
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Figure 5.10. Accuracy ratios for his and !1er in picture description task

When accuracy ratios tor 11iS and Izer were compared.. leamers in aIl groups were

found to be more accurate on /zer than on !li.\· at the pretest. This was the case tor learners in

Groups E and U at the itnmediate posttest, and for those in Group U at the delayed posttest.

One explanation for this finding at the inunediate posttest may be round in the higher

frequency of fler, as compared to his, in the enhanced and unenhanced input treatment

materiaIs (see Chapter 4). [t is possible that leamers in Groups E and U were more affected

than those in Group E+ by this imbalance due to Group E+'s ex-posure to an additionaI flood

of ricb.. presumably gender-balanced input through the book program. The fact that the

accuracy rates for his and her are simiJar for Groups E+ at the immediate posttest offers sorne

support for this argument It is noteworthy that Ûle greater accuracy on her shown by aIl

•
groups al the immediate pretest contradiets Zobl's and Martens' daim referred to above.
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Domain Zobl (1984, 1985) found learners to have more difficulty with possession

involving kinship entities than with possession involving inanimate entities and body parts.

In this study, accuracy ratios were calculated for each ofthe following domains: 1) inanimate

entities; 2) possessed kinship, same gender; 3) possessed kinship, different gender; 4) body

parts. The purpose was to detennine whether any group was significantly more aceurate in

the domain that was presumed to he the most difficult., namely kinship, different gender.

Table 5.45 shows an overaJl pattern of inereased accuracy for ail groups in the four

domains across the three test administrations. Figure 5. Il represents this infonnation

graphically.
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• Table 5.45

Accuracy ratios for third person singular possessive determiners in four domains in pieture
description task

Pretest

Group N Inanimate N Kin- N Kin- N Body
same diff. parts

E+ 10 .47 12 .35 15 .42 20 .26

E 13 .50 Il .50 13 .37
.,.,

.42--'

U 14 .49 9 .34 16 .40 25 .18

Immediate Posttest

Group N Inanimate N Kin- N Kin- N Body
same diff. parts

E+
.,..,

.75 25 .70 25 .64 27 .48-~

E 23 .56 25 .67 25 .50 30 .40

U 27 .49 25 .63 23 .60 19 .41

Delayed Posttest

Group N Inanimate N Kio- N Kio- N Body
same ditl: parts

E+ 22 .78 27 .69 27 .71 17 .45

E 29 .77 26 .68 30 .58 30 .47

U 27 .77 1- .74 26 .57 29 .44-)
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Figure 5.11. Accuracy ratios for third person singular possessive determiners in four domains
in picture description task

The results of separate ANOVAs calculated within each domain revealed no

statistically significant ditferences among the groups on any of the test administrations:

inanimate - pretest [F (2,.34) = 0.01; P = .99], immediate posnest [F (2,70) = 3.12; P = .05],

•
delayed JXJsttest [F (2.78) = 0.00; p = .99]; kin-same pretest [F (2,29) = 0.50; P = .61],
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immediate posttest [F (2,72) = 0.26; P = .77], delayed posttest [F (2,75) = 0.20; P = .S2]~ kin-

different [F (2,41) = 0.05; P = .95], itrul1ediate posttest [F (2,70) = 1.41; P = .25], delayed

posnest [F (2,SO) = 1.12~ P = .33]; body parts [F (2,65) = 2.0S; P = .13], immediate posttest [F

(2,83) = .71; P = .50], delayed posttest [F (2,83) = .16; P = .85] (Tables 5.46-5.49, Appendix

E). ANCOVAs using pretest scores as the covariate showed no significant differences in any

domain at the immediate and delayed posttests.

It is noteworthy that at the delayed JX)sttest, the accuracy orders for the three groups

were sinlilar:

Group E-r inanimate ;... kin same ;... body parts
kin different

Group E inanimate > kin same ;... kin different > body parts

Group U inanimate > kin different > body parts
kin same

Accuracy ratios were the lowest in the body parts domain. The data show that many

learners continued to use the definite article \Vith body parts after they had begllil to mark

gender in other domains. This finding tends support to Zobl's (1985) daim that the etfects of

transfer from French are the most enduring in the body parts domain.

Within the hwnan domaj~ kin-different appears to have been more difficult than kin-

same al the delayed posttest for Groups E and U. Recall that the kinship ditTerent gender

damain is the one which provides the most infonnation about the learner's control of the

English agreement rule. That is, while leamers who use the French rule cao produce correct
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PD forms in the kinship same gender domain, they must use the English rule in order to

produce correct fonns at an above-chance level in the kinship different gender damain. The

finding that at the delayed posnes!, Group E+ was considerably, though not significantly,

more accurate in the kinship different gender domain than Groups E and U suggests a

developmental advantage for Group E+. To explore this potential advantage further, a

qualitative analysis ofthese data was undertaken.

5.2.2 Qualitative analyses

To investigate whether there were developmental differences between the groups in

terms of their use of PDs, a stage analysis was carried out on the oral production data. The

framework for the stage analysis is based on the developmental sequence inferred from

accuracy calculations by Zobl (1984, 1985) and Lightbown and Spada (1990). [t consists of

eight developmental stages that describe a francophone leamer's acquisition of control of the

English agreement ruIe for third persan singular PDs. [t accounts for data in which instances

of immature foons coexist \vith mature fonns, sometimes in the same picture description.

The stages are shown in Table 5.50. The elaborated version used for coding the data can he

found in Appendix F.
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• Table 5.50

Developmental sequence in the acquisition of the English agreement rule for possessive
detenniners by francophone learners: Adapted tram Zobl (1984,1985); Lightbown and Spada
(1990)

Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

Stage 4

Stage 5

Stage 6

Stage 7

Stage 8

pre-emergence: avoidance ofhis and her and/or use ofdefinite article

pre-emergence: use ofyour for aH persons, genders and numbers

emergence ofeither or bath his and her

preference for his or her (accompanied by over generalization to
contexts for the other form)

differentiated use of his and her (not with kin-different gender)

agreement rule applied to either his or her (kin-different gender)

agreement rule applied to botb his and her (kin-different gender)

error-free application ofagreement rule to his and her (aIl domains,
including body parts)

•

The follo\\1ng assumptions apply to the developmentaI framework: 1) stages are

based on emergence criteri~ and behaviour characteristic of eartier stages may be present in

later stages;" 2) the criterion in stages 3-8 is four grammatical uses in different Iinguistic

contexts regardless of the number of ungrammatical instances that may aiso be present~5 3)

the use ofPDs with possessed body parts is not considered in stages 1-7.

Table 5.51 shows the distribution of Ieamers in each stage. Figure 5.12 represents

this infonnation graphically.

Many Iearners in aIl three groups made considerable developmentaJ progress over the

two-week instruetional treatment period. Whereas the majority were at pre-emergence stages

(Stages 1-2) at the immediate pretest, 80% or more ofalileamers were using gender-marked
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torms (Stages 3-7) at the immediate posnest. Although the distribution patterns suggest that

Group E+ leamers initially benetited lnore l'rom their instructional treahl1ent than did learners

in Groups E and U, the ditferences were not statistically significant (chi square p=O.75). By

the delayed posnest five weeks later~ the distribution patterns for the: three groups were

similar: most learners showed a c1ear preference for one tonu, either Izij or her (Stage 4)~ a

few remained in the pre-eluergence and emergence stages (Stages 1-3): and a third of the

learners showed an ability to differentiate between his and 11er in $Ome linguistic contexts

(Stages 5, 6 and 7). No learner in any group demonstrated native-like control of the English

rule for PDs (Stage 8).
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Filllire 5.12. Stage development ofthird persan singular possessive detenniners at three test
sessions

Figure 5.13 shows that leamers in this study followed a number of ditTerent

developmental paths (See Appendix F regarding individual leamers). Sorne moved torward

gradually from the immediate pretest to the immediate and delayed posttests. Others moved

forward rapidly; of these, sorne moved back ta developmentally earlier stages at the second

posnest while others rnaintained their gains. A few learners in each group remained at their

pretest stages throughout the study. For example, of the 18 learners in Group E+ who began

at Stages 1-2, three remained at Stages 1-2, nine rnoved to Stages 34, and 6 advanced to

Stages 5-7 at the immediate posttest. One leamer never advanced beyond Stages 1-2. Four

of the leamers who went to Stages 5-7 went back to Stages 3-4 at the delayed posttest Ofthe
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nine learners who went to Stages 3-4 at the immediate posttest~, six stayed there while three

went ahead to Stages 5-7 at the delayed posttest.

These different paths appear to he related to the leamer's developmental stage at the

time the enhanced/unenhanced treatment period began. Of the 55 leamers who started out at

the pre-emergence stages~ 5 (9°tlo) were still al Stage 1or 2 at the delayed posttest, 39 (71 0/0)

were at Stage 3 or 4, and Il (20%) were at Stages 5-7. Of the 30 leamers who started out al

Stage 3 or 4~ Il (37°JO) were al Stage 4 at the delayed posttest, and 21 (700/0) were at stages

Stage 5-7. Regardless of the starting point~ however.. there was considerable variation in the

developmental paths that individualleamers took.°

Fourteen of the 33 learners who were at Stages 5-7 al the immediate posttest

"regressed" to Stage 4 at the delayed posttest. These learners dropped the gender distinction

and overgeneralized one fonn.. usually his. Nine (64%) of the leamers who did this were al

Stages 1-2 al the immediate pretest.
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• 5.2.3 Effect of the treatment: performance on the oral production task

Like the paper and pencil tasks~ the oral data do not reveal the bet\\"een-group

differences that were predicted by the hypotheses, namely E+ > E > U. In Chapter 6~ these

findings are discussed.

5.J Independeot measure of general abilities in English

The MEQ test was administered to the three groups during the delayed posttesting

session. Mean scores and standard deviations expressed in percentages are showll in Table

5.52 below. An ANOVA indicated that the difTerences among the groups were not significant

[F (2,83) = O.34~ P = .71] (Table 5.53~ Appendix E). \Vhen the scores tor these three groups

were compared \vith 47 previously tested intensive classes in Quebec, they were found to be

among the highest. Mean scores on this measure for aH 50 groups ranged froln a lo\v of47%

to a high of 78%.

Table 5.52

Mean Scores in Percentages and Standard Deviations bv Group on AIEQ Test

•

Group

E+

E

U

N

27

30

29

l\lean

78.13

75.47

76.97
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The quantitative and qualitative analyses reported in this chapter show that the

predicted advantage for typographical enhancemen~ aJone and in combination with a book

fl~ were not supported. The next chapter offers Interpretations for these results.
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End Notes for Chapter 5

1. Two coding conventions should he noted here. First, the pronoun he was not included in the
subject pronoun count when it was used as an introducer, as in "he have a mother and a
father". Second, when the leamer made a false start or self-corrected, ooly the last pronoun
\vas counted. In the foUowing examples from a student in Group U at the delayed posttest,
the pronoun that was cotmted is underlined: 1) "and he teU his, his boy, 'show me your brother
NOW!"'; 2) "and the boy teU her mom, his mom that is not him, and aU kind of stupid things
like that..".

2. The body parts category was kept separate from the inanimate category. Zobl (1985) and
Martens (1988) combined these two categories.

3. As noted earlier, in the accuracy ratios caicuIated in this study, the nwnber ofgrammatical uses
in context appears in the numerator. In contrast, Zobl calculated what he called "difficulty
ratios", in which the nwnber ofungrammatical uses in context appears in the nwnerator.

4. The use of the tenn emergence criteria refers to the minimwn munber of foons a leamer must
produce in arder ta he assigned to each of the eight stages. Emergence criteria say nothing
about accuracy. The tenn emergence is also used to describe Stage 3 and Stage 4, when the
leamer begins to use gender-marked faons but shows no evidence of using the English
agreement mie.

5. There is no restriction on how these fOUT uses must be distributed over the different picture
descriptions. That is, criterion could be reached in the description ofonJy one picture although
this rarely occlDTed with these data.

6. At the pretest, one leamer in Group E met the criteria for classification al Stage 7. However,
this indi"idual used only his (Stage 4) al the tirst posttest and continued to overgeneralize his
at the delayed posttest, with instances ofher below criterion (Stage 4).
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Cbapter 6

Discussion and CODclusions

6.0 Introduction

ln this chapter, an interpretation and discussion ofthe results are provided. ln Section

6.1, the results are examined in relation to the hypotheses stated in Chapter 3. Section 6.2

presents a discussion of the results within the context of the theoretical and empirical work

on the role of salience and explicitness in L2 teaching and learmng. Section 6.3 outlines and

examines the issues relevant to the developmental framework used in the analysis of the

leamer data. Section 6.4 oullines the limitations of the study. Section 6.5 describes the

contributions of this study to classroom research in L2 learning, and suggestions for future

research are made.

