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Annette Simon -Towards a German Grammar Programme for Post-Leaving Certificate
students at Dublin City University

Abstract

Wi'th the introduction of the conmunicative method of language leaming, overall
standards of graimatical competence and performance among Irish second level
students wou ld appear to have been significantly reduced. As a consequence, leamers
who continue to study a given language at third level apparently no longer possess the
knowlledge which, under the grammar-translation methodology, further education
institutias were able to build upon.

This thesis examines the basis for the above perogptions, investigates the role of formal
grammar instruction inthe second language acquisitionprocess and reports on a
programme which was developed atDublin City University (DCU) inorder to esse, for
Irishuniversity students of German, the transition from aprimarily memory-based
approach to language acquisition to the analytical approach which isstill being
considered cnucial o a university student™s linguistic education. Whi le the researchwas
undertaken in response to locally existing difficulties, itmay alsobe considered as a
case study ofmore general interest, and as such senve as an exemplar to German
departments in other universities aswell as 1o other foreign language departments both
withinDCU or autsice. The aim ofthe programme under investigationwas to ease the
transition on a socio-affective, cognitive and metacognitive level without lonering
owverall proficiency expectations and standards. Primary researchwas conducted among
secondary school teaders, post-Leaving Certificate students on entry intoDCU and
among third leel lecturers. The purpose of this researchwas to identify and defire the
programme s content and progression. To this effect, the German junior and senior
coycle syllabi at second level were also taken into consideration.

The subsequent German grammar programme was implemented atDCU inthe
academic year 1996/7. Whi le the programme would appear to have been judged
Tavourably regarding some affective and cognirtive-motivational aspects, results show
mixed success rates for the other two factors under Investigation, cognitive-aralytical
and metacognitive sdlls. Thus, some degree courses and some language combinations
clearly benefited more from the programme than others. One of the conclusions drawn
from this research suggests that unless certain changes are introduced prior to students’
entry into third leel, university graduates are likely to remain well below the standards
of accuracy and overall proficiency which were previously achieved.



Introduction

The Rationale behind the Current Research

Inpressionistic evidence gathered inthe course of the 1990s suggests that, with the
arival of the conmunicative approach inmodem language instruction in lreland and
Britain, a change has taken place with regard tomany secondary school leaers® level of
structural knowledge and gppreciation of linguistic accuracy (cf. Townson and MusolfT,
1993; Ridley etdl., 1993; Alderson etdl., 1996; Rogers, 1996; Hawkins and Tonell,
1996). Durrell (1993) autlires reasons for the change in educational policy which saw a
move away from the grammar-translation method of language acouisition to aradically
different approach towards leaming. The former method, while equipping a relatively
small number of linguistically gifted learmers with a thorough knowledge of the
gramatical properties of the target language, effectively excluded the broader public
which, according to Durrell, considered the aocquisition of foreign languages as an
extremely difficukt and, uktimetely, boring actavity. Since foreign language leaming
under grammar—translationwas modelled on Latin, itproduced leamerswho had a
sound morphosyntactic knowledge of the language system but, as arule, lacked even the
most basic oral conmunication sklls. The introduction of the conmunicative method
corresponded to the manifest need for increased oral and aural linguistic sdlls ina
Europe of changed sociojolitical circunstances.  Inthe case ofthe UK. and Irelad,
their 1973 entry into the EEC opened up much greater job mobility and trael
opportunities which intum introduced a growing desire to communicate with citizas of
other European countries. In essence, the cormunicative approach sought to make the
leamiing of foreign languages accessiblle to amuch larger group ofpeople, allowing
them to develop what Townson and Musol ff cll "skills and knowledge with an intrirsic
and gpplicable value'™ (1993: 3D).

One of thremost crucial (and also most controversial) issues for those teaching atboth
second and third level under the new methodology was to be that of the status of
grammar. Intheir 1988 study, Canale and Swain examine a range of theories of
comunicative approaches, from those promoting Dasic communication skills presented
in functional-notional form (e.g. Van Ek, 1976 or Savignon, 1972) through
sociolinguistic theories of comunicative competence .g. Hymes, 1972; Hallicay,



1973) towhat areknown as integrative theories (Munby, 1978 and Widdowson, 1978).
Canale and Swain state that one of the underlying principles of theories ofbasic
communicative sills s 'the view that more effective second language leaming takes
place ifemphasis splaced immediately on getting ane"s meaning across rather than on
the grammaticalness and appropriateness of one™s utterances™” (1988: 63). According to
the authors, an integrative theory of coomunicative competence isdharacterised by "a
synthesis ofknowledge ofbasic grammatical principles, knowledge ofhow language is
used in social contexts to perform conmunicative fuctions, and knowledge ofhow
utterances and communicative functions can be combined according to the principles of
discourse' (1983: 73, my malis). Canale and Swain conclude thet, even with regard to
the latter type of theory, "‘there isan overemphasis inmany integrative theories on the
role of conmunicative functions and social behavior gptions in the selection of
grammatical forms and a lack of emphasis on the role of factors such as grammatical
complexity and transparency’ (ibid: /). And the authorswarn that "‘there is little
theoretical motivation™ for this interpretation (ibid: 78)1. Similarly, Jung (1979) states
“[aJuchwenn man [..]]Kommunikationsbefahigung als lagfristiges Leitziel des
Fremdsprachenunterrichts (FU) azgptiert, so mufd man dennoch feststellen, dal? die
Detailarkeit aufdem Weg zum erklarten Lemziel von Lemproblemen wie z.B. dem
Erwerb derfremdsprachenspezifischen Syntax bestinmt wird. Hinterfragtman etwa
den Vorschlag, den FU nach Redeabsichten zu organisieren, so stifdt die
Unterrichtsplanung bald aufdas Problem einer Vielzahl von Redemitteln (z.B.
grammatische Strukturen) fir einund diesellbe Redeabsiicht Ciid: 45, my  italics).
Gotze (1991) irsists that *'[e]inkommunikativer Fremdsprachenunterricht kann nicht
ohne Grammatik auskommen. Grammatik und Kommunikation sind kein Widerspruch,
sondern Teile eines eintertlidhenKonzeptes elner Lehr- und Lemstrategie von
sprachimmanenten Regeln und Regeln des Sprachgebrauchs' (ibid: 162). Muller-
Kuppers (1991, with reference to Gitze, 1985) states that true communicative
competence cannot be achieved without both semantic-pragratic and morphosyntactic
competence and that the two types of competence are anything but mutual ly exclusive.
Helbig (1994) adds to the ariticisn of the misconceived dichotomy of a "rigid

1According to Rogers (1996), the communicative approach suffers from a fundamental weakness:
because it is based on sociolinguistics and philosophy of language and not on second language
acquisition, it focuses exclusively on the USE oflanguage and fails to address the issue ofhow that
language is learnt in the first place.



gpplication of rules”™ versus “comunicatively oriented foreign language teaching®,
stating that '[m]itRecht st [-..] die Tendenz elnes einsertigen ""Kommunikativismus™
krtasiertworden, der die Systemlinguistik (vor al lem die Morphosyntax) verdrangt het,
die Kategorie der Kommunikation als Erklarungsprinzip biswsei len tberbewertet und
damit auch entlesrt und manchmal auch zur Koomunikationsirrelevanz eines derart
betriebenen Uterrichts gefthrthat'* (ibid: 2). The author adds "[€]s istnidit zu
verkennen, dal3 inZeiten der Verabsolutierung des Kommunikationsgedankens die
kognirtive Funktion der Sprache stark ausgeblendet wurde' (abid: 93; cf. also Helbig,
1991).

Regardless of these theoretical aspiratians, anecdotal evidence would suggest that, witth
the introduction of the communicative approach, grammar matters were severely
aurtailed Inmost, fnot dll, second level classroons. As a consequence, the average
school-leaver, whi le demonstrating baesic aural and oral sdlls, and, most inportantly,
great motivation, atthe same time appeared to lack the grammatical competence and
appreciation for matters of accuracy which third level institutias could expect as a
given under grammar—-translation. Although some learmers displayed quite an
impressive strnuctural, lexiacal and pragmatic command ofGerman ,therewas now an
increasing number of leamarswho seemed to lack even the most basic knowledge of
structural target language properties ar, equal ly problematic, had misconceptions about
them.

The new approach t language learming at second leel was thus arguably going t have
aknock-on effect on third level education. Under gramar-translation, the primary task
ofthird level institutias had been 1o extend the sound structural knowledge previously
acquired by all school-leavers. Apart from this grammar-based dojective, the
development of oral fluency, aural sills aswell as advanced reading and writing sklls
would have been considered as the other principal dallenges. The change In
methodology would appear to have brought about a reversal of the sruation. Apart
Trom the purported decrease in emphasis on grammatical knowledge and accuracy,
second level institutiaswere also to put less emphasis on the two skillswhich had been
at the centre of the gramar-translationmethod, ie reading andwriting. As a

consequence ofmaking modem languages more acoessible to awider group ofpeople,

2However, even these leamers lacked the breadth or width of knowledge acquired by most learners under
the grammar-translation method.



languages were now to be studied, atboth second and third leel, by students who,
because of their lack of linguistic talet, up until then woulld have been unlikely
candidates for taking up tret gotion. As Ruane (1990), inher comprehensive review of
the development ofmodem languages in the Irish education system, points out the new
approach shifted the emphasis onto skillswhich "are assumed to be within the reach of
everypupil, regardless ofability" Giid: 14, my italics). In Ireland, the rapid increase in
the number of students opting for German at second level had a further impact which
willl be discussed in detail in Chapter Three.

The dhallenges facing third leel thus changed with the introduction of the
communicative approach, suggesting that some adgptational moves at lessthad to be
considered on the part of the universities. The purpose of the present research isto
establish justwhat the inplications for third level areby investigating the fol lowing
qQuestions:

What isthe role of formal grammar instruction inthe second language acouisition

process?

= What status does grammar instruction have in Irish second level curricula?

= Does the perception trat the average Irish school-leamer lacks structural knowledge,
grammatical accuracy and amalytical linguistic dllls hold up to empirical scrutiny?

= Ifleels of graimatical knowledge and accuracy have deteriorated, are there
negative nplications for third leel, or isthe pursuit for accuracy an anachronism,
cherished by thase who mourn the demise of granmar-translation?

< Ifthe implications for third level are negative, jJusthow serious are they?

= What exactly can be done to remedy the situatia? Should actionbe taken at second

or third level or both?

According t Durrell (1993), an approach which suggests that grammar plays a
distinctly subordinate role in foreign language leaming "iswhol ly inadequate once one
proceeds beyond the basic level of everyday oral conmunication' (ibid: 63). Ifthis
research confirms the impressionistic evidence gathered so far, 1.e. ttat grammar has
been sidelined at second leel, itneeds to be decided ifthe resulting lack of structural
knowledge and amalytical sdillsamong learmers isto be expected to have a seriasly



negative impact on overall proficiency standards at third leel. An analogy from the
area of phonetics may serve o illustrate the gravity of the potential inplications: At the
1998 spring seminar of the German Teachers® Association of Irelad, Hirschifeld pointed
1o the effect a spedker™s Tlawed phonetic sdlls are likely to have on tre listeer:
"Unversténdlichkert, MiRversténdnisse, Iimitatian; Konzentrationsstorungen; Verlust
innaltdider Informatiionen; Verschiebung der Aufmerksamkeit vom Inhalt aufdie Form
und aufden Sorecher; (negative) Assoziationen (Szialer Status, Bildungsstand,
Intelligaz, Charakter); Veranderung der Einstellung zum Sprecher (Abwertung,
Ablehnung)" (Hirsahfeld, 1998). Anecdotal experience woulld suggest that seriously
flawed grammatical output causes similar reections from the listaer, especially ifwhat
the listerer considers to be basic morphosyntactic ervors occur frequently. The impact
of gravely deficient granmatical knowledge seems to be perceived as even more
negative inwritten production —on balance, error tolerance levels would appear to be
considerably lower here than inoral production. Depending on the gravity ofthe enars
in erther spoken or written language use, itmay not just be the ease of communication
which suffers as a consequence - itmay be that even the less arbitious aim of "getting
the message™ across cannot be achieved.