6.1 Results in relation to the hypotheses

Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted that on measures of possessive detenniner (PD)

development al the immediate posttest, the group exposed to typographicaHy enhanced input

in combination with extensive teading and listening activities (Group E+) would outperfonn

the group exposed to typographically enhanced input without extensive reading and listening

(Group E), which in turn would outperform the group exposed to input that was

typographically unenhanced for PDs (Group U). Hypotheses 1and 2 can he summarized as

fol1ows: Group E+ > Group E > Group U. While mean scores on the wnnen measures and

accuracy ratios calculated on the oral data generally followed the predicted order, the ooly

statistically significant differences obtained were benveen Group E+ and Group U. Thus the

findings do not support the hypotheses of this study which predieted an effect for

typographical enhancement.
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that the differences that were anticipated at the ilnmediate

posttest would still he significant at the delayed posttest five weeks later. This hypothesis~

which is dependent on Hypotheses 1 and 2, was not supported. Moreover, the ditferences

between Groups E+ and U observed at the inunediate posttest were no longer statistically

significant. This finding does not retlect a decline in performance by leamers in Group E+

between the imlnediate and delayed posttests, but rather continuing ilnprovement by the

Iearners in aH three groups between the iffiJnediate and delayed posttests. The improvement

demonstrated by Groups E and U during this tï\ e-week period was such that leamers in these

two groups caught up \\l'ith Group E+. In particular, the strong perfonnance by Group U on

the delayed posnest measures was not anticipated. The tollowing discussion exarnines

several tàctors which may have contributed to equalizing the three groups' chances of

acquiring PDs.

6.2 Salience and explicitness

As indicated in Chapters 1 and 2, input is a crucial variable in SLA~ and the ways in

which lt is provided~ manipuJated, and enhanced in the leaming envirorunent can lead to

different results in the L2 leamer's acquisition of the target language. A hypothesis in the

SLA literature which is central to issues conceming the role of input in SLA an~ in

particular, to the research questions investigated in this study is the "noticing hypothesis".

This hypothesis states that getting learners to attend to linguistic fonns in the input is a basic

prerequisite for leaming (Schmid~ 1994; Schmidt and Fro~ 1986). Two questions which

directly arise from this hypothesis are: a) How cao we get learners to "-notice" particular

features of the L2 in the input? and 2) Are there more effective ways for learners to notice

these features which may enable them to convert the input Înto intake?
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[n the SLA literature. efforts to create instructional contexts which draw the L2

leamers~ attention to features in the input by making theln more salient or explicit have

varied. While sorne research has shown that explicit efforts to get learners to '''notice'' may

he required.. other researchers have argued that less explicit (i.e. implicit) methods may be

equally beneficial. As indicated in Chapter 2, Sharwood Smith (1981, 1991) has suggested

that the expllcit/implicit distinction is best viewed as a continuum rather than a dichotomy.

Thus, the instruetional treatment used in the present study is best described as less explicit

than that provided in the research of Lyster (1994b), Spada and Lightbown (1993), White

(1991) and White et al. (1991), more explicit than the "·input flood~' in studies by Trahey

(1992, 1996), Trahey and \\1ute {1993) and that of other book tlood studies (Elley and

Mangubhai, 1983~ Lightbo\vn. 1992a~ Hafiz and Tudor, 1989, 1990) and 1ess explicit than the

visual enhancement conditions inlplemented by Doughty (1991). In the sections which

tàllow, issues related to the conceptualization and operationalization of such notions as

salience and explicitness are discussed in relationship to the findings.

6.2.1 Saiience

A nwnber of SLA researchers have pointed out that for input ta become intake,

learners must attend to linguistic features in the input as weIl as to messages (e.g. Shaewood

Smi~ 1986; VanPatten and Cadiemo, 1993). Hulstijn (1989) proposed that attention ta

fonu at the point of input encoding is the necessary and sufficient condition for learning to

take place. However, the dual requirement of processing input for meaning as well as fonn

risks imposing excessively large demands on the leamers' attentional capacity, to the possible

detriment ofeither ofthe two processes, comprehension or acquisition (VanPatte~ 1990).
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Third person singular pronouns and POs were visually enhanced in this study ta make

them more salient and increase the likelihood that learners would pay attention ta them

without overloading short-tenn memory. It was expected that additional salience would

result from an increase in the frequency with which learners encountered the foons as they

completed a set of leaming tasks. However, there is evidence from the oral data suggesting

that POs May have been equally salient in the input available to leamers in all three groups

although this was not intended.

The first evidence cornes from the numerous self-corrections and faIse starts that

occurred as leamers struggled to describe each ofthe pictures. The following example shows

howa leamer eventually arrived at the correct PD form after a number ofunsuccessful tries:

Leamer Uh the boys have uh ail the band-aid And the her leg it uh hand.

And 00..

lnterviewer Where are the band-aids did you say?

Leamer ln the, in his leg. And uh her, uh his hand.

Of particular interest was whether there was an increase in the number of self­

corrections involving pronouns and PDs immediately following the two-week treatment

period since such an increase might be related ta the salience of pronominal forms in the

input treatmenl To investigate this, the data for Pieture Set A were used to compare the

nwnber of self-corrections made by learners in each group immediately before and

immediately after the two-week instructionaJ period. Learners in ail three groups showed a

similar increase of about 10%. Furthennore, the percentage of pronoun and PD self­

corrections out of the total nwnber of self corrections was simi1ar in ail groups at bath the

pretest (14-19%) and the posttest (25...29%). Although no further analyses of the self­

correction data were carried o~ these findings suggest that the enhanced and unenhanced
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input had a sunilar effect on promoting self-corrections ofthe target fonns..

Additional evidence that salience was similar across groups cornes from the finding

that leamers in Groups E and U were more accurate on her than on his al the irnmediate

posttest, a finding which is contradietory to claims made by other researchers that learners are

more accurate in their use of masculine pronominal foons in carly stages of development

(Zobl, 1985; Martens, 1988). One interpretation of this finding is that the higher frequency

of her as compared to his in the enhanced and unenhanced input treatment materials made

the feminine forms more salient than the masculine fonns. Recall that Alanen (1995) found

that leamers exposed to enhanced input overgeneralized the most frequent fonns. The

finding that accuracy was sili1ilar on his and her for learners in Group E+ would not

constitute counter evidence since this group's exposure to stories containing large amounts of

input that was more gender-balanced might be expected to reduce the effects of the

imbalance. Thus it appears that while the treatment conditions were designed to provide

three different types of inpu~ other factors may have been operating which reduced the

impact ofthese differences.

Another factor involved the nature of the written tests and the frequency with which

they were administered In particular, the multiple choice test created contexts which

contrasted his and her and required the learners to choose among several fonns. It is

plausible that the process ofdeliberating over the forms at the pretest and immediate posttest

drew the leamers' attention to the gaps in their knowledge and increased the salience of the

fOnDS that they encountered in the enhanced and unenhanced treatment materials, as weil as

in the regular c1assroom input. Leamers who found the fonns puzzling would have

fonnulated hypotheses about the English rule, and they would have had Many opportunities

to test their hypotheses. Thus the testing procedure itselfmay have enhanced the target fonns
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similarly for lt~amers in ail three of the treatInent groups.

The e\'idence presented above lends support to the c1aitn that different types of

enhancement may have contributed equally to the leamers' acquisition of PDs in this study.

Nonetheless~ the question as to why the most salient type of enhancement provided (i.e.

typographica1 enhancement) did not benefit leamees more still remains. One explanation

Inay he related to the learners' tanlilianty \vith the target tonns. lt is certain that learners had

already encountered the target fonns in their regular intensive ESL program. Following

Cook's (1991. 1993) distinctiol1~ they may have been able to decode (understand) messages

containing PDs even though most had not yet broken the code (worked out the underlying

rule). [n other words, the tonns may not have been novel enough to attract the leamers'

attention to the extent predieted (see Harley, 1989~ tor a similar interpretation).

Another tàctor may be the nunlber of torms that were visually manipulated. A total

of six pronominal torms were typographically enhanced: the subjeet pronouns Ize and she:

the abject pronouns lum and lier: the possessive detenniners hi.'I· and ht!r. This \vas done in

order to Încrease the salÎence of the gender contrast and to implicitly draw the learners'

attention to the faer that fils and Izer are part of the third person singular pronoun system

Although PDs were always enlarged more than subject and object pronouns~ it is possible that

learners did not perceive this difference. Recall froln Chapter 4 that learners had no help

from their teachers in making the distinction and were simply infonned that sorne words in

the texts were highlighted because "these are words you have trouble wi~ and \ve want you

to notice how they are used". Thus sorne learners may have found the pages cluttered an<L

because their attention was divided among six different enhanced fonns, the typographical

enhancement ofPDs may have been less salient than expected.

Finally~ it is possible that the typographically enhanced past-tense -ed fonns may have
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influenced the way in which leamers in Group U approached the written texts and the written

llleasUfes without thelr having becn a\vare of il That is~ the salience of these fonns may have

led theln to pay more attention to linguistic fonns overall than they would have otherwise

(see AIanen~ 1995, for a similar interpretation).

Sorne evidence to support the hypothesis that the input was made salient to a11 three

groups ln this study and 1ed to improvement cornes from other research with intensive ESL

learners whose acquisition of PDs was investigated in the absence of any pedagogical

intervention which targeted these fonns. In research by Martens (1988) and Lightbown and

Spada ( (990), there \Vas no attempt ta pravide instruction in~ or any particular attention to.

PDs. Learners' exposure to third persan singular pronauns and possessive determiners was

restricted to their use in the regular classroom interaction. lt is therefore interesting ta

compare the œsults from the present study with those from the tvlartens and Lightbown and

Spada studies. If exposure ta these target torms is sutlicient to bring learners to sinlilar levels

of performance as leamers whose attention has been drawn to them either through

typographical enhancement, exposure, or repeated testing~ this would he consistent with the

view expressed by Krashen and others discussed earlier. If there are ditferences~ however,

this would otTer support for the argwnent that ditTerent types ofenhancement played a role in

the leamers' knowledge and use of personal pronouns and possessive detenniners in this

study.

The first comparison indicates that leamers in the current study benefited from their

high frequency exposure to PDs. Perfonnance on aIl of the written and oral measures

improved between the immediate pretest and posttest. Moreovery delayed posttest scores

show that development continued after the two-week instructional period had ended. More

leamers in the current study attempted to use third person singular pronoun forms in the oral
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• production task and their attempts \\;ere more target-like than the leamers in Martens' and

Lightbown and Spada's descriptive studies. Martens tound that at the end of their five-month

intensive ESL program~ leamers had considerable difficulty making gender distinctions and

that they tended to overgeneralize masculine fonus to contexts requiring the felninine. Table

6. 1 compares delayed posttest results fronl the current study \Vith results frorn Martens' study

in temlS of the percentage of learners \vho produced at least two masculine fonns and t\\t"û

feminine fonns ofany third person singular pronoun or PD during the oral production task at

the end of five months of intensive ESL (this calculation does not take accuracy ioto

account). The table shows that virtually aIl of the leanlers in the current study produced both

masculine and fenlinine fonns~ whereas in tvlartens' srudy, leamers who used gender-marked

tonus showed a c1ear pretèrence tor masculine.

Table 6.1

Percentage of learners who produced t\vo masculine pronominal forfiS and percentage
who produced two Feminine prononlinal fomls during oral production task at end of 5­
month intensive program (Martens. 1988. and CUITent study)

Study
Martens

Current study

Group

E+
E
U

Percentage ~lasculiDe

73
100
97
100

Percentage Feminine
40
96
93
100

•

Lightbown and Spada found that accuracy rates for PDs ranged from a high of 74% to

a low of42% among the four groups in their study (see Table 3.2 in Chapter 3). This range is

similar to the delayed posttest results presented in Tables 5.42 and 5,45 (see Chapter 5) for

leamers in the current study. The number ofstudents \vho used enough PDs to he included in

the analysis is strikingly different in the two studies~ however. Ail of the leamers in the
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• cuneot study were included in the calculations for his and her at the delayed posttest. In

contrast, the range in Lightbown and Spada~s study is from a high of74% (17/23) to a lowof

24% (6/25) of the leaners (see Table 3.2). Table 6.2 compares the percentage of1eamers in

the two studies who used bath his and her correctIy at least once during the oral production

task. These comparisons suggest a developmental advantage for leamers in the current

study.

Table 6.2

Percentage of leamers who used both his and her correetly at least once during oral
production task <Lightbown and Spada, 1990, and CUITent study)

Study
Lightbown and Spada

Current study

Group
1
2
3
4

E+
E
U

Percentage
35
16
32
o
74
60
66

•

Martens' study also included a grammaticality judgement task which investigated

leamers' ability to recognize correct and incorrect instances of his and her. They

demonstrated this ability by crossing out incorrect forros but were not instructed to make

corrections. More than 280/0 of the learners (0=107) in Martens' study made no accurate

judgements on any incorrect PD. The passage is similar to the one used in the passage

correction task in the present study in tenns of overall length although the nature of the

exttatextual support is different (i.e. there were pictw'es in Martens' study; there were

pictures and a video in the present study). Table 6.3 compues the PD scores of the four
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• groups that completed Martens' task with scores attained by leamers in the current study on

the PD portion of the passage correction task. For purposes of conlparison, aIl scores are in

percentagcs.

Table 6.3

Comparison of scores in % on possessive detenniner items ln passage correction task
(Martens, 1988. and CUITent studv)

Studv
Martens

CUITent study

Group
1
1
...
.J

-+
E­
E
U

Percentage
40
27
30
31
66
6ù
55

•

Th~ tindings in this table show an ad\antage for the leamers in the present study: 15

percentage points separate the highest group mean in Martens' srudy and the lowest group

mean in the current study. While one might argue that tàlniliarity \\'ith the task may have

enhanced the perfonnance of leamers in the current study (i.e. they had completed the task on

two previous test administrations), other arguments can be made against this. First, the task

may have been more difficult because leamers were instructed to provide the correction for

each item they crossed out. Second, they may have become bored with it by the second and

thirrl adtninistration and, as a consequence, may not have worked on it as diligently as they

had on the first.

Additional evidence for a positive etfect for input enhancement cornes from data

which have subsequently been collected from a cohort of98 intensive grade six ESL learners

from the same school as those in the current study. These leamers were Dot exposed to
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• enhanced or unenhanced input (Lightbown and Spa~ in press). In virtually aIl other ways.

they were comparable to the learners in the study: they had the salue teachers~ the saine

meaning-focused program, and they completed the same oral picture description task at the

end oftheir intensive instruction.

Ilil
100%

90%

80%

70%

6QO~

50%

40%

30%

20%

10% ij!!L_e~a_j~~l_
0%

E+ E U comparison

• stages1·2 Bstage 3 • stage 4 ID stage 5 [] sages &7

Figure 6.1. Stage development of third persan singular possessive determiners~ experimental
groups and comparison group at delayed posnest, oral production task

Figure 6.1 compares the results of the stage analysis carried out on the oral data

collected from this comparison group at the end of their intensive ESL program with the

•

stage analysis at the delayed posttest for the three groups in the CUITent study (see Chapter 5,

Figure 5.12). Figure 6.1 suggests that the comparison group learners were developmentally

less advanced than the leamers in Groups E+, E, and U: a larger percentage of comparison

group leamers were in Stages 1,2, and 3; a smaller percentage wcre in Stages 5, 6, and 7; and
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a similar percentage were in Stage 4. Of particular interest is the eontrast between the

experimental and comparison groups at Stages 6 and 7, where application of the English rule

is demonstrated

A comparison of the findings from the Martens and Lightbown and Spada research

with those ofthe present study provide support for the claim that increased salience played an

important role in the higher levels of accuracy and development of third person singular

possessive detenniners and possessive pronouns obtained in this study. Because these are

post-hoc eomparisons, however, interpretations must be made eautiously.

6.2.2 Explicitness

In arder ta ensure that enhancement was al the implieit end of an implicit/explicit

continuum., care was taken ta avoid focusing the leamers' attention on the target fonns in

more explicit ways., 5uch as through the presentation of pedagogicaJ rules, corrective

feedback, discussion ofthe typographical enhancement, or direct questioning regarding what

the leamers understood to he the specifie purpose of the accompanying tasks or of the study

itsel[ There is evidence, however, that typographiCally enhanced input., alone or in

combination with extensive reading and listening, may have been more similar to the

unenhanced input than anticipated in tenns of the infonnation that it did not provide ta the

leamers about PDs. SpecificaJly, none of the treatments focused the leamers' attention on the

key points of interlingual contrast: the agreement rules in English and French and the forms

used with body parts. The following paragraphs discuss the results on the multiple choice

test, passage correction task, and picture description task that show lower performance in the

kin-different and body parts domains and lead to the interpretation that Many of the leamers

needed help in organizing the information about PDs that was abundantly available in the
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input to ail three groups.

Multiple choice test: As œported in Chapter 5~ luean scores on the multiple choice

test were high at the Ïtnlnediate posnest and approached the ceiling at the delayed posnest.

The strong performance indicates that when leamers were presented with four choices for

each test itelTI, and when they had time to think about the different alternatives, they \vere

often able to recognize the correct one. [t is intonnative to separately examine the delayed

posnest results for the 16 PD items on this measure. Table 6.4 breaks these items down

according to semantic domain and shows the mean scores in percent for each group. 1

Table 6.4

Multiple choice delayed posnest - mean score in percentages for -+ semantic domains (~ test
items per don1ain)

Group [nanimale Kin-same* Kin-different Bodv pans
E+ 90 93 71 91

E 81 77 79 83

U 8~ 87 73 81

* 3 itelTIS

For Groups E+ and U, mean scores in the kin-ditferent dOlnain were lower than in the

three other domains, approximately 20% lower for Group E+. In the case of Group E,

performance in aIl four domains was similar~ ranging from 770/0-83%. The perfonnance of

aIl three groups in the kin-different domain suggests that leamers may not have had access to

a reHable rule that could help them when they were uncertain about one or more of the

dîstracters. The resuJt of their uncertainty would have been most evident in this domai~

where application ofthe LI cule necessarily resulted in an incorrect choice.
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• [t is interesting to note that at the delayed posttest. no one selected the from among

the distracters presented in the body parts domain. This suggests that leamers knew that the

LI mIe requiring the definite article did not apply in English. However, sorne learners did

select the wrong gender-marked fonn or the immature PD fonn, your. In faet, the accuraey

rate for body parts is siroilar to the rates for inanimate and kïn-same. This provide:s further

support for the claün that by the end of the study, leamers had not induced a mIe that would

help them recognize the correct PD when they had rime to monitor their responses. This

observation says nothing about whether or not they wouJd have been able to apply such a rule

in carrying out other tasks.

Passage correction task: Scores on the PC task reveal that ll1any of the leamers in

each group still had di fficulty detecting and correcting deviant PD torms at the delayed

posttest. Delayed posttest mean scores for Jus and Izer on the PD portion of the PC task.

shown in Table 5.12 (Chapter 5), were c0l11bined and converted to percentages in Table 6.3

above. They are compan:d \vith the total PD scores (aIl domains) on the multiple choice test

in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5

Multiple choiee test and passage correction task - mean scores on oossessive determiners in
percentages al delayed posttest

Groups
E+
E
U

MC Test (15 items)
86
80
82

PC Task (16 items)
66
60
55

•
It is not surprising that scores on the PC task were lower than scores on the multiple

choice test since the task was more challenging and involved more than recognizing the
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correct fonn when it was presented with distracters. Although the video and the pietures in

the test booklet contextualized the passage, learners had to understand extended segments of

written text in order to detect the deviant fonDS. Once detected, each deviant fonn had to he

corrected. Since the deviant fonns were not typographically enhanced or otherwise identified

on the page, learners had to rely on internally created salience ta find them. Since no choices

were offere<L they then had to access a PD ruJe, most likely an implicit one, in order to make

a correction Thus learners were required ta devote a major portion of their attentional

resources to meaning and to focus on faon at the same time.

Leamers in Groups E+ and E might have been expected to have a small advantage

over learners in Group U in that they had practiced finding and correcting pronouns in one of

the tasks included in their instructional package. However, this advantage was probably .

diminished by the practice opportunities equaJly available ta learners in ail three groups

during each of the testing sessions. While gain scores on the passage correction task were

highest at the immediate posttest, continued improvement was evident at the delayed posttest

(Table 5.12, Chapter 5). Differences approaching significance were obtained ooly at the

immediate posttest, however, when Groups E+ outperformed Group U on her (see Tables

5.13-5.16, Appendix E).

The results indicate that most learners were sensitive to the difference between well­

formed and deviant PDs and limited their corrections to deviant foOns (Table 5.21, Chapter

5). Deviant possessive detenniner forms in kin-different and body parts domains appear to

have been particuIarly difficult to deteet and correct, and very few leamers correctly

corrected ail three of the deviant forms used in kin-different contexts. Furthermore, at the

delayed posttest., only a small number of learners in each group corrected both of the definite

articles used in body parts contexts and replaced them with the appropriate PD (Table 5.20,
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• Chapter 5). The majority of the learners did not notice, or were not able ta correct, the

deviant forms in these two semantic domains. While there was an increase in the number of

learners who made the corrections fram one test administration ta another, it is possible that

their perfonnance on this measure would have been improved by a more explicit focus on the

target language rules, with particular attention ta points of contrast between English and

French. A similar interpretation was offered by Alanen (1995), who found that even leamers

exposed to ruJe-based instruction overgeneralized the LI rule when the LIIL2 differences

were not explicitly POinted out.

Oral picture description task: The accuracy ratios presented in Table 5.45 ofChapter

5 show that on the oral production task, leamers had the most difficulty with PDs in the body

parts domain. ErroTS included the use of the incorrect gender-marked fonn (e.g. his for her

and vice versa), as weil as developmentally immature faons (0, the, or your). Table 6.6

shows the number of learners in each group who used two or more (ungrammatical) tokens of

the definite article with body parts at the delayed posttest. The numbers in parentheses

indicate the learners who were in Stages 6 or 7. An additionaJ 6 learners in Group E, one of

whom was in Stage 7, used the 0 fonn two or more times in the body parts domain.

Table 6.6

Picture description task - number of leamers using the with body pans at delaved posttest
(number in parentheses indicates Stage 6 or 7)

•

Group
E+
E
U

N
27
30
29
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Accuracy did not substantially increase in the body parts domain between the

immediate and delayed posttests; in fac~ for Group E, which had an accuracy ratio of .42 at

the pretest, there was essentially no irnprovement over the period of the study (Table 5.45,

Chapter 5). This suggests that there may have been a ceiling on development within this

domain without a different kind of instruction. Sïnce examples of PDs with body parts were

available in the treatment input, it would seem that leamers needed to have theiT attention

drawn more explicitly to the LIIL2 fonn-function differences.

For Groups E and U, the second lowest accuracy ratios at the delayed posttest were in

the kin-different domain. Here, as in the inanirnate and kin-same domains, many of the

eITors involved the overgeneralization of one gender-marked PD to contexts requiring the

other form. Other errors reflected the variability which was illustrated in Chapter 5 in which

leamers produced correct and incorrect forms within a singJe picture description.

Overgeneralization and variability are natural processes in L2 acquisition, and it is not

surprising to find evidence of them in the oral data. Indeed, it could he said that the

considerable intraleamer variability in the oral production data and the interlearner

differences in developmentai sequences were great enough to cancel out the between-group

differences. What is noteworthy here is that the input enhancement techniques that were

manipulated in this study did not appear to he effective in helping learners use PDs accurately

in the oral production task. Again., it would seem that they needed help in discovering the

points ofditference between the LI and L2 PD agreement rules.

One might also argue that leamers needed practice accessing the L2 mie for

comPrehension and production. There are two different points ofview on the type ofpractice

that might have been useful. First, from the perspective ofVanPatten's (1993 and elsewhere)

input processing research., leamers might have needed only focused comprehension practice
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in order to show development on both comprehension and production tasks. Ho\vever, it is

ianportant to point out that this kind of practice is based on an initial explicit presentation of

the target language rule which helps leamers to structure the input and facilitates intake

processes. From the second perspective. one could clainl that leamers needed more

opportunities to practice using the target fonns in order to develop automaticity in accessing

rules that had previously been leamed explicitly (e.g. McLaughlin, 1990b, McLaughlin and

McLeü<L 1983). It may aise he that they no:ded to practice in order to develop control over

the attentional resources allocated to representations of linguistic knowledge (Bialystok,

1991 b). S"-"ain (1985 and elsewhere) has noted the value of practice opportunities., which she

has called c.:omprehen'tib/e vutpul, to push karners to deeper levels of syntactic processing

and has provided sorne evidence for the bènefits of "negotiating toml" (Lyster, 1994a) in

leamer-centred interaction (Kowal and Swain. 1994).

The stage development analysis of the oral data also indicated that Icamers were a

long way from reaching target-Iike perfonnance at the end of the study. At the delayed

posnest, 58 per cent of the lcamers were at Stages 3-4. TIlat is, while they used gender­

Inarked forms, they showed no evidence ofapplying tht.: English rule with any consistency. A

few, six per cent, used no gender-marked PDs in any domain (Stage 1-2). Doly 36 per cent of

the leamers demonstrated partial control of the English rule (Stages 5-7), and no one gave

evidence of target·like use ofPDs in ail domains, including body parts (Stage 8).

These findings~ along with the quantitative analyses, suggest that many of the leamers

might have benefited from a more explicit type of enhancement. For example, a different

typographical technique involving the use ofarrows or colour coding could have been used to

make the relationship between the PD and i15 referent more salient and more explicit for the

leamers. It will he recalled that in Doughty's (1991) study, a clear indication of the
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relationship between the relative pronoun and head noun was provided. An even more

explicit pedagogical technique would include a brief rule explanation, either at the beginning

of the input enhancement period or part of the way through it, to help leamers structure the

input (see discussions in Scott, 1989~ Berry, 1994; Hulstijn, 1995). As indicated above,

VanPatten's work has shown the benefits of cule explanation in combination with input

processing instruction in helping learners de\'elop automatic access to the target language

rule in comprehension and production tasks (VanPatten and Cadiemo.. 1993; VanPatten and

Sanz., 1995). Alanen's (1995) findings on the acquisition of semi-artificial Finnish provided

additional support for the usefulness of combining typographical enhancenlent and rule

explanation. Other c1assroom research revièwed in Chapter 2 also suggests that explicit

instruction which includes metalinguistic infonnation combined with error correction is

beneficial for L2 development (e.g. Day and Shapson, 1991 ~ Lightbown and Spa~ 1990:

Spada and Lightbown, 1989: Lyster, 1994b~ Tomasello and Herran, 1988, 1989) and that

implicit instruction may he less 50 (e.g. Harley. 1989; Lyster, 1994b).