Another feature which would appear to be widely associated with the communicative
teaching practice is that of rote-leaming - chunks of texts are memorised largelywithout
any morphosyntactic amalysiswhatsoever. As a consequence, the average school-leaver
wou ld appear 1o be unable 1o conduct even the most basic of parsing tasks and would
very oftenbe unable to state even the most basic of grammatical rules. According t©
Durrell (1993), approaches which do not encourage learmers to develop an eglicit
awareness of target language structural properties in second level senior cycle seriasly
lack efficiency since *'they fail to cgpitalise on adolescents™ cognitive abilities ina
sasibleway or to encourage learmer autonomy in actually continuing t leam autside
the classroom™ (ibid: 64).

The implications of the purported practices at second level for the higher education
sector are obvious. By the end of their studies, Irishthird level students are expected t©
demonstrate linguistic skllswhich extend well beyond those classified as basic survival
dills. They are expected to demonstrate a high degree of linguistic proficiency, as
dharacterised by advanced levels of fluency and accuracy in all aspects of language use.
In treir development of these ddlllls, students are expected to employ amalytical sdlls
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which allow them tomanipulate linguistic input and output freely and to become
autonomous language learmers. Until such time that third level education agrees to
change these dbjectives in a radical manner, the development ofboth morphosyntactic
knowledge and analytical s<lls continue to be of crucial importance at that leel, even if
itis true that they find less consiideration at second leel.

The question thus remains which practical inferences and consequences are to be drawn
from the change inmethodology at second leel. At Dublin City University (DCU) it
was decided, for reasons to be discussed under Section 1.1, that concrete remedial
actionmust be taken at UNIVErSity level in order to overcome the perceived interface
problem between the two levels and to bridge the expected gap between students®
existing grammatical competence and performance levels and firstyear course
stadards. However, unlike the grammar-translationmethodology, grammar will no
longer be regarded as an end in rtselmor as an intellectual chal lenge reserved for a
small eliastminority. Itis instead hoped that students willl experience grammar first
and foremost as an indispensable tool for efficiant, advanced communication inall
receptive and productive sdlls.

The purpose of this research s to examine the cross-over point between Irish second
leel instatutaons and Dubl in City University with regard to the teaching and learming of
German grammar inorder to fecilitate the transition for those firstyear DC U students
who have studied German at second lewel. The programme which was developed for
thispurpose s informed by theoretical positions regarding the role of formal grammar
instruction in the second language acouisition process aswell as by findings from
students® learmiing backgrounds. This dissertation describes and evaluates the design and
implementation of that German grammar programme.

Chapter One iIntroduces the conceptual and methodological framework withinwhich
this dissertationwas undertaken. Chapter Two gives an overview of the Second
Language Acguisition (SLA) Irteraturewith regard to three issueswhich are considered
tobe ofkey importance to the present research -the role ofmotivation, the
purposefulness of formal grammar instruction and the role of learmiing strategies in the
acquisttionprocess.  Chapter Three looks at some of the educational aspects which have
abearing on Irishsecond level language instructian, including the Irish education
system, the development ofFGerman in Ireland and the German second level sAlzoi.
Chapter Four presats the resulits of research carriied out between October 1995 and
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November 1997 among second level teadhers. Findings for research carried out at the
start of the academic year 1995/6 among school-leavers entering Dubl in City University
are presented in Chapter Five. Chapter Six examines the expectationswhich Irish
university lecturers including, most specifically, DC U lecturers hold with regard to
sdhool-leavers™ German grammatical competence and performance lewels. Chapter
Seven autlines the structure and implementation of the grammar programme which was
designed for firstyear students atD C U on the besis of the results presented in Chapters
Two t Six. Chapter Eight presents and discusses the research findings for the
programme after ithaving been in operation between October 1996 and May 1997.
Chapter Nine draws some conclusions and outlines possible future research
undertakings.



Chapter One

Conceptual and Methodological Framework of the
Present Research



1.1 The Conceptual Framework

In the Introduction to this tresis, a number of questions were outlinedwhich are
considered to be of importance indetermining language policy in lreland and inthe
teaching of German in Irish second and third level irstitutias. ltwas suggested that the
perceived parameter shift in second level grammar instructionwas likely to have serious
negative conseguences for third lewel irstituios. Thus the apparent interpretation, at
second leel, of conmunicative competence as "managing 1o get the message across -no
matter how™, isclearly incompatible with the dojectives and aspirations of third leel
education. While third level institutias undoubtedly we l come the increese inoral and
aural sills achieved by many school-leavers, theywould also irsist trat, inorder to
achieve efficient and effective communication, leamers must command both fluency and
accuracyl. Universities inparticularwould appear to continue to adhere to the overall
course dojective ofhelping students achieve high levels inboth, aswell as develop
sound armalytical sdills. However, the average firstyear university student no longer
seems to possess the kind of thorough knowledge of the structural properties of the
language upon which the language component of university degree courses were
tradrticallybuilt. The changes at second level language teaching would thus appear to
pose some seriaus problems atthe interface between the two leels. The question
subseguently facing those involved In ertrer teachingmodem languages, be itat second
or third leel, aswell as those determining language policy in Irelad, is ifanything
should be done to remedy the situation and 1fso, what and by whom.

At this point itseems pertinent to take a brief introductory look at the respective roles
which second and third level institutios have been attributed in the Irish education
system aswell as the relationship and interaction between them. Due to developments
whichwill be considered inmore detail in Chapter Three, Irishthird leel institutios

accepted the necessity to change the existing remit of second leel modem language

1The degree of accuracy required obviously varies among different third level institutions. What is of
primaiy interest in the context of this dissertation is the general degree expected at university level (to be
discussed in more detail in Chapter Six).



education with the introduction of the 1983 junior and senior cycle wllab! The new
remitwas explicrtly stated inthe revised 1995 senior cycle syllabus for allmodem
languages where Itsaid trat
""The Leaving Certificate Programme (TCP) aims to:
= enable students to realise treir full potential interms of their personal, social,
intellectual and vocational growth
= prepare students for their role as active and participative éitizens3
- prepare studentsfO T progression ontofurther education, training and employment”
(IrishDepartment of Education, 1995b: 1, my italis).
According to this documentation, preparing students "‘for progression onto further
education’ (ibid) isclearly just one of the aims of the syllabus. Account has thus been
taken of the fact that the vast major ity of school leaverswho may have studied a
language at second level do not continue their studies at third level and do therefore not
require the same degree of exposure to gramatical or amnalytical detail as dedicated
language stuoents.  This broadening of second level educational aims isundoubtedly a
development which many third level institutios and authorities, traditicnally
accustomed tmore or less taking over where schools lkeftoff, have had great difficulty
in accepting (C- Bushell, 1995). The fact that the teaching ofmodem languages in
many secondary schools isno longer exclusively geared towards carrying out specific
groundwork inpreparation for third level education has caused reactions at trat level of
constermatiion, frustration and resigration, culminating inthe not uncommon accusation
that secondary school teachers are “rot doing their jobs properly”.  Obviously none of
these reections isparticularly helpful when itcomes to trying to find a constructive
solution to this apparent problem.
So, what are the options then, Ifthis is indeed the situationwhich presents itsel? Some
members ofthird level instituticswould consider itan option to try and press fora
radical rethink at second level with aview to re-establishing the sdhools® main function
as that of laying the foundations for tird leel instrucdon. Calls for "proper grammar

2Ridley et al. inform us that "[v]on seiten der Hochschulen wurde eingesehen, daf3 die "Leaving
Certificate" Prufung [...] einen viel weiteren Bezugskreis hatte als den der zukiinftigen
Hochschulabsolventen™ (1993: 12, markings in original).

3lt could be argued that this citizenship is not limited to an Irish one but involves a European dimension,
thus giving added importance to a profound level of interaction with a foreign language and its culture.



teaching™ have been made atvarious instituticel and other leels. Were these calls
heeded (which looks exceedingly unlikely at the present time), theywould almost
certainly meet with stem resistance from second level institudas, their students and
parents, who would argue that third level has no right tomake any such demands. They
wou Id point out that the proposed move would ultimately only benefit a stall minority
of learmers: most second level students would become disaffected and this disaffection
would in all pracebility lead to a retum of the pre-communicative syllabus erawhen
German was perceived as a subject too diffiault and inaccessible for the vast mgjority of
learmers (. Chapter Three for cetails). Numbers would fall and thousands of students
wou ld be deprived of job opportunities and mobility aswell as conmunicative means
on holidays. Inview ofthe expected resistance, any cll for an overall about—tum in
‘teaching emphasis at second level seems futile and possibly also unjustifisble.

A second option might consist of third level lecturers resigning themselves, alleit
reluctantdy, 1o the fact that their expectations have tobe lowered and that overall
competence and performance standards at third level will f&ll. Going down thisroad is
likely to be the lesst preferred choice tomost of those teaching at third leel, who would
argue that this stepwould make amockery of the concept ofhigher education™. As
regards the studying of German attertiary leel, Ridley etal. (1993) rightly point out
that third level degrees are not merelly awarded for studaits™ ebillity to communicate in
German: "Der "B.A. InGerman’ wird nidit nur fur die Beherrschung der Sprache
verlidhen. Ware dem 0, konnte man ca 100 Mi Hlionen dieser Abschliisse sofort
verleihen” (ibid: 17). There are obviously anumber of other factors that matter inthird
level education. Ridley etdl. conclude that "'[zjunindest fur den tertidren Sektor stellt
sich daher hier inder Republik Irlad die Aufgabe, Grammatik zu treiben [sic]’, adding
"[elsware aber auch eine Uberlegung wert, damit vielleidit in angemessener Form
schon etwas friher zu beginnen™ (ibid).

Ridley et al.sdeliberations suggest a shared resporsibility between Irish second and
third leel education, hinting at the resonant effects second level education has at third
leel, both as regards aurriaular matters and general educational considerations
(although the latter are not specifically mentioned in the above cotext).

Considering the overwhelming opinion in favour of the changes at second leel, as
expressed by vastly increased student numbers who have taken up German at school,



third level wou ld nevertheless appear to be wel l-advised to adopt a pragmatic approach
and acoeptin principle the parameter changes in second level grammar enphasis. As a
consequence, third level institutias wou ld take itupon themselves “todeal with the
grammar problem™ and introduce some form ofgrammar element into their courses. If
subsequently graduates™ proficiency standards could be achieved at the level which was
on a par with that achieved under granmar-translation, the problem would appear tobe
solved: instead of exposing students to grammar matters at second leel, the exposure
wou ld merely be shifted to third leel. Whi le students at third level may have towork
harder than In previous years (the overall workload will increase with more grammar
leamirg), the firal net resultsmay be indistinguishablle from those achieved inprevious
years. But what happens ifthis approach does not work? What rfwhatever grammar
exposure students experience at third level fails to help them "catchup™? As will be
outlined inthe Conclusions to this tresis, itwould appear tret, Fhigh standards are to
be achieved, some changes in second level grammar teaching are indeed advisable,
although no such sinplistic recommendations will be put forward which woulld ask all
secondary school teachers “todo more grammar” .