The perfonnance by Group E+ on thè oral and written measures at the immediate

posnest suggests that more exposure to PDs in the extensive reading and llstening treatlnent

was beneficial. However, the between-group ditferences which favoured Group E+

disappeared five weeks later as Groups E and U caught up. The finding that the benefits of

additional exposure were not durable also suggests that learners may have needed more

explicit infonnation about the underlying PD system than they had received. An alternative

explanation is that leamers in aIl groups had reached a threshold that pennitted the

development of PDs to continue without on-going intensified exposure (see Lightbo~

1992b, for L2; see KanniiotT Smith, 1986, for LI). According to this interpretatio~ the book

flood exposure did not have a powerful enough impact relative to this "otT-line" development
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experienced by leamers in aU three groups to keep leamers in Group E+ significantly ahead

of the others.

A questionnaire that was administered to the leamers at the end of the t\vo-week

treatment period sheds additional light on the salience and explicitness of the typographical

enhancement (Appendix 0). This questionnaire was intended to obtain infonnation about the

leamers' reactions to the typographical enhancement. Learners' responsQ suggested that

typographical enhancement was salient enough to attract their attention to the target torms

without distracting them while they read..! The majority of the learners in ail three groups

also reported that enhancement had helped them understand the texts. but only a third of Lle

leamers nanled the enhanced forms when asked why they thought sorne of the \vords had

been enlarged..1 Instead. they repeated \Vhat their teachers had said at the beginning of the

treatlnent periocL that is, "because the words are difficult't , Thus it would appear that many

leamers were Wlcertain about the purpose of the typographicaI enhancelnent and that it had

nùt been useful in helping them figure out the English agreement rule. These findings must

he interpreted cautiously, however, in light of the difficulty of investigating processes which

take place inside the learner's head. To find out about input enhancement after the end of the

treatlnent peri<><L it was necessary to rely on the leamer's memory and ability to describe the

experience. Asking explicit questions about an on-goin~ presumably implicit process during

the study, on the other hand, would have risked altering it (Swain and Lapkin., 1995;

Jourdenais,~ StautTer., Boyson., and Doughty, (995).

Of course, it is also possible that individual leamer characteristics may account for

the finding that sorne learners in aIl groups reached Stages 5-7 without more explicit

instruction. These learners may have becn more comfortable with the inductive approach
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used in this study and more able than other individuals to figure out the patterns in the input

on their own (see Ske~ 1989, 1991 ~ regarding individual differences in L2 acquisition).

The pedagogical mie for English third person singular possessive determiners would

seem to he a simple rule according to the criteria ofscope and reliability (see Hulstij~ 1995).

The rule covers only two forms (his and her) and bas no exceptions aside from the special

cases involving body parts. It can he stated simply in the following way: use his when the

possessor is masculine (a manlboy) and use her when the possessor is feminine (a

woman/girl). However, very few learners were able to state this rule at the end of the study.

The day following the delayed posttests, learners were given four sentences of the type they

had seen on each of the multiple choice tests and asked 10 choose whether each was correct

or incorrect Then they were aske~ "How do you decide whether to use his or her? They

had the option of answering in EngJish or French. For example~ one of the items was the

folIo\v1ng:
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1picture ofa boy~ and girl sitting at a table with a loafofbread)

\1ary and his brother made a loafofbread.

Correct

Incorrect

Only 15 leamers (equally distributed across the groups) out of 86 stated a rule that

included a retèrence to possession or belonging or èxplained a pedagogical trick which

indicated knowledge that agreement was between the PD and the possessor. In the exatnple

above. the following responses were considered to revèal knowledge of the ruIe:

brother of Mary

C'èst son frère à elle

\-1ary•5 brother

an arrow drawn from bru/her to Alury

Instead.. most learners stated a variant of the following rule ofthUlnb: "When ifs a boy~ 1use

IllS and when iCs a girl~ 1use her". Since two of the four items included a kin-different tenn~

this rule was ambiguous as to whether the boy or girl was the possessed entity or the

possessor. Sorne of the others said they used the strategy of looking at the noun before the

PD, which would, in fact, have been a reliable rule in the four items they were asked to

consider. Sorne of the rules and strategies were totally wrong, however:

1) These learners overgeneralized the ferninine tonn:

Je déciderais (her)

1choice her because l'm a girl for girl it her
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2) This leamer was totally confused:

His is my and her is your;

3) This leamer stated the LI mie:

When is a girl and you want to said "sa" in english you said "her". And the

opset with "son" = '~his"

4) And the last example came from a learner who trusts bis implicit (but unreliable)

knowledge:

Because 1understand

While the ability to state the relevant pedagogical rule~ whether induced from the

input or presented through explicit mIe presentations during instruction, has not been found

to reliably prediet accurate perfonnance (for empirical work in this area,. see Green and

Hecht, 1992; Robinson, 1996), it is possible that the inability ofthe majority of the learners to

access a useful rule limited their perfonnance on the tasks in which they wouJd have had time

to do 50, namely the passage correction and multiple choice tests.

6.3 Developmental sequence

As indicated in Chapter 3, the tenn stage is widely used in the SLA literature, yet the

concept of stage is not often discussed or sufficiently clear (Coo~ 1993). The framework

used to analyze the oral production data in this study is based on previous theoretical and

empirical work by Felix, who descnbed the sequence in which leamers acquire the semantic

features of case, number, person~ and gender (Felix, ]981; Felix and Hahn~1985) and Zobl,

who proposed a sequence in which leamers graclually acquire the English PD rule in four

semantic domains (1984, 1985). The framework descnbes the learnersr graduai acquisition
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of the ability to produce Izis and ht!r during a communicative task. It consists of the tollowing

macro-stages:

1) pre-emergence -leamers in Stages 1-2 do not use gender-marked PD fonns~

2) enlergence - leamers in Stages 34 use his and/or her but show no evidence of

applying the English rule:

3) post-emergence: leamers in Stages 5-7 gradually develop the ability to use the

English rule~

4) target-like perfonllance: leamers in Stage 8 use lus and Itt!r correctly in ail

semantic domains (inanÎlnate. kinship. and body parts).

The framework assumes that the stages are qualitatively ditTerent, that is. they

represent the acquisition of additional setnantic fealures (e.g. case. number. person. gender)

or the development of an increasing abiliry 10 ditTerentiate between his and her in the kin­

different semantic damain. Il also asswnes that leamers do not skip stages. These

asswl1plions are supported by the tinding thal in ail three groups, mast leamers who \vere al a

pre-emergence stage al the inuuediate pretest were al an enlergence stage at the delayed

posnest seven weeks later, and aIl of the learners who were at an emergence stage at the

iffiJnediate pretest were either still at an emergence stage or had moved to a post-enlergence

stage at the delayed posttest. Funhennore~ with one exceptio~ learners did not go back to a

pre-emergence stage once they had begun to use gender-marked PD fonns.

White Stage 4 learners marked grammatical gender, they appear to have adopted an

overgeneralization strategy, using one gender-marked forro in all contexts. They were

applying neither the LI nor the L2 agreement rule, but rather seemed to he avoiding the

gender distinction altogether. Indee<!, it would appear that the emergence stages were pivotai
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in the PD acquisition sequence for the leamers in this study. Not only were most of the

leamers (79 out of 86) at an emergence stage al one or Inore of the three testing sessions, but

the majority were at an ell1ergence stage at the end of the study, either because they had

advanced to it, or because they had gone back to Stage 4 from one of the post-elnergence

stages.

This backward moven1ent does not pose a problem for the developmentai fratnework.

The shift from correct use of a target tèature to a developlnentally earlier L2 feature and

eventually back again ra target-like use is well-docwnented in the SLA literature. It has been

characterized as U-shaped devdoplnent (Kellennan, 1985) and as restructuring (tv1cLaughlin,

199üb: Lightbown. 1985). Restructuring is said to occur when the leamer encow1ters nevv'

fonns which cause a reùrganization of larger parts of the linguistic system. lobl ( 1984) used

the term restructuring to describe the phenomenon in which leamers simplit)t their

interlanguage PD rule by dropping the gender distinction and overgeneralizmg one PD fonn.

Thus, restructuring can be viewed as part orthe nonnal acquisition sequence for at least sorne

leamers in the current study.o'

There are severai explanations for this restructuring. One is that leamers who met the

criteria for Stages 5-7 at the inl!11ediate posttest were using memorized chunks frOll1 the input

flood and had not yet anaIyzed these chunks to find the underlying English agreement mIe.

At the delayed posttest five weeks 1ater, when the memorized chunks were less readily

available for use in the oral production task, Ieamers adopted the cognitively less demanding

cule simplification strategy and used one PD in ail contexts. The leamers who did this may

have been more memory-oriented than others and more likely to rely on prefabricated chunks

and routines (Skeh~ 1991). This provides more evidence to suggest that the emergence

stages~ and in particular Stage 4, were pivotaI stages in the acquisition ofPD fonns.
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For others, the back.'"\vard movement may he explained by the recency of the

experimental treatments, which had drawn the learners' attention to PDs and led them to

attempt ta use these forms in their picture descriptions at the immediate posnest.

Furthennore, the coding procedure may have overestimated their development at one test

administration and underestimated it at the next. Overestimation would have been possible

in the case of leamers who produced a lot of PDs because, regardless of the number of PD

eITors they made, they would have been assigned to the stage al which they met the minimum

criterion for correct uses. Underestimation could have occurred if learners had said less and

tàiled to produce enough target fonns to be reassigned to their previous stage. This is nlore

likely to have occurred at the delayed posnest, when five weeks had elapsed since the

èxperimental treatn1en~ and the etTects of increased salience may have been considerably

weakened.

The oral data strongly suggest that acquisition of PDs follows a developnlental

sequence and that the instructional treatnlent could he altered in ways that might speed up the

progression of francophone leamers of English through the developmental stages.

Specifical1y, it may he necessary to make the relationship between the PD and the po$SèSsor

more salient for French LI learners of English. One way to do this would he ta use

typographical enhancement to focus leamers' attention only on kin..<fjfferent fonns since the

Mf and Fm forms reveal the most information about LIIL2 contrasts. As indicated above,

another way would he ta use arrows from the PD to the possessor to make the relationship

more salient and explicit. This enhancement technique might he 50 salient that it would

interfere with reading, however, and it might he advisable to use arrows with only a subset of

the PDs in a text. Arrows used with instances of his and her in the kin-different and body

parts domains, for instance, would provide the greatest contrast with the LI agreement
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subrules and would seem to have the greatest potential for promoting developillent. In

retrospect, it seems that the nW11ber of enhanced items per page may have detracted froll1 the

usefulness of the typographical enhancelnent and that enhancing personal pronouns along

with ail semantic PD domains may have provided less infonnation to the learners than arro\vs

or a heightened focus on lcin-ditferent fonns alone.

This study suggests that, while dra\VÎng the learners' attention to a linguistic feature

nlay be sufficient to speed up acquisition of that feature~ implicit instruction may not he

adequate in cases involving LI -L2 contrasts. It further suggests that there may be a ceiling on

this developluent when the LI and L2 ditfer in \vays that are not evident to the leamer on the

basis of positive evidence available in the input. In such cases, learners may need explicit

infonnation about the L I-L2 contrasts in order (0 progress ta more advanced developmental

stages. The ways in which this infonnation can be combined with additional exposure and

increased salience are in necd of further investigation.

6.4 Limitations of the study

The absence of a control group (l.e. one \vhich was entirely uninstructed \Vith regard

to the target forms) is a limitation of the study. However, as noted in Chapter 4~ when the

study was being planne~ it was necessary to make sorne trade-offs. The advantages of

limiting data collection to one school were offset by the potential disadvantage that only three

treatment groups were available within the school. Since the primary variable manipulated

was typographical enhancement, it was essential to have a comparison group that \vas

exposed to unenhanced input containing the target forms. However~ this meant that there \vas

no control group which received regular instruction only. Fortunately, comparisons \vith

other intensive ESL groups that did not receive instruction or extensive exposure to POs and
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personaI pronouns have been possible. However~ as indicated above~ these are post..hoc

cOll1parisons. and one cannot be confident that the different resuJts obtained are due only to

variations in the instructional treatment

A second limitation concems interpretation of the oral data elicited at the delayed

posttest. Since many learners described the pictures in Picture Set C in such a way that there

were fewer contexts for feminine PD forms than for masculine ones~ it was not possible to

make c1ainls regarding differences between Stages 6 and 7. As a result, these two stages

were combined tor sorne of the analyses. Although this imbalance was not foreseen, it points

out the need for careful piloting ofail measures. Furthennore~ ~ince the picture sets were not

identical at each testing session, leamers had different opportunities to produce the target

tonns. Thus. the conclusions about stage development must relllain tentative until follo\v-up

investigations cao be carried out.

Another litnitation is, paradoxically, a strength of any classroom-based research

carried out in the hreal world~' over an extended period of time. This study lasted five

l1lonths~ and duri ng that time, many other things happened in the c1assroom to aftèct leaming.

The investigator was in the c1ass regularly, observing and taking notes. Considerable efforts

were also made both fonnally and informally to keep track of classroom events and

behaviours, but it was not possible to do this aIl the time. Consequently, one cannot he sure

whether other instructional activities might have contributed to the results.