However, themain focus of this thesis iIs the exploration ofwhat third,not second, leel
might be able to do about the current sittation.  Once third level institutios take on
board the responsibility of at lesst trying 1o assist treir students achieve very high
standards of proficiency, those involved in syllabus design are presented with the
question of{) rocedure. As Rosier (1993: 87ff) points aut, all methodological decisions
must be based, firstly, on an analysis of learmer needs and, secondly on the linguistic
aims ofthe course in question (. Lofmark, 1990: 171-179 and Woods, 1990: 181-197,
for two accounts ofFhow German departments at British universities have tried to adapt
1o treir changed roles). Any attenpt to resolve the issLe of procedure nust, of course,
take InMto account the theoretical positions regarding the role of formal grammar
instruction in the second language acouisition process.

The guestionwhich colleagues Inthe German department atD C U had to ask themselves
was whether they should intervere in a direct and regulatory fashion in stuoents®
grammar leaming efforts, or merely adopt an advisory role.  In that advisory role they

would impress on learmers the urgency “to catch up on grammar outside the classroom®



but leave the actual organisation ofFhow to go about extending knowledge or improving
on partiaular aspects of treir language leaming - including the development

of cognitive analytical sills - 1o the students themselves.  kthas been argued by
lecturers thet, on entry Into third level education, the responsibility towork on

potential ly weak points must rest primarily with the learmer. According to this
argurent, lecturers ought to carry on with their syllabus progression irrespective of
individual learmerweaknesses and merely continue to impress on learmers the need to
put Inthe extrawork intheirown time. A second altermative would be to deal with
grammar points explicitly on an ad hoc besis, whenever a difficult aspect presents itelf
incless. Yet another gptionwould be to raise leamers™ language awareness through
input enhancement (. Chapter Two for a detailed discussion of instructioal methods) .
Experience inthe German department atD C U has shown that none of these approaches
issatisfectory. As regards making the input salliett, studentswould “register” the sallient
point and then make itclear, through impatient gestures or fecial expressions, that they
wished 1o go on to the next “comtart point™. As for the ad hoc dealing with grammar
points, because of itsvery rature, this approach lacks structure and therefore remains
haphazard. Htalso became evident that few, ifany, school leavers are equipped to
structure their own learming approach. The realisation that a different approach was
needed was confirmed by increasing calls on the part of the mgjority of students for the
introduction ofa grammar class into the German language course. Faced with the
demands placed on them by third level course requirements, they expressed feelings of
being at sea and badly needing directiocn. The call for grammar classes s, of course, a
wel I-known phenomenon inmany tertiary level institutias (. Engel and Myles, 1996)
and "giving into the reqest™ isby no means a decision which meets with universal
approval4. Considering the above gotians, and the fact that stuoets™ apparent
shortcomings with regard to their grammatical knowledge could no longer be described
as incidences of isolated or individual weaknesses, itwas decided that a structured
grammar programme had to be designed for post-Leaving Certificate students.

Under the modular degree structure introduced inD CU in 1996, firstyear language
courses for all intermediate leel students (i.e. those who come 1o the universitywith a

4For instance, Coleman refers to the introduction of grammar classes as providing a "security blanket"
(1995b: 3).



previous knowledge of the language) were allocated three contact hours per week plus
two hours of independent study time, bringing the total number ofhours allocated to the
German language course up to five. After careful consideration of the theoretical
positions and enpirical research, the decisionwas taken tet, inorder to attempt to ease
the transition from second to third leel, one of the three cotact hours allocated to the
firstyear German language module was to be dedicated to the treatment of grammar,
whi le the remaining two were 1o be dedicated to a general language classwith particular
emphasis on reading and oral practice on the one hand, and a civilisation class on the
other. For the grammar class, aprogramme was to be drawn up with a syllabuswhich
was tobe aimed at gradually equipping learmers with the cognitive and metacognitive
tools essential for the areative, independent language work which university learmers
were ultimately expected to demonstrate. This syllabus was to be arrived &, firstly, by
taking into account the theoretical positions regarding the role of formal grammar
instructian, secondlly by examining sdool-leavers™ language leaming background as
well as treir competence and performance lewels ad, firallyby comparing these
research findings to the linguistic course aims atDCU. The owerall pedagogical aim of
the programme was to fecilitate the transition between second and third level with
regard to the acquisttion of German grammar without lowering linguistic standards at
DCU.

Although the programme was geared towards all post-Leaving Certificate students
studying German atDCU, itwas considered to be particularly relevant and beneficial to
so-called "core language stuaits™.  These are students whose degree courses include a
substantial (compulsory) element of language studies and whose third year isspent ata
foreign tniversity. Core language students include those studying “Applied Languages®
with aview to becoming erther trarslators or professional linguists, " Intermatioeal
Marketing and Languages”, "Intermatical Business and Languages®™ and "Applied
Computational Linguistics’. Whi le students on either of the first three degree courses
start of f studyiing two languages, students of"Applied Computational Linguistics™ study
only ane. On the "Applied Languages™ and the "Applied Computational Linguistics®
degree courses, the German course components accounts for fiftypercent in alll four
years. On the "Intermatiael Marketing with Languages®™ and the " Intermatianal Business
wi'th Languages” degree courses, the German component accounts for 25% ineach ofthe



first two years; atthe end of year two, students must decide inwhich of their two
languages theywish tomajor. This language will then, for the majority of students,
account for two-thirds of the language component in their firal year, while the minor
language accounts for the other thirdb. Al Applied Languages™ and "Applied
Computational Linguistics™ students as well as those students on the " Intermatiosal
Business and Languages” and the "Intermatioal Marketing and Languages®™ degree
courses who major inGerman are expected to demonstrate a high level of limguistic
Fluency and accuracy by the end of theillr four years of study.

In order to establish the exact standards of grammatical competence and performance
which second lewel learmers of German commanded afterhaving completed the senior
ocle, researchwas carried out among both second level teachers and post-Leaving
Certificate students.  This research took place, Inthe case ofGerman language teaders,
between October 1995 and November 1997, and in the case of the post-Leaving
Certificate students InOctober 1995. Findings resoundingly confirmed the
impressionistic evidence previously gathered with regard to generally low linguistic
knowledge leels aswell as leamers™ lack of gopreciation for matters of accuracy. The
resullts informed the subsequent desiign of the grammar programme which was
conceived to help students overcome the most crucial of treir grammatical shortcomings
and build up amalytical linguistic sdllks. The programme was designed to help learmers
achieve the firstyear course requirements atD CU and to lay the foundations for their
future German academic carear.

A selection of studertts from some of the abovementioned degree courses (ie. “Applied
Languages™, "Intermaticnal Business and Languages® and " Interratioal Marketing and
Languages™) were exposed to the grammar programme inthe academic year 1996/7.
Students™ reection to the programme, aswell as treirknowledge and performance lewels
at the end ofthe academic year were subsequently evaluated and assessed by means of
questiomaire, interview, informal cbservation and written production teds. The
specific areas under investigation in this thesis are the effect of the programme on
various socio-affective, cognirtive and metacognitve aspects of the grammar leaming
process as experienced and demonstrated by those selected firstyear students.

5Students also have the option of giving up their minor language altogether, engaging in a specialised
translation course in their major language instead.



Conclusions are drawn for the future grammar teaching approach atD CU and wider
educational recommendations are made on the basis of those conclusions.

Before tuming to the main body of the tresis, therewill now be a briefdiscussion of the
type of research which was deployed in this dissertation.



1.2 The Methodological Framework

As outlined under Section 1.1, most Irish school-leavers educated under the
communicative approach would appear to lack the kind of structural knowledge of
German and amalytical skdillswhich were “tre natural product”™ of the granmar-translation
teaching methodology. At the same time, Irishthird lewel irstitutias, and in particular
universities, continue to emphasise the importance of both aspects for their overall
course dgjectives.  ltwas argued inthe previous section that universitieswould be vell
advised 1o formulate some kind of response to the new challenge in order to avoid a
serious declire inoverall third lewvel proficiency standards.  This research is concerned
wi'th the identification of an approach which may be considered as a response to the
present dilemma. I isthus an attempt to cope with the present educational challenges
and seeks to exempl ity the kind of actionwhich needs to be taken by Irish universities
in order 1o assist In an effective manner students of German in their transition from
second to third level language leaming. The dissertationwas undertaken in the tradition
ofapplied linguistics research which is characterised by Brumfit (1996) as “being led
by problems which are not defined mainly by researchers but by practitioners” (ibid: 6).
The research results are thus expected to feed back directly into the teaching cormtext.
One specific area of goplied research is classroom research, a sub-sectionofwhich s
known as action research. Van Lier describes action research as researchwhich "'links
theoretical and pedagogical concerms by identifying for treatment classroom problems or
practices selected by the teadher’” (Van Lier, 1996: 33)6. A practical step-by-step guide
to the implementation of action research is provided by McNi £F (1988).

Rosier (1992) observes that research in social sciences has oftenbeen criticised as
lacking the enpirical rigour of quantitative research in the mathematical-scientific
tradiian.  In his examination of aspects of the (irstituticralisad) German equivalent of
applied linguistics research, 1.e. "Sorachlehr- und -lemforschung”™ (SLF), or
*Sprachlehrforschung™ for short, he focuses among other things on the issue of
replicability of research, statirg: "'Wissenschaft daraufzuruckzufuhren, liberElemente

6For an earlier summary of Van Lier's experiences with, and observations on, classroom research, cf.
Van Lier, 1988; for a detailed account of action research programmes cf. Nunan, 1989.
7Bausch and Krumm (1995) point out that it has become common practice to use the shorter term.
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und Zusammenhznge der Wirkllichkeit S0 VIel, S0 genau und nachprifbar wie moglich
herbeibringen zu wollen, ohne dabei eire irstitutiaalisierte Vorgabe fureinMinimum
an BExakthert und Cojektivitit zu akzeptieren, die die Wahrnehmung bestimmter
Aspekte der Wirklichkert ausschliel3en konnte, istein fur die SLF notwendiges
Unterfangen, wenn sie ihrem komplexen Gegenstand gerecht werden und bleiben will.
Siemuld z.B. Inder Lage <ein, auch subjektive Beitrage zu verdauen, ohne sie schon
vorher aus “formalen® Grinden zurickzuweisen'™ (ibid: 41, all markings inoriginal) .
Grotjahn (1991 and 1995) examines research methodologies which have traditioally
been associated with erther social sciences or retural sciences (1991: 187A4T). The
former are daracterised by thelr “'eplorative-interpretative’* nature (1995: 458) while
the latter adopt an "'amalytical-nomological™ perspective (ibid). Grotjahn notes that
incressingly attenpts are made to overcome this unhelpful dichotomy®©.

On the same issteNunan (1991), inhis review ofmethodologies employed in
classroom research, takes the view that "“research shoulld be drivenby issues rather than
methods. Methods themselves are reutral, only taking on value in relation to the
problems or issues under investigation, and there isnothing intrinsically superior inone
method rather than ancther'” (ibid: 250). In his conclusion, he deplores the *"paucity of
research that is actually grounded inthe classroom el (ibid: 265) and calls "“for the
active involvement of teachers inclassroom research’™ (ibid: 266).