6.5 Contributions and implications (or future researcb

The results of this study have made an important contribution to SLA research

investigating the effects of instruction on the acquisition of third person singular PDs in the

following ways. Prior to this study, Zobl's proposed developmental stage framework for the
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acquisition ofPDs had not been empirically validated in subsequent research. It had not been

used with young L2 leamers, nor had it been used in an instructional study over an extended

period of time. While the results obtained in tbis study provide support for Zobl's

developmental stages, they also point to sorne difficulties in the characterization of certain

stages as weIl as in the assignment of stages and developlnent. The indication that certain

stages may be pivotai to the learner's developlnent suggests a particularly interesting

direction for future research and \vill require the development of new research instruments

and procedures. Investigation of the role of the LI in the PD developmental sequence is also

needed to detenllÎne whether this sequence would be obtained in studies of leamers with LIs

other than French. Furthennore, comparisons are needed \vith other acquisition sequences

that have been observed with adults and children ta investigate whether the developmental

processes invalving 1l10rphology might difTer from those involving syntax.

The tindings from this enhancement study have also made an itnportant contribution

to research investigating the role of implicit instruction_ and in particular the raie of

'''noticing"', in SLA. No other study has examined ho\v the enhancement of input combined

with high frequency exposure COll1pares with enhanCe111ent alone. The results cali into

question the assumption that if target features are implicitly enhanced in the input, learners

will '''notice'' them. IndeecL the results suggest that getting learners at this age to Hnotice"

may require more explicit techniques. These findings reinforce the need for greater precision

in specifying the natw"e of fonn-focused instructional treatments that may facilitate the

acquisition of specifie linguistic features in future research. Of particular importance is the

need to tease apart the specifie contnbutions that implicit and explicit types of fonn focused

instruction may make on the accuracy and rate ofdevelopment in classroom L2 leaming.

This research bas aIso pointed to potential problems resulting from "testing etTects"
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in the measurement of L2 learning over ttme. As indicated above, leamers were tested tllfee

tùnes during the study ""ith severai measures al each aœllinistration. Since thetr attention

was drawn repeatedIy to the target fonus through the testing procedures, this may have served

as another source of enhanced input to the learners. Another methodologicai issue

highJighted in this study concerns the necessity for long-tenn follow-up testing in research

investigating the effects of instruction on SLA. If the present study had not incJuded a

delayed posttest, the Immediate posnest results could have reasonably indicated support tor

the first two hypotheses - a conclusion which has been drawn in other research without long­

term follo\v-up testing in the research designs.

Clearly. more research is needed to understand whether and how implicit and explicit

input enhancement techniques lt1ight contribute to L2 leanlers' acquisition of particular

linguistic featun~s. Findings from this study suggest that leamers may benetit from help in

noticing and also in organizing infonnation available in the input when their LI leads them to

tnake faulty hypotheses about the target language. Questions about the way in which explicit

information may be combined with more implicit enhancement techniques such as

typographicai enhancement or intensified exposure, lead to other questions which are also in

need of further research: When is explicit intormation most useful, at the beginning of the

enhancement period or after a period of intensified eXJX>sure? Are leamers able to make

better use of explicit infonnation once they have œached particular stages in the

developmental sequence? How do individual learner characteristics interact with inlplicit

and explicit input enhancement techniques? We cao expect that as researchers attempt to

answer these încreasingly precise research questions, the pieture of instructed L2 acquisition

will gradually he brought ioto sharper focus.
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Endnotes for Chapter 6

1.One test item (number 21) in the kin-same domain was removed from this analysis
because the distracters (your, they, and she) seemed to confuse leamers in all three
groups. The item was not removed from any ofthe analyses presented in Coopter 5.

2.The questionnaire was presented to the leamers with a general comment that the
researcher wanted to know what they thought about the "big letters" in the stories
they had been reading. One leamer asked seriously, UWhat big letters?"

3.Recall that regular past tense -edendings were enhanced for Group U.

4.It is possible that all leamers experienced restructuring of the PD rule even though the
researcher was not there al the appropriate developmental moment to capture this
phenomenon. .
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Appendix B: Sampie of treatment materials

Activity 2 - The Frog Prince

Part of the text and related task
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Enbanced treatment
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Activity 2

Patrt 1

•

'l'be .~rOl ....ince

Once upon a lime there wu a king. Ht had a beautiful, young daughter. For htr
birthday, the king gave hera golden bail thal she played wilh every day.

The king and his daughler Iived neac a dark foresl There was a deep weil near the

castle. Sometimcs, the princess would sil by the weil and play with herball. One day.

the princess threw hergolden baU in the air but il did nol fall into htrhands. It fell into

the weIl. Splash! Thç weil wu deep and the princess was sure she would never sec her
ball again. So sh, cried and cried and could not stop.

-What is the matter'?- said a voice behind htr. The girl looked around, and sh, saw a

frag. Ile wa:s in the weil, his head sticking out of the Waler.

·Oh, ifs you" said the girl. "My baU feU into the weU:

-1 can help,- said the frog. "1 an get your baU. What will you give Ole if 1do']"

"Whatevcr you want,- said ahe princesse ·l'lI give you my beautiful gald ring. l'II

give you tlowcn from my larden.·

.( do not wanl your bcautiful gold ring or f10wers from your garden,· said the frag.

_·Uut 1would Iike to live with you and be your friend.·

ACtÎ\'ity 2
l'art 2

....ioct5s, King or .'rog

Who dues lhe underliMd wonJ reJer 10'1 Wrile l'in the blank. if;t reJers 10 the princess.

wrile Kin Ihe bl"nk if;, reJén 10 the king, and write F in the b/anJc if;, reJeTS 10lhefrog.

Ilnecessary, loole /Jacle Dllhe siory. l'he fini OM is dOMJor )lU",

1. For htr birthday, IK had given h~r a Bolden bail.

2. The princess lived with lJJ.m. near ~ dark foresl.

3. She played with !JH. golden bail.

4. She dropped !lH golden bail in the weil.

S. !!.l. was in the weil, sticking hls head out of the water•

6. She offered ta give !J.im. h~, fine golden ring and flowen from her garden.

1. The frog said he wanlcd to be !JH friend.
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Enhanced ~Iaterials

AlI instances of he, she, l1im, 11er, lus. 11er were enhanced in the texts and activity sheets.
The teacher corrected the answers ra each task with the c1ass before beginning the next
one.

Activity 1: Encvclooedia Brown

Working individually, students read a short mystery story that took place in the summer
about a boy detective, Encyclopedia Bro\vn, and then tried ta solve the mystery with a
partner. They were encouraged ta reread relevant parts of the story.

Students read a similar story that took place in the winter, told l'rom the point of view of
a girl detective. They \Vere encouraged ta tind diffèrences between the staries and then
ta solve the mystery as in Part 1.

Students read 35 sentences and, without looking back at the texts, identified which of the
two staries each sentence came from. Clues consist of third person singular pronouns
and possessive determiners. Students corrected their partners' papers by tinding each
sentence in the appropriate story.

Activity 2: The Frog Prince

After eliciting information about a familiar fairy tale, the Frog Prince, the teacher asked
students ta identify characteristics of this and other fairy tales. Working individually,
students read a traditional version of the Frog Prince.

Students worked \Vith a partner to answer 20 questions about the story; the task required
them to write the initial of the person to whom the underlined pronoun or possessive
determiner referred (K for the King; P for the Princess; F for the frog).
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Parts 3 and 4

After looking at a cartoon with the captton .... [ was happier when 1 was a frog~·, students
discussed why his life as a human might have been more difficult than his Iitè as a frog.
The teacher read the illustrated story book The Frog Prince Continued while students
followed along with their own texts in which pronouns and possessive determiners were
enhanced.

Students read a letter from the princess to her father in which sorne of the content was
wrong. Errors primarily involved pronouns and possessive deterrniners~ but other errors
of faet were included. Students circled the errors in the letter and \Vfote the correct
infonnation above the error. Students exchanged their papers and referred back to the
story to correct them.

Activitv J: Helen Keller

Alter discussing what it would be like to be deaf and blind, students looked at a picture
of Helen Keller and discussed what they kne\v about her. Working indi\ldually, they read
a story about her discovery of the meaning of the word waler.

Working in groups of six, students took tums answering questions about the water story.
Pronouns were used instead of proper nouns whenever possible. The task required
students to go back to the text to find the information.

Students read another text about Helen Keller and asked each other questions about her
life. Questions contained pronouns instead of proper nouns.

The teacher asked the c~ass questions with third person singular pronouns and possessive
determiners about Helen Keller and her teacher, Annie Sullivan. Students \Vere required
to understand which woman the pronouns referred to.

Students answered additional factual questions about Helen and her teacher, Annie.
They had to reread portions of the tex! to answer them. Answers were corrected with the
class.
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Students \Vere told that Helen \vas a difficult chi Id who often fought \vith her teacher and
\VÎth her father. They read questions with masculine and tèminine pronouns and had to
predict to which of n,·o stories each question referred" Fighting with Annie or FiQhting
\vith Father. They corrected their own answers by reading the relevant texts.

Activity 4: Poems

Activin· l

Students followed along as the teacher read aloud ten humorous poems in which the
gender of the characters couId only be detennined by understanding the pronouns and
possessive detenniners. As they read along" they selected a title for each poem from a
list pro\·ided. Working with a partner. students confinned their choice of titles and
answered questions about the genders of thç characters (e.g. ls the speaker a boy or a
girl? \}/hat makes you think so?).

Working in pairs, students grouped the poems according to themes.

Each student chose a poem to practice: several students pertonned or read them aloud to
the class.

Students read a new poem and created a title \vith a partner.

Activio· 5

Omitted.

Activitv 6: Brothers and Sisters

Students read one of nvo complementary stories about a brother and sister \vho did not
get alon~ One story was written from the sister's perspective, the other from the
brother's perspective.
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Working in groups ofthree, students decided whether six statements containing pronouns
and possessive determiners were true or faIse, based on the story they had read. They
underlined passages in the text supporting their responses. Students compared ans\vers
for the t\VO different texts and found that they \vere different. They then read the other
story. The teacher pointed out that the perspective of the speaker can change the story.

Students read a story about triplets, separated in early childhoo<L who found each other
as young adults.

Stud~nts worked in groups ofthree to answer lïve tactual questions about the story.

Still in groups of three, students answered ten ..t'hu and wlzy questions about the story.
Who questions required them to decide which triplet a pronoun or possessive deterrniner
referred to. Students justitïed their answers by reading aloud relevant passages in the
story.

Students sequenced eight statements in the order in which events happened in the story.

Activitv 7: Fables

Individually, students read the story of King A4idas and the Golden Touch.

Working in pairs, students answered five questions about the story.

Students read a list of items and decided which of the things that King Midas touched
belonged to him, and which belonged to his daughter. They had to refer to the pronouns
in the text to find the correct answers.
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Students read a poem about King Midas' daughter and answered ten questions about the
things she touched.

After reading a fable, The Lion and the Mouse.. students ans\vered six questions with a
partner and underlined the part of the story that gave them the answer.

Activitv 8

Omitted.

Activitv 9

Omitted.

Activit\· 10: Larrv the Champ

Students read along while the teacher read them the tirst part of a story about a boy who
made undenvear commercials.

Students matched a set of ten sentence beginnings with their endings. Sentences were
taken from the story they had just read. They exchanged their papers \Vith a partner, who
corrected the sentences by finding them in the text.

Working in pairs, students read seven statements about ho\v the main character, Larry,
feIt. They were required to go back to the tex! and detennine whether the feeling \Vas
stated explicitly in the story or not.

Students read the neX! part of the story on their OMI.

Students read ten statements.. each containing an underlined third person singular
pr_oun or possessive determiners. They had to answer a '''Who is itT" question about
each statement.
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After students had predicted the ending of the story, they found out \vhat actually
happened.
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Unenhanced treatment
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Activily 2

P.rt 1

:,.•

"'be t'rOi Prioce

Once upon a lime thue was a king. He had a beautiful, JOUDI daughta'. lU her

birthday, the king gave her a golden bail that sile played widl every day.

The king and bis daughter lived Real' a dark (oceat. 1"bc:œ wu a deep weil Real' the

castle. Sometimes, the princess would sil by lbe weU and play with her bail One day, the

prinœss lhrew ha' golden baU in the air but il did DOl faU ÏDID ber bands. Il fell inlD the

wdl. Splash! lbe weU was deep and the princess wu sure sile wouId nevel' sec her bail

again. So she cried and cried and couId nOl stop.

·What is the malter?· said a voice behind ber. 1bc girllooked around. and she saw a

frog. He was in the weil, his head sticking out of the walCr.

·Oh, il'! you" said the girl. "My ball fell ioto tÎle weil.·

.( cao help,· said the frog. ·1 can get your bail. Wbat will Jou give me if 1do'/"

·Whatever JOu want,· said the princess. ·1'11 give you my beautiful gold ring. l'U

give you tlowers nom my garden.·

.( do not waal your bcautiful gold ring or tlowen from your garden,· said the frog.

..But 1would like ta live with you and be your fricnc1•

Activity 2

Part 2

"'he ."rog l'rince Questions
Answ~r r~ q~Jtions ~/ow. ~ fini O~ is dOM jôr ,ou.

1. Who gave the prinœss a golden bail for ha' birthday'l
:tN llilQ~ -----';' _

2. WheIe did Ihc~ocesslave?

3. Who did the princcss live with?

4. Where was the princess playing wilh ber golden bail?

s. What happened CO the bail?

6. Whal did the princess ocrer 10 &ive the (fOI ifIle retumed bel' bail?

7. What did the (fOI want?
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Unenhanced '\laterials

AlI instances of past tense -ed were enhanced in the texts and activity sheets. The teacher
corrected the answers to each task with the c1ass before beginning the next one.

Activity 1: Encyclopedia Brown

Working individually~ students read a short mystery story that took place in the summer
about a boy detective~ Encyclopedia Bro\vn~ and then tried to solve the mystery with a
partner. They were encouraged to reread relevant parts of the story.

Students read a similar stary that took place in the \Vinter. told from the point of view of
a girl detective. They were encouraged to tind difterences between the stories and then
to solve the mystery as in Part 1.

Students read 35 sentences and~ without looking back at the texts~ identified which of the
two stories each sentence came from. Cl ucs consisted of sentences from the stories;
proper nouns were used instead of pronouns and possessive detenniners in mast
sentences. Sturlents corrected their partners' papers by tinding each sentence in the
appropriate story.

ActivilY 2: The Frog Prince

After eliciting information about a tàmiliar fairy tale, the Frog Prince, the teacher asked
students to identify characteristics of this and other fairy tales. Working individually~

students read a traditional version of the Frog Prince.

Students worked with a partner to answer 15 factual information questions about the
story. The teacher went over the answers with the class.

Parts 3 and 4

After looking at a cartoon with the caption '-41 was happier when l was a frog", students
discussed why his life as a human might have been more difficult than his life as a frog.
The teacher read the illustrated story book The Frog Prince Continued white students
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followed along with their own lexts in which pronouns and possessive detenniners were
enhanced.

Students read a letter from the princess to her father in which sorne of the content was
wrong. Errors were factual. Students circled the errors in the letter and wrate the correct
infonnation above the error. Students exchanged their papers and referred back to the
story to correct them. Answers were then checked with the entire c1ass.

Activity 3: Helen Keller

After discussing what il would be like to be deaf and blind.. students looked at a picture
of Helen Keller and discussed what they kne\\:' about her. Working individually.. they
read a story about her discovery of the meaning of the word waler.

Working in groups of six. students took turns ans\\ering questions about the water story.
The task required them to go back to the text to tind tàctual information.

Students rearl another text about Helen Keller and asked each other questions about her
Iitè. Proper nouns were used in ail sentences.

The teacher asked the c1ass factual information questions about a text describing Helen
and her teacher, Annie Sullivan.

Students answered factual questions about Helen and her teacher, Annie. They had to
reread portions of the text to answer them.

Students were told that Helen was a difficult child who often fought ,vith her teacher and
with her father. They read questions with proper nouns and had to decide to which of
two stories each question referred, Fighting with Annie or Fighting with Father. They
corrected their O\m answers by reading the relevant texts.
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Activity 4: Poems

Activitv 1

Students followed along as the teacher read aloud ten humorous poems about children.
As they rearl along, they selected a tide for each poem from a list provided. Working
with a panner, students confirmed their choice of titles and answered factual information
questions about the genders of the characters (e.g. Is this a true story? How do you
know?).

Working in pairs, students grouped the poems according to thernes. Students had to
defend their choices.

Each student chose a poem to practice~ several students performed or read them aloud to
the c1ass.

Students read a new poem and created a title \Vith a panner.

Activitv 5

Omitted.

Activitv 6: Brothers and Sisters

Students read one of two complementary staries about a brother and sister who did not
get along. One story was written From the sister's perspective, the other From the
brother' s perspective.

Working in groups ofthree, students decided whether a set of six statements referring to
the boy and the girl were true or faIse, based on the story they had read. They underlined
passages in the teX! supporting their responses. Students compared answers for the two
ditTerent texts and found that they were different. They then read the other story. The
teacher pointed out that the perspective of the speaker can change the story.
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Students read a story about triplets~ separated in early childhood~ who found each other
as young adults.

Students worked in groups ofthree to answer live factual questions about the story.

Still in groups of three, students answered ten why questions about the story. Students
justified their answers by reading aloud relevant passages in the story.

Students sequenced eight statements in the order in which events happened in the stary.

Activitv 7: Fables

Individually, students read the story of Kmg Alida.,· und the Golden Touch.

Working in pairs~ students answered t'ive questions about the story.

Still working in pairs, students read each of ten sentences and decided in which order
they occurred in the story.

Students read a story about King Midas' daughter and answered ten questions about the
things she touched.

•
After reading a fable, The Lion and the Mouse, students answered six questions \vith a
partner and underlined the part of the story that gave them the answer.

Activity 8

Omitted.
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Activity 9

Ornitted.

Activity 10: Larr,' the Champ

Students read along while the teacher read them the first part of a story about a boy \vho
made undenvear commercials.

Students matched a set of ten sentence beginnings with their endings. Sentences \Vere
taken From the story they had j ust read. They exchanged their papers with a partner. who
carrected the sentences by tïnding them in the text.

Warking in pairs, students read seven statements about how the main character. Larry,
felt. They \vere required ta go back to the text and detennine whether the tèeling \Vas
stated explicitly in the story ar not.

Students read the ne'\t part of the story on their own.

The teacher asked the sludents seven factual questions about events in the part of the
story they had just read.. Students ans\vered orally.

After students had predicted the ending of the story, they found out what actually
happened.
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Appendix C: Criteria for the selection of books
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Criteria for the selection of books

The following bJUidelines and rationale \Vere developed and used in the selection of books:

1) Children's literature: Books \vrinen tor English LI ehildren provide rieh linguistie

input, as weil as opportunities for ESL children to participate in the literaI)' world tàmiliar to

their anglophone eounterparts. They were seleeted over ESL books~ including simplified

versions ofchildren's "classics", in ail cases.

2) Topies: Familiar topies rnake stories easier to understand than untàmiliar ones

since background knowledge plays an important role in helping the reader make predictions.

For this reason, books were chosen \Vith people, things, events and feelings that leamers

eould identif)r \\;th. Furthermore. concrete topics are easier to understand than abstraet ones

since they are easier ta illustrate and contextualize.

3) Story lines: Simple story !ines which allow learners to make aeeurate predictions

are easier to follow than complex plots when leamers' L2 proficiency is limited (but see

Meek~ 1987, for a diffèrent vie\v in the case of LI readers). When learners' are more

protïeient~ stories with problems to resolve can lead to discussions and skits.

4) li1ustrations: Clear illustrations help the reader identif)r topies and guess

meanings of unfamiliar words if they are direetly related to the story. Learners in grade six

like books that look new and hip. If a book has humorous or modem pictures~ learners will

often aeeept subject matter that is quite juvenile, but they will not aecept books that look

babyish.

5) Repetitions: Vocabulary acquisition is facilitated when words in the story are

repeated. When key words and phrases are repeated in a familiar refrai~ leamers anticipate

and become involved in the story~ repeating the refrain along with the teacher. Moreover,

repetition and rephrasing lighten the infonnation density ofa story.

6) Print sm: Densely printed pages are intimidating for low-Ievel L2 leamers. Early

pieture books should have enlarged print and few words per page. Early chapter books
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• should also have big print and one or two illustrations per chapter. This is psychologically

important because it decreases the density of the teX!.

7) Variety: Books of ditferent genres~ on different topics, and al ditferent levels of

difficulty should he selected and available for use at stol)' time and free reading periods.

Books with accompanying cassettes provide variety, as weil.

8) Values: Books that promote gender or cultural stereotypes should he avoided in

the first two months of the intensive program~ before the learners' language proticiency has

developed sufficiently to pennit discussion of the relevant issues.

•
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Appeodix 0: Language measures
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Baldwin-Cartier test de classement (sample items)
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foRE". ERE PARTI E:

DEUX 1EME PAR TI E:

D) Ln s

CHOISISSEZ LA BONNE REPONSE,
Ex.: She has forty~one dollars.
A) 21 $ B) 72 $ C) 11 ,

La bonne reponse est -DH - q1 $,

D) ....
~~-t.';'>'~
(~9~':' :.1·\':' i
~""::~:'

'Pour chacun des numéros sulvants, dites Quelle Illustration
convient le mleux a la phrase entendue.

Ex.: ·What's thlS?- -lt's cat.-

A) .) C)

~~L -_.~ ~~ rI@"1 .~. ..r:..~ '.f."'--.• ... ..1-. .,..... ..

~
' \ ~;ll. ~".~ .'4.. :',:~;-I,~~.

'~~i§\"~!i:!)j1.;1 ~.. .h~.),~;~,I.: ~
, • 'ff • , I:rt\5:"t~~

d~ ~Q . <5r l ':, ~: •.:. . ..
La bonne réponse est -A- - cati 15. A) ThurSday B) Honday C) Frlday D) Tuesday

c&= 17. A) She never hurt me.
B) That's oot funov,
C) This 15 not a Joke.
D) Who knows7

1. A)

~,:",·1.L­
'\ .',..
'1o:';i
...... L

.~

.> c) D)

16. A) March D) Hav . C) Aprl 1 D) June

2. A) 8) c)

el
D)

18. A) tie hasn't elther.

• •
B) 1 have a toothache.

: 1 t
C) 1t' S wonderful.

lu'!- 1 D) Sa cio we.
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Passage correction task (sample items)
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Look at th••xa.pl •.

Thl. 1. th••tory oi G.org••nd .o••••ry iroa th. vld.o, but

lt b••• lot of .rror.. Th.r. II a ...laua of on••rror ln .ach

••nt.ne., .nd loa. I.nt.nc•••r. corr.ct. Th.r. Ar. HQ .p.1Ilng

.rror.. • ••d th••tory car.tully. Wh.n vou llnd a ward that l.

lncorr.ct, put an X on lt. Th.n wrlt. th. corr.ct word abov•.

•
April, 11'3 Na•• ' _

a.orv. and Ro••••ry

..--."•

George Edgeco~b Ilved at .2 at. BAil1 Cr••c.nt. On co1d and

r~lny d&y. he .tay.d ho•• and play.d ch.ck.rl wlth LUCy, h.r cat.

50~etlmea he watched t.v. and ate A plz&a. Her daught.r 11ved far

away ln another clty .

/.

....--......
, .•~

..~--~-~. or--------

~~

O.org. want.d to talk to .o••••ry, but h. 6f too n.rvou•.

On. d.y h. 1••gln.d th.y w.r. ln an op.ra. O.org. cll.bed a ladder
thtl

to .0....ry'l wlndow, and th.n ~ ~l •••d .ach other.

On war. and lunny day., o.org. 1lk.d to 81t on hll front porch

and watch A people PAl' by. But th.re wa, a .ore '.portant r •••on

for hl, outdoor .ctlvltle, - he had a passSon for her ne'ghbour,

R06emary Harrl,. Bhe llved alone wlth your goldflih.
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Truth value task (sample items)
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• •
HAY, UtJ Ha... Hu.ber.

Plft••n .Inute. later 1 left .Y 1'00. wlth .y jAcket and bav.

-J'. l.avln~1 J 'ild to.y pArent •• -1 don't want to b. here

Two Bable. Ar. 8nouvhl
who" the b~by co.... aood-bve.-

·Whece ara you iolnil- a.ked Ho••

-1 don't know- 1 .ald.

Inatruetlen•• ·WhV don't you have .upp.r whll. vou decldel- Ho••ald.

••ad thla atory and d.eld. wh.th.r .aeh qu.,tlon 1. true or
lAI... Cirel. th. correct an.wer. Th. flrlt one la don. for you.

1 wa. v.ry hunvry. Ho. And Oad w.r. Ilr'ldy .atlnv. Hl,

1~.aQna looked d.llclou. and h.r pizzi ••• II.d good. 80 1 decld.d

to .tay for .upper.

3. Hlrk want. to eat ln a re.taurant. Tru. r....

1 wanted to l.avI blcau•• 1 dldn't want to dlAI wlth Any .01'1

.Y" Ar. vr••n. HI. hAie 1. blond and curly, And h. ha. blu. ev•••

Bat.y 1. flv•. Th.y don't look allk. at ail. She la ahort, and h.

1. till. Her hall' 1. r.d, Ind .h. wear. It ln a pony tall. H.r

'Iul la I.v.n Y'II" old and

rll ..Tru•4. Hark', 'Ither 1••AtlnQ pizzi.

babl... Two la .01" thln enough.

"II Ky nA•• 1. Kark, and l'. twelv•. Llf. WI' oklY untll av

Th.r. wa. A knock on th' dool' Ind 1 h.ard her .ay -Hark ... -

cour•• , 1 wa. tAlklng about .y brother 'Iul and .y .l.t.r Bet.y.

ThlY w.r. Inough babl •• for Any fa.lly. 1 w.nt lnto .Y 1'00. and

clo'ld th. door.

• other and falhe&' lold •• lhat they 101.1'. "ul"" to have • n.w baby.

-How could you}- 1 .hout.d. -Aren't twe bibi •• enouihl· Of

1. Ma~k ba. tWQ .I.te~l. Tru. ral.e
!. H. Il IIV. Y.Ar. old. 'l'rue r.l ••

2. Hark'. lach.r l. aC Ch. door. Tru. rll ••
6. flul 1••hort. Tru. r.l ••

1. 'Iul', halr 1. blond.

a. 88t1Y'. eye. Ir. blu••

'l'rue

'l'rue

ralle

,....
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Multiple choice baseline test (sample items)
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PAR'&' Il Cirele Ihe corrtct word 10 rt'pllJU Ihl utu1a/inrJ "V,JJ.