Action researdh, as Grotjahn (1995) points aut, isclosely associated with the
"eplorative-interpretative’” rescarchmethodology. In fact, both itand the "amalytical-
nomological'* methodology were applied in the current research: questiomaires,
interviens, informal observation and written production tasks were the elicitation
instruments which were used; questionnaires and interviens inparticular produced both
quantifieble data and data thet underwent “interpretive analysis” (Nunan, 1991: 257).

8Rosier (1994) points to the difficulty that arises when translating ‘Sprachlehr- und -lemforschung' into
English, stating that he would try to avoid this whenever possible by using the German term and
paraphrasing it. 1fhowever he was forced to use an English term he would probably use that of 'Applied
Linguistics' while at the same time insisting that this term could not be translated back into German as
‘Angewandte Linguistik® (ibid: 145).

9Grotjahn (1991) describes the Research Programme Subjective Theories - which were developed in
Germany by psychology and educational science researchers - as "an exceptionally well founded
attempt to overcome the dichotomy between the humanistic and the scientific paradigms by means ofan
integration of hermeneutics and empiricism" which "has a considerable potential for integration [...] in
SLR (Second Language Research, my explanation)" (ibid: 187).
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Two points need to be made about the scope of the present research.  Airstly, Brumfit
(1996) states that an aspectwhich needs 1o be borme inmind when carrying out action
research is iits restricted or "'local’” gplicability (ibid: 6): most action research is geared
towards a particular target group with a particular background and particular course
dbjectives inmind. The boundaries of this type of research are, however, transcended in
the present study since the probllems experienced by Dubl in City University are
experienced in a very similar vein in other universities (cf. Chapter Six). Since the
Tindings of this researchmay be considered as more generalisable than the concept of
action researchwould commonly suggest, itcould be argued that the research presents a
case study. The grammar leaming approach adopted by D CU may thus serve as an
exemplar for German departments in other universities as well as for other language
departments withinD CU or autside.

Secondly, asVan Lier (1996: 33 and 219) poirnts aut, action research very often
‘transcends the classroom boundaries to touch upon *"issues of educational infrastructure
and policy'" (abid: 219)10. Konigs (1992) argues that there must be constant feedback
("Rickkoppelung™) between classroom research and what he calls the poliacal dimension
of foreign language teaching: '"Diese Rickkoppelung darfjedoch Nicht inder bloRen
Einpassung in einen polrtisch vorgebenen Rahmen bestehen, sondernmufl? vielmehr auf
dessen begrUndete Konsolidierung oder Veranderung zielen'" (bid: 92, italics in
origiral). He concludes that " [fjremdsprachenpolitische Konzepte solliten sich [-.]
nicht im luftleerenRaum abgehobener und allein durch den politischen Rahmen
diktierter Lertlinien ergeben, sondemn ihre Entstehung solite aufkonkrete Situationen
und Beteiligte abgestel ke sein und sichunter Berucksichtigung grindlicher empirisch
und konzeptuell abgesicherter Forschungen vollziehen' (ibid: 94, 1alics in origiral).
Firally, Van Lier alsowarns thet action research is not to be confused withproblem-
$0IVing, the difference beiing thatt **research forms an essential lirkbetween practice and
theory, whereas problem-solving ismerely apart of practice)€[ S€, without necessarily
implying a theoretical dimension™ (Van Lier, 1996: 32, mtalics inorigiral). Itisthis
theoretical dimension thatwill be presernted and discussed in Chapter Two.

DVan Lier distinguishes between two types of action research, referring to one as the *technical/non-
political" approach (i.e. focusing on pedagogical issues in the classroom) and the other as
“critical/political" (ibid: 29) (i.e. an approach "which looks at the classroom as a historically evolving and
culturally embedded system™ (ibid: 33)).
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Chapter Two

Determining Factors in Instructed Second Language
Acquisition - A Review of the Literature



Introduction

This chapter explores some theoretical positions in Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
researchwith regard to issues of grammar acguisrtion. The primary focus will be on
those aspects which are susoeptible to outside influence, such as motivation, classroom
leaming and language leaming strategies. It is, of course, acknowledged that other
factors, such as age, persoality, general intelligence and gptitude are of arucial
importance for the learmiing context since they mark individual learmer differences and
may account for differences in the level of linguistic attainment as well as differences in
non-linguistiic outcomes of the leaming process. However, since they are largely
beyond the reach of autside influence, they will not be included in the present thesis (for
a discussion of some ofthese factors df. Skehan, 1989, Gardner and Maclntyre, 1992, R.
Hlis, 199a, McLaughlin and Heredia, 1996).

Although awide range of theories have been put forward in an attempt to explain the
phenomenon of L2 acquisition (. Spolsky, 1939, Towell and Hawkins, 1994,
Bialystok, 1978 and 194a), few, ifany, ofthese could be described as truly
comprehensivel R. Hlis, 1994a). Most theories of second language learming examine
partial aspects of the overall acquisition isstewhich are of particular relevance to treir
area of investigation, be itpsydolinguistics, sociolinguistics, gpplied linguistics or
educational theory?2. Investigations typically seek to shed ligit on erther or both of the
two orucial questiions of WNat learmers acquire inthe L2 leamiing process and NOW they
acouire it

As regards the relationship between SLA and FOreign Language Pedagogy, Rosier
(1999) poirts out that ithas never been an easy one3 (. alsoR. Hllis, 1998 on this

1According to Beretta (1993) “there is uncertainty as to whether there are MaNy theories of SLA or none"
(ibid: 221, my italics).

2Cook (1991) wams that while each individual theory mightjustifiably be used to account for specific
areas of learning, "[w]hat is wrong with them is not their claims about their own front yard so much as
their tendency to claim that the whole street belongs to them. Each ofthem is atbest a piece ofthe
jigsaw" (ibid: 131). For an attempt to synthesise some of the findings from SLA research cf. Bialystok,
199%c.

3Rosier (1998) points out that the discussion about the extent to which FLP should base itselfon SLA
seems to have come full circle: after ties had loosened somewhat with the end of the audiolingual
method, he now discerns "das emeute Auftauchen einer Basisfach-Abhangigkeitsdimension” (ibid: 5),
given the influential effect which recent findings in cognitive psychology, psycholinguistics and
neurology have had on FLP.
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isse). Claims by what are often diaretrically opposed theoretical models of L2
learning (for instance, Krashen™s views \s. information-processing theories) have
undoubtedly contributed to the sense of scepticismwithwhich L2 theories have been
viewed by many prectiticrers. Quoting Krashen®s language learmingmodel as an
example, Spolsky (1939) states that " Tt]he failure of [sudh] models [--] to stand up t©
detailed scrutiny has discouraged many scholars from expecting any kind ofuseful
results from theorizing, and many others from expecting that theory will have any
prectical relevance’ (ibid: 6). Spolsky suggests that teadhers might be better advised to
form their own theories, based on the practical knowledge they have acquired inthe
course of their teaching carears. Sharwood Smith (1993) agrees and warns that "Tijf
whatever fledgling theories in second language research thatt are around were applied
without restraint to language teaching practice, the results might be much worse than
simply applying common sense and the fruits of practical experience’ (ibid: 166). And
Sharwood Smith (1994) adds that "Tijtwould simply be dishonest tomake a neat sstof
confident claims about what second language research can “offer” the practitioner goart
from confirming the fact that second language acquisition iscomplex and not fully
controllable by erther teacher or (conscious) learrer’ (ibid: 172, all markings in
origiral).

Notwithstanding the above sogptician, itisobviously imperative for researchers
engaging in action research to take note of and evaluate those theoretical frameworks
and SLA developments which may be of immediate relevance to treir area of
investigation. Practical knowledge (derived from personal teaching experience), an
awareness of specific target group needs, aswell as "common sense” must then be
employed in order to decide on the most appropriate methodology and approach.

This chapter presents some theoretical positions regarding aspects of language leaming
which are considered to be of crucial significance for the specific target groups in
question. Section 2.1 investigates the role of notivation, while Section 2.2 examines
the effect instruction isheld to have on the acguisition process in gereral and, more
particularly, on the acquisitionofgrammar. The firal section in this dhgpter, Section
2.3, briefly autlines issues regarding the development of language leaming strategies.
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2.1 The Role of Motivation in Second Language Acquisition and Foreign Language
Learning

Introduction

Motivation iswidely considered a key factor in Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
and Foreign Language Leaming (FLL) (Skehan, 1989, R. Hlis, 19%4a, Dickinson, 1995,
Van Lier, 1996). There seems to be curiously little agreement, however, on a definition
of this concept (- Van Lier™s 1996 comments on this, and Ushioda, 1996), although
various definitions have been put forward, notably by Gardner etd. (. e.g. Gardner,
1985 and Gardner etd., 1997). According to Oxford and Shearin (1999), the failure
among those investiigating motivation to agree on a clear definition of the concept isone
ofthe reasons why studarits™ motivation ofL2 leaming s sl not fullly understood (ibid:
13). What isudisputed, however, isttatwhat iscommonly termed as motivation
(whatever Itsexact definitionmay be) has a direct impact on a number of leaming
agoects, such ashow much L2 input students take in, how well they perform intests, the
extert towhich they use L2 leaming strategies, how much interaction takes place
between them and native speakers etc. (cf. Oxford and Shearin, 19%4: 12).

Section 2.1.1 gives an overview of the development ofmotivational theory-building in
instructed SLA and various branches of psychology. Aspects of motivation in theories
which focus primari ly on ron-institutionalised or NALUTAlIStIc 1anguage leamingwill not
be considered (e.g- Schumann®s AcculturationModel). Subsection2.1.1.1 presents
some research findings supporting and refuting particular motivational theories. In
Subsection 2.1.1.2, two motivational frameworks geared specifically towards
practiticersworking inaFLL environmentwill be described, one briefly (Domyei”s
1994 nultilevel motivational construct) and one inmore detail (Ushioda®™s 1996
cognitive framework) . Subsection 2.1.1.3 examines the relationship between extrirsic
motivation, classroom instruction and extermal evaluation. Section 2.1.2 draws some

conclusions.
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2.1.1 Motivational Framework Construction in Second Language Acquisition and
Psychology

For more than thirty years, the term motivation was principal ly associated with the work
of Gardrer, Lambert, and fellow researdhers InCanada. In the early stages, much of
theirr research focused on motivational orientations which they defined as INtegrative on
the one hand and INStrumental on the other.  Integrative motivation "reflects a high level
ofdrive on thepart ofthe individual to acquire the language ofa valued second-
language community in order tofacilitate communication with that group” (Gardner et
a., 1975: 199, malics inorigiral). Instrumentally motivated learmers, on the other hand,
are primarily interested in the practical aspects ofengaging inan L2, such as passing an
exam or the positive effect itmight have on career progpects. According to the modified
and expanded version of Gardner*s 1985 S0Ci0-educational model oflanguage learning
(- Gardrer, 1985), motivation iscomposed of three parts, *'desire to achieve a goal,
effort extended in this direction, and satisfactiomwith the task” (Gardner and Maclntyre,
1993b: 2). Attitudes, according to this framework, consist of “integrativerness” (ie
attributes that reflect a positive outlook toward the other language group'™) and
"attitudes toward the learmning situatiad” (@bid). Both "integrativeness” and "attitudes’”
are claimed to influence motivation Iinadirectmanner (cf. Gardner, 1935).

Two points inthe earlierwork of Gardner etal. attractedmuch criticisn from other
rescarders. FAirstly, Gardner et d. suggested that therewas a direct and therefore strog
relationship between integrative motivation and linguistic leamiing outcomes (Gardner
and Lambert, 1972 and Gardner, 1985). Secondly, success could only ever be seen as
the result of motivation, not as its cause (Gardner and Lambert, 1972). Gardner etadl.
have since changed their minds on both agpects, aswill become evident below. In reply
o some of the severe critician regarding the limitations of the 1985 model, Gardner
states that the socio-educational model “‘was never intended to be one tratwould explain
dll, or even most, of the variance in second-language leaming [...]. Htwas intended
simply as a useful heuristic tool that could explain existing data, suggest possible
processes tratmight be operating in second-language leaming, and indicate future
directions for research”” (Gardrer, 1988: 100).
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From the early 1990s ormards, many researchers found that the traditional motivational
paradigmwas too narrow. Calls for amore diverse conogptualisation of motivation
began to emerge. One ofthe major shortcomings of Gardner™s model, itwas argued,
was the fect trat itrests exclusively on social psychological considerations.

According to Crookes and Schmidt (1991), "'[f]ram a conceptual point ofview, much of
thework inSL (second language, my explanation) learming has not dealt with
motivation atall” (ibid: 502). The authors take as treir focal point for Investigations
iInto the natture of motivation not the view of the SLA researder, but of the classroom
practitiaer, highlighting "‘the invalidity of SL treatments of motivation interms oftheir
distance Trom everyday, nortechnical concepts ofwhat itmeans to be motivated™ (ibid:
480). Crookes and Schmidt are particularly aitical of the overriding importance
attached by Gardner et d."s framework to the concept of attituce, especially social
attituce (ie. the learmer™s identification with the target language community), and the
absence of a clear distinction between attituoe and motivation. Whi le acknowledging
that social attitudes may have an impact on some leaming contexts, they ardticise the
fact that motivational research has been weighted in favour of these ill-defined concepts
1o such an extent "that altermative concepts have not been seriously considered'” (ibid:
501). One consequence of this, the authors point aut, isthe paucity of research
exploring aspects which may be of particular interests for practitiaers, such as tre
connection between input, attention (as amanifestation ofmotivation) and intake, active
learmer involvement in the leaming process, inM&Esity of engagement, the issue of
appropriate dallenges, the relationship between certain classroom activities and
motivation, the employment of techniques designed to encourage motivation,
syllabus/curriculun considerations efc.. Drawing on the work ofBunge, Crookes and
Schmidt outllire a three-step research agenda, involving firstly, a description of the
motivational 1ssues to be explored, secondly, an analysis of the methodological and
conceptual issues ad, thirdly, experimentationwith aview to theory-building. They
irsist that this order must be adhered 1o, stressing the particular importance/relevance of
“besic descriptivework™ (bid: 501). One such descriptive study isprovided by Roberts
(1992) who asked 703 American firstyear university students toname arguments in
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Tavour of leaming a foreign language. More than thirty answers were given and
subsequently classified in nine different categories 4.
Oxford and Shearin (1994) also explore the issue ofmotivation with regard to practical
L2 learming and teaching inplications. They point out that the narrow focus of the
social psychological approach on integrative motivation makes itmore relevant to
second 1anguage learmers than toforeign language leamers, ie. to thosewho are
leaming a language in abilingual environment, such as, for instance, Canada, where
native speakers ofEnglishwould leam French as a second language. This important
point was previously raisedby Domyei (1990) who postulated that all motivational
constructs require awel 1-defined leaming MilieU (clearty denotiing the distinction
between 56CON andfOI’eign language leaming environments, ibid: 49). Oxford and
Shearin call for an expansion of Gardrer™s framework, arguing that findings from
branches ofpsychollogy such as gareral, educational and industrial psychology, aswell
as cognitive developmental theories, can make amajor cortribution to language leaming
(1994: 13fF). Findings from all aress are examined in the ligitof treir inplications for
both the L2 classroom and the individual learmer situatian.
Drawing on various need theories (Maslow™s "Hierarchies ofNeeds" and need-
achievement theories) Oxford and Shearin stress
a the importance ofmeeting L2 learmars™ requirements for psychological security (in
order to keep down anxiety)
b. L2 learmexs® need to be provided with
= avariety of clearly identified tasks which are perceived by the learmer as important
= regular and surtable feedback.
c. theprovision ofL2 leamerswithwork thatwill have some beneficial outcome -
Y'students must believe that doiing the specified taskwilll produce positive results and
that these results are personal ly valueble'™ (ibid: 18).

4Interestingly, Roberts points to the implications findings from studies like hers could have for
educational policy. 80% of students named a hetter understanding ofcultural diversity, both globally
and within the U.S., as the most significant reason for engaging in L2 learning; only 48% cited business
considerations. However, since the measurement of [eSUltS in education is regarded as increasingly
important and since proficiency guidelines introduced in the U.S. in 1986 eliminated cultural knowledge
and understanding as a measurement for proficiency, course planners might find it difficult to convince
policymakers of the need to retain foreign languages on the university curriculum against a background
of studies such as the one conducted by Roberts (ibid: 281).
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Thiis lestpoint is also emphasised by Instrumentality theories. These explore the
relationship between the effort an individual isprepared to make and the reward he/she
expects for having made that effort. According to these theories, an individual will only
engage in atask ifthe experience or outcome is likely to be judged as personal ly
meaningful or satisfying (F. Atkinson®s EXpectancy-Value Theory, quoted by oxford
and Shearin, 1934). Mastering the task athand must be viewed as both important and as
within one"s power. Oxford and Shearin also provide the most salient findings from
motivational research by indstrial psychologists Locke etd. (1981). Their years of
investigation have revealed that goal-setting plays a arucial role in individuals®
evaluation of achievement and their subsequent perseverance or disillusioment. Locke
et d. found that clearly idntified, challenging goals yield higher performances than
easy or vague goals. According to the authors, high achievers are associated with the
setting of clear, challengiing but reallistic goals, whille 1ow achievers tend to sst
urealistic goals for themselves: they erther purport to strive for something they know
they willl not be able to achieve, so that subsequent failurebecomes tolerable or they st
themselves goals trat are so low that failure is inpossible. Locke etdl. also state that
the individual*s commitment to pursuing an assigned (e extermally s=0) goal isas firm
as the commitment to a goal sstby the individual hinvherselT-provided the goal s
accepted as meaningful and valugble. The resecardhers refterate the importance of
Teedback as stressed in general psychology theories.

In theirwork on motivation and satisfaction in theworkplace, Locke and Latham (1990)
- gpart from confirming cartain aspects already emphasised by other branches of
psychology -also explore the concept ofself-efficacy (. a leamer™s sense of control
over the learning sittatian). According to Oxford and Shearin the inplication of treir
Tindings for L2 leaming isthat "’L2 learmers with established goals and a sense of sel-
efficacywill focus on leaming tadss, persist at them, and develop strategies to complete
tasks successfullly so they can meet treirgoals. [ ]] L2 learmers must believe that they
have some control over the outcomes (failure or success) because of their performance;
they must feel a sense of effectiveress within themselves so that they willl want t©
continue leaming the target language™ (ibid: 21). These findings are, of course, very
similar to those by Crookes and Schmidt who have pointed out the importance of

attention, persistence and active learmer engagement inthe L2 leaming process.
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Regarding Locke and Latham"s theory on the issue of feedback and rewards, Oxford and
Shearin point out the important part that teadchers can play by making sure trat their
rewards are fair and by helping students to develop a "'self-renard”’ system, "a long-
neglected area of research inL2 leaming " (ibid: 22). In their feedback, teadhers should
encourage students to adopt the view that the achievement of goals iswithin the
individual™s own power. They should assure learmers that a sustained high level of effort
will lead to success which learmers can then attribute to their own hard work.

OxFord and Sheariin also briefly discuss IEInforcement theories which view behaviour as
a sequence ofStimU|US, reSponse and reward. These theories have come under heavy
criticisnwith the decline ofbehaviourism. The authors point out thetwhile L2 teachers
obviously can provide students with extrinsic rewards (by praising them), “‘intrinsic
rewards -those trat come from witthin the student or from the language task itelf-are
oftenmore powerful® (ibid: 20).

Finally, Oxford and Shearin briefly discuss the implications for L2 learming from
research in cognitive developmental theory. Research quoted in this context isprimarily
associated with work by Piaget and Wgotsky. According to Piaget (1955 and 19/9),
motivation necessitates above all an environment that is rich in stimulation. Vygotsky
(1978) suggests that teadhers wishing to motivate thelr students need to base their
teaching on leamers™ needs and interests and 1o provide both relevant and demanding
inut. Teachers must supply learmers with the kind of assistance that al lons the latter to
proceed From treir CUITENT level of development 1o the level they cwldp0tentia||y

reach. He refers to the distance between the two as the ""Zone of Proximal
Development'”. According to thismodel, assistance isprogressively scaled down until
the learmer reaches the stage of intermalised and automatic command ofthe L2.

In his review of research on motivation in SLA, R. Ellis (1994a) echoes Crookes and
Schmidt™s aswell as Oxford and Searin®s criticisn of the dominance of the Integrative-
instrurental paradigm5. He points out that littde research has so farbeen carried out on
the aspect of INFINSIC motivation inL2 leaming.

5In his motivational construct, Domyei (1990) establishes the clear need to establish more context-
specific subcategorles ofthe traditional integrative/instrumental paradigm. His paradigm also includes
two further motivational factors, Needfor achievement and attribution about pastfailures (id: 69).
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Intrirsic and extrinsic motivation are concepts which have been extensively researched
in cognitive developmental psychology (cf. Deci and Ryan 1985 and 1992, Ryan etdl.,
1992, Csikszentmihalyi, 1975 and 1993; Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde, 1993). Inits
most general definition, extrinsic motivation isdirected towards the achievement of
standards and goals sstby somebody other than the individual . Extrinsical lymotivated
people "behave In order 10 attain some exterral award" (Ryan etdl., 1992: 170, italics in
origiral). The relatioship between this type ofmotivation and instructionwill be
considered In Section 2.1.1.3.

Intrinsic motivation, on the other hand, is draracterised by an imate, active interest ina
task and the desire to be competent, effective and autonomous. According toDeci and
Ryan, the aforementioned daracteristics are common to all humans (1992: 10)6.
Pittman and Boggiano state that intrinsic motivation results in “'a feeling of e~
determination, the experience of competence, and enhanced quality of leaming as
indexed by conceptual reasoning, aeativity, and achievement™ (1992: 4). According to
Deci and Ryan (1992), individuals assess the qual ity of trelr self—determination
according to the doice, rewards and evaluations ascribed to them by the outside world.
The enhancement of competence is seen to be determined by two fectors, optimal
challenges (o be examined inmore detail below) and positive feedback. Intheir
cognitive evaluation theory, peci and Ryan identify three types of inputs” G.e.
drallenges, feedback, doices, rewards and evaluations) which result invery different
motivational processes:

1. Informational inputs are those whiich are perceived as confiiming the indivical"s
autonomy and sense of competence. These Inputs have a positive effecton intrirsic
motiavation.