EXAMPLE:

present. Susan.

their
~our

Where are cr parents7

He
Vou
They arc downsLiÙrs.

Vou you
We them

They have a prescnl for hjm 1 Susan!

1
Vou
lk...-- made jl al school.

Hi Susanl How arc you?

Vou
Shc
~amfine.

A picture! Il's bcautiful! Thank you.

An album!

lheir
her

Opcn~

lhem
us

1ha...' a prcsenl for )'QU too!

Gnsndmu:

SUSDn:

GrllndmD:

Gnmdma:
IOfNnJ prrUfII)

Grllndmu:

Grandma:

Su~n:

Susan:

Susan:
(n~fU prrJrnl)

J·ART IV Su.uJn',{ 8rQndpur~",s haw com, 10 visil. R,ad Iht convtrsaliotJ and

drdt' Iht' ,'0''''''' worJ w compltlt tht stm,.n,',. us in th,. rxample. 11It',,. art THREE l'topl,.

in lhi. c"n"",.,ion: Su.un. A Grandma~ 000 Mothrr ~ '

(0JoUi1JJ'i1J.1 JH'I1J fi:Jtlll'l])!J'Jl lEJ'iTlEilt)

A Susan:

~

lA
~
Ji
~

A

1t
A
5l

d) Il

d) you

d)Ihey

d) Ihem

c) They

c) him

c) mm

c) mm

b) she

b) her

b) her

@

'll1.c.Jmx play' tcnnil.

a) Shc

16. The girl1CCS bcr irant!fatbcr.

18. Louise plays hockey whh~.

J7. The boy cats thc coolsjes.

a) ber

a) lhem

a) you

~t
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Multiple choice pretestlposttests (sample items)

267



•
--..,

' .•
Circ1. th. corr.ct word to co.plet. the .entence.

BXAH'LI.
d) th.lr

d) hil

c) your

c) hl.

b)har

b) h.a) her

a) hil

5. Tl. and Illt.r are twlnl. They have the
la•• bll'thday.

,. aeorue' ••oth.r asked to play wlth the
baby.

~. ~ ~
o.. '.- -

•• a teacher.

d) Hec) 1

Ha... Nuaberl _

b) Youal Iha

My na•• ia Diane Jon•••

5/'3

broth.r

blrd.

11 .. polleGlien.

d) Ha

d) hls

d) your

c) It

c) hU

c) sha

b) Hl.

b) your

b) her

a) ahe

a) hl.

1. Hary'l f ••&ly w.nt to th. zoo.
dldn't llke th. girett•••

9. Th1& 1••aul White.

a) her

1. Bill love. anl.al •. Thl. i.l,
---'

d) theJr

dt hercl .he

c) yourb) her

b) hl.

~ha 01d .an il happy to .aa

a) hl.

a) you

3.

4. Th. boy ha. to do ho~ework belore dJnner.
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Oral production task pictures
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Picture Set A
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(. Birthday Party

Zoo Expo

Party
Bed
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Picture Set 8
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•

Bike

Make~~p

Bandage

Hair



•
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Sete
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.,~ ......
;..._0

or'"
~.,

IF
t1t-

Gum Sand

Leg



ce

Mess

..

Tooth

Snow
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MEQ test (sample items)
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• ~•
,

'.tHl!.! StcTlON
~

DE\lXlDŒ SECTION

DllECTlVESa IDdl.~••~.ll. 111uIlfillon COQ~l.Qt l, al.ua l la phra••
• ~. t~ .~r•• enleadui.

DIllCTlV1Sa Chol.t. p.~j le••ualr. 'br•••••~••'r'•• cell••ui
corr••poad le .1euA • c.ll••~. Cu lura. InIIDdu••

b ..plea ••••••••••••

liIC'i'La dpon•• In. .coco
"ou. continuon••

[ "C'I)La riponac utl .0000

ua.pll' ............
(A) They belona to U••

(1) They belona to her.

(C) The)' ara WIY book••

(D) Thay are dlfflcult.~

(;

.~.
~~.l

Il

MOUI c~.nsoftl. 16.

(A) H. needl to bu)' an 014 bik••

(1) H. 101d hi. old blk. Co • Irl.od.

(C) H.'d 111l. to .ell hl. 014 bika.

(D) H. found .o..ona vitb aD old blll. to a.l1.

1. • •••••••••

..
17 •

(A) We'll pllY oD1y 11 tt ratoa.

(I) If lr ralnl we WOD't pla,.

(C) ~ln wll~ not Itop th. , ....

(D) W. 'u play the ..... wh.n Ir r.1DI.
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Enhancement activities questionnaire
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Nom: Numéro:_

Pendant ce project, tu as fait 7 activités:

1. Encyclopedia Brown
2. The Frog Prince
3. Helen Keller
4. Poems
5. The Pain and The Great One; Happy Triplets
6. King Midas
7. Larry the Champ

1. Quelles activités étaient les plus intéressantes? Pourquoi?

2. Quelles activités etaient moins intéressantes'? Pourquoi?

3. Quel étaient le niveau de difficulté des textes? Mets un X sur la ligne:

difficile facile----------

4. Dans les activités de ce proje~ il y avait des lettres écrites en gros. A ton avis, pourquoi
est-ce qu'on a élargi ces lettres-là?

5. Est-ce que cet agrandissement t'a gêné?

6. Est-ce que cet agrandissement t'a aidé à comprendre les textes?
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Appendix E: ANOVA tables
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• Table 5.2

One-Wav ANOVA comparing scores on Baldwin-Cartier Test de Classement

Source

Between

Within

Table 5.4

ss
627.69

13528.13

dl
2

83

~IS

313.84

162.99

F

1.93

p

0.15

One-Wav ANOVA comparing scores al pretest immediate posnest and delaved posttest on
Passage Correction task: erammatical corrections of deviant third person simrular pronouns
and possessive detenniners

Source

Pretest

Bet\veen

5S

55.42

dl

1

MS

27.71

F

1.19

p

0.:28

•

Within 1757.76 82 21.44

Immediate Posttest

Benveen 406.99 2 203.50 5.11 0.01

Within 3308.32 83 39.86

Delayed Posttest

Between 52.78 2 26.39 0.61 0.55

Within 3619.05 83 43.60
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• Table 5.5

ANCOVA comparing scores at immediate and delaved posttests on passage correction task:
grammatical corrections of deviant third person simrular pronouns and possessIve
detenniners:immediate pretest scores as cO\'ariate

Source SS dl t\tS F p

Immediate
posttest

Between 140.94 2 70.47 3.50 0.04

Immediate 1608.45 1608.45 79.79 0.00
pretest

Within 1632.77 81 20.16

Delayed
posttest

Between 5.06 2 2.53 0.09 0.91

Immediate 1311.82 1211.82 48.61 0.00
pretest

Within 2185.80 81 26.99

•
283



• Table 5.6

Repeated measures ANGYA showlng efTects of group and time (pretest, immediate
posttest, dela\'ed posttest), passage correction task

Source SS tif ~IS F P
Between
subjects
Group 349.49 .., 174.74 2.15 0.12

Error 6661.31 82 81.24

\Vithin
subjects

Time 4281.82
, 2140.91 191.40 0.00-

Time*Group 113.99 4 28.50 2.55 0.04

Error 1834.38 ]64 11.19

Table 5.7

Repeated measures ANOYA comparing scores on grammatical corrections of deviant
third person singular pronouns and possessive determiners al immediate and delayed
posttests, passage correction task

Group Source SS df MS F P

E+ Between 58.07 58.07 5.88 0.02

Within 256.93 26 9.88

E Between 216.60 216.60 23.85 0.00

Within 263.40 29 9.08

U Between 475.10 475.10 41.20 0.00

Within 322.90 28 1l.53

•
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• Table 5.9

One-Way ANOVA comparing scores at pretest immediate posttest and delaved oosttest on
Passage Correction task: grammatical corrections ofdeviant third person singular pronouns

Source SS dl MS F P

Pretest

Between 16.54 2 8.27 2.34 0.10

Within 289.65 82 3.53

Immediate Posttest

Between 47.98 .., 23.99 4.13 0.02

Within 482.45 83 5.81

Delayed Posttest

Bet\veen 12.71 .., 6.36 0.88 0.42

Within 597.51 83 7.20

•
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• Table 5.10

ANCOVA comparing scores at immediate and delaved posttests on passage correction task:
grammatical corrections of deviant third person singuJar pronouns: immediate pretest scores
as covariate

Source SS dl ~IS F P

Immediate
posttest

Between 25.27 ') 12.64 3.11 0.05

Immediate 146.79 146.79 36.15 0.00
pretest

Within 328.92 81 ·t06

Delayed
posttest

Benveen 4.47 1 2.14 OAO 0.67

Immediate 118.32 118.31 21.19 0.00
pretest

Within 452.22 81 5.58

Table 5.11

Repeated measures ANGVA comparîn1! scores on grammatical corrections of deviant
third person singular pronouns at immediate and delayed oosnèsts, passage correction
task

Group Source SS df MS F P
E+ Time 9.80 1 9.80 4.74 0.04

Error 53.70 26 2.07

E Time 41.67 41.67 16.26 0.00

Error 74.33 29 2.56

U Time 94.41 94.41 34.97 0.00

Error 75.59 28 2.70

•
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• Table 5.13

One-Way ANOVA comparing scores at pretes!, immediate cosnesl and delaved posttest
on passage correction task: grammatical corrections of deviant masculine third persan
singular masculine possessive determiners (his)

Source SS dl MS F P

Pretest

Between 14.75 ..,
7.38 2.28 0.11

Within 268.05 83 '" ?'".) ._.)

Immediate Posttest

Between 49.75 ., 24.88 -k20 0.02-

Within 491.84 83 5.93

Delayed Posttest

Between 18,49 Î 9.24 1.54 0.12-
Within 499.57 83 6.02

•
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• Table 5.14

One-Way ANOVA comparing scores at pretes!, immediate posnest. and dela\'ed posttest
on passage correction task: grammatical corrections of deviant masculine third person
singular possessive determiners Cher)

Source SS dl MS F P

Pretest

Between 6.53 2 3.27 0.78 0.46

Within 346.18 83 4.17

Immediate Posttest

Bet\veen 46.58 2 23.29 4.25 0.02

Within 45492 83 5.48

Delayed Posttest

Between 8.13 2 4.07 Ù6S 0.51

Within 497.26 83 5.99

Table 5.15

ANCOVA with Immediate pretest scores as covariate comparin2 Immediate and delaved
posttest scores on passaQe correction task: grammatical corrections of deviant masculine
possessive determiners (/lIS)

Source SS df MS F P

Between 23.40 2 Il.70 2.42 0.10

Immediate 95.24 1 95.24 19.69 0.00
pretest

Within 396.60 82 4.84

Delayed
posttest

Between 9.18 2 4.59 0.86 0.43

lmmediate 61.00 1 61.00 11.41 0.00
pretest

• Within 438.57 82 5.35
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• Table 5.16

ANCOVA with immediate pretes! scores as covariate comparing immediate and delayed
posttes! scores on passage correction task; grammatical corrections of deviant feminine
possessive determiners (herJ

Source SS dl MS F P
Bet\veen 24.64 2 12.32 3.61 0.03

Immediate 174.92 174.92 51.23 0.00
pretest

Within 280.00 82 3.42

Delayed
posnest

Bet\veen 2.83 2 lAI 0.30 0.74

Immediate 114.63 114.63 24.56 0.00
pretest

Within 382.63 82

Table 5.17

Repeated measures ANGVA comparing scores on QTammatical corrections of /1IS at
immediate and deIaved posttests, passage correction task

Group Source SS df ~IS F P

E~ Between 11.57 11.57 4.94 0.04

Within 60.93 26 2.34

E Between 16.02 16.02 9.78 0.00

Within 47.48 29 1.64

U Between 43.10 43.10 18.60 0.00

Within 64.90 28 2.32

•
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• Table 5.18

Repeated measures ANDYA comparing scores on grammatical corrections of her at
immediate and delayed posttests, passage correction task

Group Source SS df l\'IS F P

E+ Between 1.19 1.19 0.54 0.47

Within 56.81 26 2.19

E Between 18.15 18.15 10.25 0.00

Within 31.35 19 1.77

U Benveen 30.41 30.41 11.60 0.00

Within 67.59 28 2.41

•
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• Table 5.19

Statistics for trend analvses, passage correction task; p < .001 unless indicated

Measure Group F
Linear Quadratic

Passaf!e Correction
Pronouns and PDs E+ (1~26) 114.30 41.14

E (1,29) 90.13 23.90
U (1,27) 86.41 4.74**

Pronouns E+ (1.,26) 57.44 17.50
E (1,29) 49.50 8.50*
U (l,27) 71.19 0.18***

PDhis E+ (I~26) 87.99 24.80
E 0,29) 49.01 19.65
U (1,27) 64.15 11.29*

POher E+ (1)6) 26.96 15.91
E (1,29) 40.71 7.45*
U (1,27) 20.48 0.40***

!\tlultiple choice
Pronouns and PDs E+(l~26) 37.14 36.55

E (J ,29) 51.69 8.5 J*
U (1,27) 79.26 4.32**

*
**
***

p < .01
p < .05
p> .05

Table 5.23
One-Way ANOVA comparing groups scores on multiple choice initial pretest