2. Controlling inputs are seen as extermally imposed pressures. Whi le these usual ly lead
1o a decrease in intrirsicmotivation, they may enhance extrinsic motivation. However,
Inputs perceived thisway have been shown to affect performance negatively (-
contributions InBoggiano and Pittman, 1992).

6While there is little doubt that all language learners would like to feel competent and effective, the claim
that all learners also want to be active and autonomous must be challenged, at least in an Irish educational
context. Experiences with first year DCU students have shown that many are neither particularly active
learners (the school system does not require active learner involvement) nor do they wish to be self-
regulated, being too accustomed to 'spoon-feeding’. Few practitioners at either second or third level
would, however, dispute the desirability of encouraging students to develop both these attributes.
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3. Amotivating inputs are those whiich are seen as "‘promoting or signifying
incompetence' (Deci and Ryan, 1992: 23). They have a celeterious effect on both
intrinsic and extrinsic notivation.

Thus, Deci and Ryan argue, ifintrirsicmotivation isnot to be undermined inan
insttutioral settirg, educators must ensure that their "inuUts” are perceived by students as
reither controlling nor anctivating, but as informational (cf. also Van Lier, 1996 on the
same Isae). Deci and Ryan point to research findings which have shown that
engagement in intrinsical ly interesting activilties Is "'associated wirth greater conceptual
leamiing, more aeativity, increased cognitive fledbility, amore positive enctional toe,
and higher self-esteem than [...] extermal ly control led activity* (Deci and Ryan, 1992:
3. Intrinsic motivationwould thus appear 1o result in the achievement ofwider
educational goals aswell as yielding self-renwarding qualities for an individual ™s personmal
development. Extrinsically oriented individuals, on the other hand, “‘would take an
expediency approach to their schoolwork [...] attempting to expend the lesst amount of
effort necessary to dotain thremaximum gain'™ (Flinketad., 1992: 12, my alis).
However, aswill become evident in Section 2.1.1.3, extrinsic motivation must not be
viewed as a monol ithic concept but as a continuum ranging from exclusively extermally
guided to goal-assimilated behaviour. Itisalso important to remember that intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation are by no means mutual ly exclusive but can exist side by side and
also alterrate. With achange in conditions (such as sustained effort leading to
improved knowledge and dll), activities inftially undertaken for extrinsic reasons can
over time also become intrirsically renarding. According to Csikszentmihalyi and
Rathunde (1993), "'[a]ny actavity can become intrirsically rewarding when a person
begins to recognize goportunities for action in it, chal lenges thatwill stretch the abillity
to respond'’ (ibid: 73).

Intrirsic motivation isclosely linked to the Issue of optimal dallenges, an aspectwhich
has been extensively investigated by Csikszertmihalyi and his associates. Much of their
work has centred on the “flov experience™ which materialises when people are
canpletely immersed in an activity thett causes them to perform at the optimal point of
theirpotentaal.  Individuals thus absorbed become dblivious to Tfeelings of fatige, t©
time and anything other than the activity itself; they concentrate exclusively on the
present —the past or future Isofno concem to them. No outside pressure isneeded to
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urge people 1o engage iInthe activity - they undertake itout of their own accord and fird
the activiity so enjoyable and intrinsically rewarding that they want 1o repeat itagain and
agpin. Two crucial prerequisites for a “flovexperience” are, firstly, the identification of
clear goals coupled with immediate performance feedback and secondly, ahigh level of
both challenge and ability (Csikszertmihalyi and Rathunde, 1993). These findings thus
corroborate evidence from the workplace as presented by Locke and Latham (1990)
above. While *flov isnot always the most desirable experience for individuals under
pressure to perform inan academic contexnt, it isnonetheless believed 1o be personal ly
the most enriching one because itmakes people realise "'that one isgrowing in
complexity as aresubt of matching one™s skills to difficukt challenges' (Csikszentmihalyi
and Rathunde, 1993: 73).

Itwould appear from the discussion above that the concept of achievement which has
repeatedly been mentioned as an important motivational fector, be itas a resultative or
causal element, is inneed ofamuch clearer definrtion than has been offered in the
literature so far. Different learmers with differant needs, backgrounds, selH—perogptians,
lewels of gotitude and motivations will inevitably hold very diverse concepts of the
notion ofachievement or suooess. Ryan etal. (1992) therefore atticise that the
traditiael definrtion of achievement as performance measured against absolute
standards istoo limited, claiming that *“the content of achievement [...] isrelative visa-
vis are"s Values [-]and oe"s capacities-- @bid: 169, my italics). There are clearly a
number ofways of assessing achievement and success, including an ObjECtiVG evaluation
(= the achievement ofapartiaular reeult inatesst, A, B,C;H1,H2.1,H2.2 etc.) a
SUbjECtiVG evaluation (= success as measured against perceived ability and/or effort
expended), asvell as an evaluation of the achievement of WIder educational goals, as
reported inDeci and Ryan (1992).

Ushioda (1993), whi le acknowledging the important connection between success and
motivation, questions the widely held view that the former should be considered as the
most valued effect of motivation. According to her, motivation can have many other

7As Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde (1993) point out, there are circumstances under which, for instance,
boredom is seen as preferable toflow. For instance, in anxiety producing activities such as preparing for
an exam, an excess of skill over challenge is not necessarily perceived as negative. However, "flow is
rewarding because it offers the most complete expression of one's potential - a personal peak
performance” (ibid: 73).
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bereficial effects gpart Trom the successful attaiment of specific goals, eg.

"persistence, classroom participation, productivity, attentiveness, enthusiasm, high input
gereration, high amount of L2 use, etc., which might equally be considered significant
outcomes iInthemselves, or at lesst arucial to the process and progress of L2
development'" (ibid: 3).

Van Lier (1996) makes the pointwe are only ever able to consider measurable
achievement, such as test performance etc., adding '[ijt is quite possible that the
degpest, most satisfying aspects of achievement, and the most profound effects of
education, both inpositive and negative tems, are attirely unmeasurable. For example,
how does one measure ahappy memory, or adreadful one? What rfwe held educators
accountable for the gquality of the memories they gave trelr students, rather than for
averages on rational tests?’ (ibid: 120).

Anecdotal evidence from observing students® behaviour atD C U would suggest thaet
success can also have a negative effect on effort: studentswho have scored high test
resullts are not necessarily inclined to increase or even keep up their learming effort.

Most students calaulate very carefully justhow much work they need to put into the
preparation for each exam. Ifapreviously good performance has already secured them
the resulit they had hoped to achieve, they are more likely to focus on subjects where this
isnot the case orwhich they enjoy better.  Thus motivation, manifesting rtelfin the
degree of effort expended, isnot always sustained by suocoess, ketalone increased.
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2.1.1.1 Empirical Studies ofMotivational Theories

After looking at issues regarding motivational theory-building, some of the actual
studies conducted inthe areaofF SLA and FLL which sought to establish the effect of
different kinds ofmotivation will now be examined.

As was pointed out above, due to the major influence of Gardner™s socio-psychological
model, the overwhelming majority of research undertakings have, until recatly, tended
to focus on an examination of aspects associated with thismodel . More particularly, as
Gardner and Tremblay (1994a) point aut, the research has concentrated on the issue of
integrative motivation while only one major study was dedicated to a specific
Investagation on instrunental motivation (ibid: 380). Gardner etal. themselves have
produced a plethora of empirical studies (eg. Gardner etd., 1975; Gardner and
Maclntyre, 1993a; Gardner and Tremblay, 1994b; Gardner etd., 1997), by and large
supporting their theoretical constructs and the validity and religbility of their
measurement instrurents, themain one ofwhich isknown as theAttitude/Motivation
Test Battery, oraMTB.

However, research findings, including those produced by resecarcherswho have worked
within the Gardnerian paradign, have cast doubt on certain aspects of the framework,
including the evaluationmechanisms. A 1983 study by Clement and Kruidenier failed
to produce - surprisingly, according to the authors - a factorwhich corresponded clearly
1o Gardner™s integrative orientation (1983: 286). Ely (1986) inhis study of 75 university
students of Spaniish in California established three clusters ofrotivation. Two of these
resambled, but were not idertical with Gardner™s and Lambert”™s integrative/instrurental
paradign. A third cluster (Cleaming the L2 as part of course requirements™) could not be
described interms of the traditicel framework. Many of Gardner eta.'sown studies
appeared to confirm thelr hypothesis of superiority of integrative over instruvental
motivation by showing a strong lirkbetween integ rative motivation and L2
achievement and a less strog effect of INStrumental motivation on L2 achievement Eo-
Lalonde and Gardner, 1985, quoted inGardner, 1988; Gardner and Macintyre, 1991).
Other researchers have challenged this superiority claim (@ Crookes and Schmidt,
1991, quoting studies by Ciller, 1981 and Au, 1988), aswell as the claim regarding the
causal relationship between itand L2 achievemenit. Summing up Gardner™s and
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Lambert™s findings, Crookes and Schmidt state that their research has produced mixed
reaults, "'so the best that can be said is that different attituoes and goal orientations seem
to be important, but inways that vary from situation to situation” (1991: 47/8/9), aview
fully shared by Kasper (19%5).

Gardner and MaclIntyre (1993b) concede that their *'old characterisation of motivation In
terms of integrative \s. instrurental orientatias istoo [..] restricted. Many studies [-..]
have shown that achievement ina second language is fecilitated by instrumental
orientatios [...] aswell as integrative orientations and attrtudes [.-..] or other
motivational attributes [...]" (ibid: 4). Gardner and Tremblay (1994b) deny that
integrative motivation inthe 1985 socio-educational model was ever viewed as
“'paramount’” (1994b: 361).

Among thosewho have comtradicted Cardrer™s earlier view that integrative motivation
must be seen as the CAUSE of success are Hermann (1980), Strong (1984) and
McDonough (1986). Hermann (1980), inher survey of 750 pupils leaming English ata
German secondary sadool, observed that success or failure in leaming the L2 correlatd
wiith subsequent positive and negative attituces. In her TESUItALIVE hypothesis, she
postulates that success can thus also be the cause of motivation (ot just vice~versa, as
claimed by Gardner). Perhaps more significait, according to her, are findings
suggesting "'that low achievement in a foreign language coincides with prejudice or
hostille attituoes regarding the speakers of that language’ (ibid: 253). However, when
evaluating the results of this study itshould be remembered that English isa
compulsory subject in German secondary schools and that nerther Intrinsic nor
integrative motivation are prerequisites for the engagement with the language. tcould
thus be argued trat fthere isno element of choice ina learmer™s engagement with a
given subject mattter (including the leaming of the L2 which willl be perceived by the
average learmer the same way as subjects such as mathematics, chemistry or history),
success and failurewill inevitably have a crucial effect on motivation. Engagement
wi'th the L2 under these circunstances might only be perceived as meaningful ifitbears
positive reaulits. On the other hand, self-selecting studentswho are intrinsically or
integratively driven might derive something else out of that engagement, even iftheir
efforts do not always lead to the aspired achievement. Thus Strong (1984) concludes
Trom his study of Spanish-speaking children inan American classroom treat *'integrative
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attituoesf01|0W second language aoquisition skills rather thanpromoting them Gibid: 1,
my malics). Here, increasing conmunicative success Is seen to have a positive effect on
the leamer™s attitudes towards the target community inwhich he or she Ines, and thus
becomes instantaneously and tangibly renarding. Skehan (1989) has arrtiacised both
studies on anumber of points (bid: 66). He concludes that the causal interpretation of
motivation has been supported more convincingly by research findings than the
resultative hypothesis. Gardner, meanwhi le, has abandoned his earlier postulate that
motivation can only ever be the cause of success (ot vice~versa). Both Gardner (1933:
113-117) and Gardner and Maclntyre (1993b) acknowledge that motivation interacts
with leaming experiences and outcomes in adynamic manner that allows for
reciprocity. But even this concession isnot considered to be particularly helpful by
Ushioda (1996) since a dynamic concept merely accounts for fluctuations caused in the
interaction of variables (depending on experiences and achievements, motivation
increases and decreases) when the real issue should be 1o consider what concrete
mediatory steps can be taken to create a more positive learmning situation.

The biggest project into advanced L2 learming ever conducted, and examining, among
many other fectors, the role ofmotivation is the “European Language Proficiency
Suney®, ajoint project between the universities of Bochum, Duiisburg and Portsmouth
(. Coleman, 1995 aand b, 1996 aand b). The surveywhich was conducted between
1993 and 1995, involved approximately 25,000 university students studying French,
German, Spanish, Russian or English as part of adegree inmodem languages or as a
course option on another degree course. Most students were enrolled in British
universities but the study also included students from Germany, Austria, Haly, Portugal,
France and Irelad. The firal results for university students inthe British Isles (e
including Ireland) revealed that students were driven by amixture of integrative,
intrirsic and instrurental motivation (. Singleton and Singleton, 1992, for similar
results inthelr investigation of a group of Irishuniversity students). Top of the listwere
career considerations, folloned by liking 0fthe target language. Then came desire to
travel and interest in the target language culture, forloned by desire to live in the target
language country and by motivation resultingfrom prior L2 learning success (coleman,
1996h: 91). Coleman does not provide a full analysis of the European data as itwas not
conplete atthe time ofwriting. The pilot study, however, showed that there are
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significant differences between individual languages. For instance, asmany as 90% of
German students ofFrench claimed they were doing so primarilly out ofenjoyment of
the target language.  On the other hand, a group of Austrian business studernts clearly
stated that career considerations were their principal reason for studying English
(Coleman, 199%5a). However, the vast majority of students named both career
considerations and a liking of the L2 as thelr reasons for studying a particular language.-
Another finding of the study showed that in certain student groups success in leaming
the L2 as amotivating force was mentioned by as few as 20% of respondents (ibid: 11).
Further observations with regard to this study will be made in Section2.1.1.3.
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2.1.1.2 Motivational Frameworks ofParticular Relevancefor Practitioners in the Area
ofForeign Language Pedagogy

As was pointed out in Section 2.1.1, much of the research conducted into motivation has
not seecifically focused on the FLL context and mtspractical inplications. The two
Trameworks presented in this sectionwere designed with just that context inmind and
are seecifically geared towards practitioners inthe area of FLL.

Domyei (1994) proposes amotivational framework consisting of three leels, a
language tewel, alearner 1evel and alearningsituation seel. The language level istre
most gereral leel and encompasses both integrative and instrurental elerents’ . The
two crucial components influencing motivation at the learner revel are the need for
achiievement and self-corfidence. Firally, the [amning Situation level asists of three
components which Domyei idetifies as course-specific, teadher—specific and group-
seecific.  Course-specific motivation depends on interest, relevance, expectancy and
satisfaction (. also Crookes and Schmidt, 1991), teacher-specific motivation is
determined by the individual student-teacher rapport @Efinities), and group-specific
motivation includes norm and goal oriettation, evaluation and group cohesion (Domyei,
1994: 279/280). Domyei " s theoretical construct is fol lowed by an extensive and
detailed listofprectical strategies for each level which the author suggests teachers
might consider intheir attempt to foster learmer motivation (ibid: 280-282).

Before tuming to the second FLL motivational model under investigation in this
section, 1tshould be briefly noted that calls for new directions inmotivational
framework construction did not go unchal lenged by Gardner etd.. Gardner and
Tremblay (19942) replied to some of the critician leelled at treir research traditian, by
rejecting firstly the notiion that theirwork has stifled other research efforts (@ rejection
fully supported by Oxford who inher subsequent cortribution points out that Gardner
could not possibly be held responsible for other rescarchers™ lack of inftiative (19%4:
512)). Gardner and Tremblay also defend themselves against criticisn of treirwork as
being of littepractical value by pointing out that their chief interest "'has been to
understand individual differences inthe motivation to leam a second language, not

8Unlike Gardner, Domyei's definition ofintegrative’ motivation specifically includes a general interest in
foreign languages.
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proselytize on ways 1o teach or even leam languages™ (1994a: 339). Itshould be
poirnted out ttet, far from claiming that their findings are the definrtive answer to every
teadher”s prayers, both Crookes/Schmidt (1991) and Oxford/Shearin (1994) stress the
need for further rescarch. Domyei (1994) eglicitly enphasises that the strategies he
presents *‘are not rock-solid golden rules, but rather suggestions thetmay work with one
‘teacher or group better than another and that might work today but not tomorrow as they
lose treir novelty'” (ibid: 230).

In her proposition of a cognirtive framework of language leaming motivation, Ushioda
(1996) also explores the practical implications ofmotivational constructs for L2

learning processes and outcomes. Like Crookes/Schmidt and Oxford/Shearin, she
draws on findings from psychology and educational research. She subscribes toa
concept of motivation that plays an “active, functional and dynamic role throughout the
leaming process' (ibid: 11). Taking as the Tocus ofher deliberations the ultimate goal
of leamer autonomy in an institutdcralised setting, Ushioda autlines an agenda for
teadhers wishing to help students to develop the intrinsic motivation and self-motivation
they require in order to engage actively and independently inthe language leaming
process. While, according to Ushioda, the kind ofmotivation crucial to autonomous
learing can only come from within the students themselves, she points out that teadhers
can make certain contributions to a student™s subjective involvement in leaming the
target language.  According to Ushioda, knowing about student thought processes and
not just measur ing outward manifestations of motivation, such as time and effort
expended on a partiaular task, isofvital importance. Drawing on work by Ames

(1986), who points out that students have different motivational agendas and evaluate
learmiing goals differently, she stresses that students must be shown how to reflecton
leamiing experiences effectively in order o develop sustained S€1f-motivation, defined as
“effective self-management’” (1996: 40). The question Ushioda then addresses ishow
leariing experiences can be mediated so that they willl be sustained (inthe case of
positive experiences) or sucoessfully altered (inthe case of negative experiences). Here
Ushioda refers to attributiaal theories which explore keliefs held by individuals
regarding causes of failure and achievement. In an educational context, all hypotheses
learmers construct wirth regard to the under lying reasons for their positive and negative
experiences have obvious potatial repercussions on future learmer behaviour.  If, for
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instance, learmers believe that an unsatisfactory performance was the result of theirown
lack of ability or Ingptitude (both ofwhich are regarded in attributional theory as "steble”
factars), they are inlikely to be particularly motivated for future leaming because they
Teel that they have no cortrol over the situation.  If, on the other hand, the performance
can be attributed o "ustable™ factors such as lack of effort, distraction, the use of
unsuitablle leamiing strategies, luck etc., the learmer can still believe that itiswithin
his/her power to do better the next time round. Teachers can encourage learmers to
adopt a view of their own cgpebilrtiies that avoids a negative self—-peroeption of
themselves as “rotbeing any good at langueges™.

Ushioda confirms findings reported in Oxford and Shearin regarding the importance of
working towards clearly identified goals. The setting of short-term subgoals (leading
towards the overall long-term target) Is seen as essatial ifthe leaming effort istobe
sustained on a day-to-day besis. On the issue of feedback, Ushioda stresses that both
positive and negative feedback must be very precise inorder to support stuoeits™ soi-
perception and seH-direction.

However , the crucial prerequisite for all sucoessful leaming, according toUshioda, s
Intrinsic motivation f. Deci and Ryan, 1992, and Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde,
1993). As was stated above, intrirsicmotivation in itsbroadest sense isan interest in
the leaming task thatt emanates from within the language learmer. Without it, therewill
in all probebility be no sustained leaming, autonomous or otherwise. According t
Ushioda, even the most highly instrurental ly motivated students, ie. those with very
clear goal orientation, need 1o be motivated intrirsically iftreir leaming efforts are to be
sustained on a day-to-day besis. The other essartial component of independent leaming,
self-motivation can onlly be activated fully ifthe learrer is already intrirsically
motivated. Ifthe classroom adopts the leamer s motivational agenda, itcan contribute
to intrirsicmotivation by providing the stimulus for the individual learmer™s active and
independent involvement in and organisation of the leaming process. The teacher can
assist learmers in the development of self—notivation, for instance, by suggesting and
discussing the most gppropriate leaming strategies, by helping with the definition of
short-term and long-term goals etc. According t Ushioda, *'self-motivation entails
taking personal control of the affective conditions and experiences that shape one”s
subjective involvement in leaming'* (ibid: 54). Therefore, *'learmers need to filter [their
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language leaming] experience interms of tspositive and negative elements, through
pattems of raticalization, selective attributios and appropriate belief structures™ (abid:
5%). Teachers can assist learmers by tapping into the learmers™ motivational agendas,
adopting fair evaluation systems, giving meaningful feedback, by encouraging positive
self—perceptions and fostering constructive and effective ss—reflectian. While
acknowledging that learmers ultimately have *'to take respansibility for managing
affective learming experience and put themselves in control of thelr motivation, and
thereby of their leaming'” (ibid: 63), Ushioda also points out that " TE]heir capacity for
self—motivation and motivational autonomy [-.--Jwill depend on the extent towhich
[teeders] ensure that they become subjectively involved in language learming and
language use™ (ibid: 63/64).

Ushioda™s framework thus stresses the regoasibilities ofboth leamers and teachers with
regard to the development of learmer motivation. The role ofbothwill also be examined
inmore cetail in the fol loving section.
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2.1.1.3 The Relationship between Extrinsic Motivation, Classroom Instruction and
External Evaluation

As was pointed out in Section 2.1.1, the setting of goals and a beliefin the merits of
pursuing those gaals are believed to be of crucial importance for the generation and
sustained presence of motivation. As regards the former (i.e. the setting of goals), itwas
also pointed out that extermal ly set goals are likely to be pursued with the same level of
commitment as irtermal ones, provided the individual 1sconvinced of their beneficial
value t his/her own development. Applied to an educational comtext, thiswould
suggest the possibility that extrirsical lymotivated learmers may at lesst enjoy the same
degree of driving power as intrirsically motivated studets, although they may be
lacking the “bareficial side effects™ which the lattertype of motivation woulld appear to
carrywith it (- Deci and Ryan, 1992). Ifthispremise isacogpted, the question tobe
decided isthen just what it isthatmakes individuals accept extermal ly assigned goals.