•

Source

Between

Within

ss
4.27

2223.31

df

2

83

291

MS

2.14

26.79

F

0.08

p

0.92



• Table 5.25

One-Way ANOVA companng grOUPS' scores on multiple choice test at pretest,
immediate posttest and delaved posttest

Source SS dl MS F P

Pretest

Between 85.51 ..,
42.76 1.37 0.26

Within 2554.07 82 31.15

Immediate Posttest

Bet\veen 268.63
..,

134.32 4.84 0.01

Within 2304,~0 83 27.76

Delayed Posttest

Between 52.09 ,
26.04 1.02 0.37

Within 212-l.76 83 25.60

Table 5.26

ANCOVA with immediate pretest scores as covariate comparing irnmediate and delaved
posttest scores on multiple choice test

Source 5S dl ~IS F P

Immediate
posttest

Benveen 93.02 2 46.51 2.95 0.06

Immediate 933.91 933.91 59.16 0.00
pretest

Within 1278.70 81 15.79

Delayed
posttest

Between 25.42 2 12.71 0.86 0.43

Immediate 864.78 864.78 58.71 0.00
pretest

Within 1193.12 81 14.73

•
292



•

•

Table 5.27
Repeated measures ANOVA showing effects of group and time (pretest, immediate
posttest. delayed posttest)., multiple choice test

Source SS dl ~IS F p
Between
subjects
Group 304.26 2 152.13 2.31 o. (1

Error 5406.65 82 65.93

Within
subjects

Time 1717.09 2 858.55 99.30 0.00

Time*Group 65.65 4 16.41 1.90 0.11

Error 1417.93 164 8.65

Table 5.28

Repeated measures ANOVA comparing scores on LTfammatical corrections of hlS at
immediate and delaved posttests, passage correction task

Group Source SS df \IS F P

E+ Time 6.69 6.69 1.85 0.19

Error 93.81 26 3.61

E Time 56.07 56.07 10.17 0.00

Error 159.93 29 5.51

U Time 190.09 190.09 24.71 0.00

Error 215.41 28 7.69
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• Table 5.30

ANCOVA comparing mean number of grammatical uses of subject and object pronouns:
Picture Set A, immediate pretes! means as co\"ariate

Source SS

Between 55.21

Immediate 234.80
pretest

Within 1110.42

dl
2

82

~IS F P

27.61 2.04 0.14

234.80 17.34 0.00

]3.5~

Table 5.31
ANCOVA comparing mean number of un~ammatical uses of subject and abject
pronouns: Picture Set A. immediate pretes! means as covariate

Source SS

Between 14.11

Immediate
.., ..,.,
_ . .J_

pretest

Within 304.67

tif
Î

82

~tS F P

7.06 1.90 0.16
., .... ., 0.62 0.42_ . .J_

3.72

Table 5.32

ANCOVA comparing fiea" number of grammatical uses of possessive determiners,
Picture Set A; immediate pretest means as covariate

•

Source SS

Between 149.68

Immediate 825.96
pretest

Within 1687.69

dl
2

82

294

MS F P

74.84 3.64 0.03

825.96 40.13 0.00

20.58



• Table 5.33

ANCOVA comparing mean number of ungrammatical uses of possessive determiners,
Picture Set A, pretest means as covariate, picture description task

Source SS

Bet\veen 22.25

lmmediate 188.18
pretest

Within 837.38

dl
Î

82

MS F P

11.13 1.09 0.34

188.18 18.43 0.00

10.21

Table 5.35

ANCOVA cornparing mean number of erammatical uses of subject and abject pronouns:
Picture Set B, immediate posttest means as covariate

Source SS

Bet\veen 129.14

Immediate 361.65
pretest

Within 2116.-l8

df

Î

82

MS F P

64.57 2.50 0.09

361.65 14.01 0.00

25.81

•

Table 5.36
ANCOVA comparing mean number of ungrammatical uses of subject and abject
pronouns; Picture Set B, immediate posttest means as covariate

Source SS dl MS F P

Between 3.97 2 1.99 0.50 0.61

lmmediate 22.91 22.91 5.76 0.02
pretest

Within 324.61 82 3.96
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• Table 5.37

ANCOVA comparing mean number of grammatical uses of possessive determiners,
Picture Set B: immediate posttest means as covariate

Source SS

Between 0.36

Immediate 0.00
pretest

Within 6.06

dl
2

82

l\J(S F P

0.18 2.44 0.09

0.00 0.04 0.85

0.07

Table 5.38

ANCOVA comparing mean number of unerammatical uses of possessive determiners.
Picture Set B, immediate posnest means as covanate

•

Source 5S

Between 9.1'2

Immediate 59.84
pretest

Within 486.14

dl
2

82

296

\IS F P

~.86 0.82 0.44

59.84 10.09 0.00

5.93



• Table 5.40

One-Wav ANOVA comparing i!TOUPS' scores on subject pronouns, picture description
task

Source SS tif MS F P

Pretest

Between 0.13 2 0.07 0.43 0.65

Within 9.07 60 0.15

Immediate Posttest

Bet\veen 0.15 ., 0.07 1.14 0.32

Within 5.17 81 0.06

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.10 1 0.05 1.68 0.19

Within 2.58 83 0.03

Table 5.41

One-Wav ANOVA comparin2 UTOUPS' scores on object pronouns, picture description task

Source SS dl ~IS F P

Pretest

Bet\veen 0.02 Î 0.01 0.05 0.95

Within 3.34 14 0.24

Immediate Posttest

Between 0.49 2 0.25 1.52 0.24

Within 4.35 27 0.16

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.81 2 0.41 1.99 0.15

Within 10.00 49 0.20

•
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• Table 5.43

One-Wav ANaVA comparing groups' scores on his

Source SS dt MS F p

Pretest

Between 1.00 1 0.50 4.01 0.02

Within 8.19 66 0.12

Immediate Posttest

Between 1.09 ..,
0.55 4.17 0.02

Within 10.86 83 0.13

Delayed Posttest 0.22

Between 0.43 ,
0.13 1.64 0.20-

Within 10.97 83

Table 5.44

One-Wav ANOVA comparing grOUPS' scores on 11er

Source SS dt MS F p

Pretest

Bet·,veen 0.09 1 0.04 0.21 0.81

Within 13.10 64 0.20

Immediate Posttest

Between 0.13 .., 0.07 0.43 0.65

Within 12.43 83 0.15

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.62 .., 0.31 2.63 0.08

Within 9.75 83 0.12

•
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• Table 5.46

One-Wav ANOVA comparing groups' scores on inanimate

Source SS dl MS F P

Pretest

Between 0.00 1 0.00 0.01 0.99

Within 6.45 34 0.19

Immediate Posttest

Bet\veen 0.88 .., 0.44 3.12 0.05

Within 9.89 70 0.14

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.00 .., 0.00 0.00 0.99

Within 7.96 78 0.10

Table 5.47

One-Wav ANOVA comparing groups' scores on kin-same

Source SS dl ~IS F P

Pretest

Between 0.16 2 0.08 0.50 0.61

Within 4.53 29 0.16

Immediate Posttest

Between 0.57 2 0.03 0.16 0.77

Within 7.73 72 0.11

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.05 2 0.02 0.20 0.82

Within 8.48 75 0.11

•
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• Table 5.48

One-Wav ANOVA comparim:r grOUPS' scores on kin-di fferent

Source SS dl ~IS F P

Pretest

Between 0.02 0.0 1 0.05 0.95

Within 7.36 -li 0.18

Immediate Posttest

Between 0.26 .. 0.13 1.41 0.25

Within 6.43 7(1 0.09

Del~'yed Posttest

Between 0.31 0.16 1.12 0.33

Within 11.05 8C' 0.14

Table 5.49

One-Wav ANOVA comparing: m-oups' 3cores on body parts

Source SS dl ~IS F P

Pretest

Between 0.69 0.35 2.08 0.13

Within 10.81 65 0.17

Immediate Posttest

Between 0.12
...,

0.06 0.71 0.50-

\Vithin 6.92 83 0.08

Delayed Posttest

Between 0.02 ') 0.01 0.16 0.85

Within 5.70 83 0.07

•
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• Table 5.53

One-way ANOVA Comparing Groups' Scores on ~IEQ Test

•

Source

Between

Within

SS

101.30

12300.74

dl
2

83

301

MS

50.65

148.20

f

0.3.+

p

0.71
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Appendix F: Possessive determiner stages

302



•

•

Coding sheet used for individuallearners
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• PRONOUN USE: ORAL PRETEST

Student:

Nwnber:

GRAM~TICAL

Subject:

he

she

Object:

him

her

Possessh'e:

his: inanimate

body part

km: same sex

ditlèrent se:x

plural

her: inanimate

body part

kin: same sex

different sex

plural

Ward count:

lINGRAM~lATICAL

•
Ambiguous
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Full description of stages
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• ORAL DATA: STAGE DEVELOPMENT, POSSESSIVE DETERMlNERS: ADAPTATION
OFZOBL

•

Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3

Stage 4

Stage 5

Stage 6

Stage 7

Stage 8

pr~mergence:

avoidance of his and her (0-1 correct uses, 1-2 incorrect uses) and/or use of detinite
article;

pr~mergence:

use ofyour (minimum of 2 times) for all persans, genders and numbers: 0-1 correct
uses ofhis or her;

emergence of either or botb.hislher:
2-6 combined total correct uses of hl.'" and her, neither to criterion (4 correct uses)~

preference for lUs or I.er

4m) pretèrence for_hls~ use of 111., to criterion (4 correct uses); probably accompanied
by overgeneralization ofhis to contexts tor her~ 0-3 instances of~ her

-+ f) pretèrence for her~ use ofher to criterion (4 correct uses)~ probably accompanied
by overgeneralization ofher ta conte:\.LS for fl/s~ 0-3 instances of /l1S;

ditTerentiated use of BOTH his and /zer without agreement rule

ditTerentiated use ofboth !lis and her ta criterion (4 correct uses)~ betaw criterion (0­
1correct uses) with kin different !!ender tor fus and hf!r:- -

agreement rule applied to his or ',er (kin different gender)

ditTerentiated use of bath his and hc.Jf. to criterian (4 correct uses); agreement rule
applied to kin different gender to criterion (2 correct uses) foreither/lis or her:

agreement rule applied to lUs andJ,er (kin ditTereot gender)

ditTerentiated use of both his and 11er ta criterion (4 correct uses); agreement rule
applied ta kin difTerent gender to criterion (2 correct uses) for both his and her~

errars with body parts may continue;

error-free application of agreement rule

rule applied to his and her (ail domains, including body parts)
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Stage development of individuallearners
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Oral stages for leamers in three groups (stage 4 overgeneralization: m=his; f=her>

Group E+
Learner Pretest Immediate DOsttest Delaved posttest

101 4f 7 7
102 2 7 4m
103 3 6 4m
104 1 4f 6
105 1 4f 5
107 1 7 4m
108 2 2 ~

-'
109 1 7 6
110 4m 4m 4m
III 1 3 4m
112 4f 7 4m
113 l 4f 4m
114 Î 4m 4m
115 ~ 4f 4f-'
116 l 4f ~

-'
117 l 5 4m
118 1 4m 4m
119 4m 7 6
120 4m 7 6
122 ( 5 4m
123 1 4m 6
124 :2 7 7
125 4m 7 7
126 1 1 1
127 1 4m 4m
128 ~ 7 7-'
129 1 1 4m

N.B. Data from leamers 106, 121, and 130 were not analyzed
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•

Group E
Learner Pretest Immediate posttest Delayed posttest

201 7 4m 4m
202 1 1 1
203 2

..,
2J

204 l 4f 4f
205 ) ') 3
206

..,
4f 5.J

207 1 4f 4m
208 4m 7 7
109 1 J 4m
210

.., 4m 7.J

211 1 7 4m
212 4f 7 6
213 1 1 3
214 1 l 3
215 2 4f 4f
216 1 41' 4m
217 3 7 6
218 3 7 7
219 1 6 4m
220

..,
6 6.J

221 1
.., 4m.J

.,." 1 ") 4f-

.,1"'" ..,
6 7---' .J

224 2 .., 4f
225

.,
5 4mJ

226 4f 4m 7
227 2

..,
4mJ

228 4m 4m 4m
229 4f 6 7
230 "'" 5 7-'
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Group U
Learner Pretest Immediate posttest Delaved posttest

301 1 4m 6
302 2 2 4f
303 3 4f 4m
304 l 4f 3
305 l 4f 7
306 1 1 4m
307 1 4f 7
308 1 5 7
309 1 7 6
310 2 4f 4f
JII 1 4f 4f
312 2 6 4m
3I3 1 4f 4f
314 1 3 4m
315 1 1 1
316 1 4f 7
317 4m 7 6
318 4f 4f 3
319 2 ., 3
320 1 1 2
311 3 7 4m
.... ")? 4f 4f 7J __

323 2 ... 4fJ

325 "'t 4f 7.)

326 1 7 4m
327 1 1 3
328 4f 7 4m
329 4f 7 5
330 1 6 4m

N.B. Data from leamer 124 were not analyzed
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