In other words, what makes students pay attention to and persist at tasks that are of no
inherent interest to them because they are not perceived as intrirsically renarding?
According t Ryan etal."sresearch into child psychology, teadhers, intheir attenpt to
create favourable leaming conditions, must try and answer these questions by gaining
what they call an ""inner perspective’’ of leaming (Ryan etd., 1992: 167; Ushioda, 1996
also stresses thispoint).  Intrinsic motivation which derives from of the individual*s own
interests, isnot necessarily the prime consideration in institutiocal s=ttings. As Ryan et
al. observe 'I...] schools often senve the function of teaching not only What interests the
child but alsowhat isfettobe In the child's interest” Gid: 174, Talics in origirel). If
children are to pay attertion to and acquire information that isnot of Intrirsic interest o
them, some extrinsic incentive iIsrequired. This incentive can be perceived by children
invarious ways. At the two ends of a continuum of extrinsic motivation are, on the one
hand, the (reluctant) adherence to extermal regulation and, on the otter, the identification
with and integration of exterral values and rules.  Ifa child™s school-related task
involvement is "extermally requlated” (ibid: 175), ie. ifitisdirected exclusively tonards
the fulfilment of requirements setby figures of authority such as teachers and parents, It
has been shown 1o have negative inplications forboth the child™s personal and academic
development. Academically, studies have reported poor performance and leaming
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diffiaultes. If, on the other hand, chilldren identafywith a given task and regard itas
personal ly meaningful and valuable they are likely to gain considerably through the
eqeerience. They arewilling to take respansibility for their own leaming and experience
greater autonomy and self-estean, both ofwhich are, twill be remembered, considered
to be arucial components of intrirsicmotivation. The idatification of conditions
determining how chilldren can acoept extermal ly set goals 1o the extent where they
intermalise them by integrating them inmo thelr own value system istherefore ofmajor
sighificance. Ryan etal. report thet, gpart from the opportunity for self-determination
(discussed 1n Section 2.1.1), two other factors need to be inplace for this to happen.
Firsty, the individual must experience a positive personal involvement or "‘relatedness'”
(ibid: 181) with those setting extermal goals (apoint also stressed by Multhaup, 1997).
Secondly, an environment or structure must be provided where the meaning of and
rationalle behind the established goals are explained (. alsoNunan, 1995). Teachers
must demonstrate that course aims can meet the psychological need for optimal
challlenges as discussed above. These conditions need to be met ifthe classroom
experience isto heighten a leamer™s extrirsic notivation. To sum up, recognising the
importance of the classroom dojectives is thus a crucial step towvards a committed
learming approach.  Ifthis recognirtion leads to subsequent task focusing and persistence,
some very significat hurdles on the way to successful instructionwill have been
overcome (cf. Crookes and Schmidt, 1991).

Although, on the surface, the sbjects investigated by Ryan et al. would appear to differ
significantly from the target group under examination in this thesis —university students
are supposedly seif—=electing and therefore widely assumed 1o be sufficiently motivated
—there are nonetheless parallels which make a comparison of the respective leaming
situatias pemissible. Hrstly, aswill be shown inChapter Five below, there isinfacta
minority of studentswho are enrolled in thelir specific degree courses “against treirwll”
orwho can atbest be described as "non-comittal®. Secondly, even those who are
highly motivated to learm a foreign language do not always show the same enthusiasm
when itcomes to dealing with the grammatical aspects of the learming task. Thus,

similar to the teaching of childrenwho do not have a say inwhat they are exposed to at
sdool, itmay reguire some effort on the part of the lecturer to convince these students
ofthe bereficial effects of"knowing thelr grammar ™.
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One aspectwhich s stressed by both Ryan etd. (1992) and previously by Van Lier (-
Van Lier, 1996) is the role of teacher attributes. Rosier (1992 and 1994) also points out
that a teeder™s parsomality, expertise and commitment are crucially important fectors as
regards sustaining leamer notivation. A study carried out by thisauthor atDCU in
1994/5 revealed that one of the most decisive fectors inStUdent motivation was, infact,
|lecturer motivation: lecturerswho came across as being genuinely interested inthe
leaming situation aswell as inthelr soets” idess, agpiratias, progress and success
were reported to have a significantly positive effect on student motivation (study
presented at SALIS Research Seminar, Simon, 1995).

The effect of classroom instruction on leamer motivation has also been Investigated by
Domyei (1997) who irsists trat one of the most effective tools for L2 leaming is
cooperative learning (cL). ClassroonCL isdnaracterised by three features: studerts
work mostly insmall groups, group members must make sure ttat every person inthe
group has achieved the sst goal and firally, reward and evaluation of the etire group
are considered more important than those of individual group members. According to
Domyei, CL s "'suyperior to most traditioal forms of instmction interms of producing
learmiing gains and student achievement, higher-order thirking, positive attituoes toward
leaming, increased motivation, better teadher-student and student-student relationships
accompanied by more developed interpersonal sdllls and higher self-esteem on the part
of the students™ (ibid: 482). As Van Lier (1996) points aut, not alll rescarchers agree
with this gopraisal of CL.

Zimmermann (1995) has investigated the issLe of attatudes with specific regard to L2
grammar leaming. Quoting findings from social psychology, he distinguishes between
three types of attatucks, two ofwhich, affective and cognitive attatuoes, are of goecial
interest o the grammar acguisition Issle. Zimmermann points out thatmany students®
attitude towards grammar leaming is inconsistant, as they display simultaneously a
negative affeCtiVe and a positive COYNItIVE attitie. Thus a student might well admit that
he/she dislikes grammar, while at the same time acknowledging the necessity ofhaving
a sound grammatical knowledge. Since the existence of these conflicting attitudess is
undesirable and likely to damage learmer motivation inthe long nn, effortsmust be
made to create abalance. Whi le recognising the difficulty as regards attenpts 1o change
negative attituoes (especially affeCtiVe negative attitdss), Zimmermann is convinced
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that a change can nonetheless be brought about through successful teaching. He
identafies three common problems leamers of any language are likely to encounter in
grammar classs: they do not understand the grammar explanations, they perceive the
content as too axstract, theoretical and meaninglless, and they cannot fulfil their potential
for active, creative and challenging involvement inthe class. According to
Zimmermann, teachers can counteract these problems intwo ways. Hirstly, inorder to
discover their students™ under lying leamiing difficulties, to draw conclusions for future
leamning processes and in order to help students build up the strategic, procedural
knowledge necessary for independent and seH-regulated grammar leaming, they must
make leamer questions an instruvental part ofthe grammar leaming experience inthe
classroom. Zimmermann states that *'Fragereaktionen der Lernenden sol Hen nidit nur
zugelassen, sondemn als dezidierte Erwartungen an die Lernenden in den Unterricht
integriertwerden, als [..]Jwichtiger Hinweis fur die Entwicklung effizienterer Lerm- und
Lehrmethoden. Die Moglichkeit, solche Fragen zu stellen, kann [-..] dazu bertragen, dal3
sich Anderungen inder Einstellung zum Grammatikunterricht vollziehen' (ibid: 193).
Referring to findings by Larsen-Freeman and Long (1992), Zimmermann also points
the Importance of taking into account learmers™ individual cognitive styles by adopting a
range of teaching methods: doviously, not all teaching methods will surt all learmers, but
allwill hopefully match SOME leamers™ styles.

That classroom instruction can have abeneficial effect on motivation has been
resoundingly confirmed InColeman®s project (. Section 2.1.1.2 above). According
Colleman, Classroom motivation (which forms a distinctive notivational cluster
alongside instrurental, integrative motivation efc.) consists of both previous L2
achievement and the enjoyment of learming the L2 inthe particular classroom cortext
(1996b). As regards the relationship between various types ofmotivation and
proficiency, asmeasured ina CG-test, Coleman®s survey reveals that both classroom
motivation and “integrative™ motivationwere linked to above-average achievement,

whi le instrurental motivationwas linked to below-average testperformance. The most
successful studerts were motivated by both classroom learming (enjoyment coupled with
success) and the desire for integrativeness. The survey revealed a sligit change from
instrumental to integrative motivation during university attendance, confirming Oxford
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and Shearin®s observation that motivation can change over time (cf. also Ridley and
Ushioda, 1997, on the dynamic nature ofmotivation).

The motivational constructs under lying all the studies quoted in this research have been
aiticised by Paris and Tumer (1994). The authors reject the categorisation of
motivation according to degree and type ofmotivation identified in Individual people or
associated with SPECIfIC tasks. This perspective, they claim, ignores the fact that: ust
like cognition) motivation is "'sittated* (ibid: 215) - itisnot a fixed entity but will vary
according to the "‘person by situation interaction’” (ibid: 221). The authors state trat
nerther specific tasks nor specific individuals can be analysed separately inmotivational
terms.  Individuals are not motivated to the same degree in every single situation they
encouter. Rather, motivation increases or decreases with each task on hand and even
the same tasks are not always approached with the same motivation. However, the
authors have identified certain daracteristics as generallly conducive to promoting
classroom leaming: research findings have shown that engaging students in classroom
activities characterised by "'students® choice, challenge, control and coll laboration'™ (ibid:
217), ie. the four darecteristics ofwhat they term "'situated motivation™, s likely to
have apositive effect on learmer motivation (aswell as on thelruse of leaming
strategies).-

As has been repeatedly poirnted aut, learmer motivation is closely linked to the
icentification of optimal dallenges.  Justwhat the perfect match of personal sklls and
identified chal lenge s, obviously varies from person to person. Ifa person perceives
his/her abillity to exceed the challenge on hand, the reault is likely to be boredom.
Conversely, ifthe individual™s s<lll level isperceived tobe lower than the leel of
challenge, the result isanxiety (. Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). Ehrman (1996, chapter 7)
offers some practical advice to foreign language teacherswho are faced with learmer
axiety, as do contributors inHorwitz and Young, 1991. Many ofEhrman®s case studies
bear testimony to the commonly accepted view that the leaming of the L2 grammar isa
source of grave anxiety tomany students. Oxford and Shearin (1994) point out that one
way Inwhich teadhers can help students overcome anxiety isby sstting up peer support
stnctures. Anxiety can, ofoaurse, have a fecilitatirg as well as a debilitating effect on
leaming (cf. Scovel, 1991). While debilitating anxiety needs to be avoided, an
excessively relaxed attituoe towards the leaming task (as the opposite affective extrenme)
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isnot conducive to high achievement ertter. Many teacherswould therefore consider a
certain degree of task "nenvousness”, as manifest in the resolution to tackle Ina
determined manner the matter on hand, as quite a desirable learmer trait.

In an institutioalised setting, educators are faced with adual task. On the one hand,
they must urge and help individuals to explore and exploit theirpersonal maximum
potential. The pursuit of this goal might however be crucially compromised by the
concurrent task ofhaving to work towards the achievement of sst course standards.
Thus goals and challenges which have been identified by individuals as personal ly
meaningful can be quite different from those identafied for any core classroom
programme which by itsvery definition can never sausl'ya” individual learmer needs
but should seek to satisfy as many as possible.

Firally, just as the acceptance of extermally set goals crucial ly hinges on their perceived
personal usefulness by the learmer, the acceptance of extermal evaluations and
examinations depends on theirperceived meaningfulness interms of achievement.

Whi le acknowledging that research findings which suggest a negative effect of
“anrolling” evaluation on learmer motivation present educational establishments with
considerable diffiaulty, Deci and Ryan (1992) fail to make practical recommendations
as tohow evaluation could possibly be made less aontrolling. Educational
psychologists A m es and Archer (19838, quoted InOxford and Shearin, 1994) aremore
helpful in this respectwhen they postullate that teachers must use aDS0IUtE evaluation
afiteria in the assessment of studentwork. According to Ames and Archer, student
competence and performance should onlly ever be measured in terms of the attainmernt
of set dojectives, and not against fellow students® performances. Ames (1992) reports
that studentswho compare their performance principally with that of thelir peers avoid
challenging tasks and attribute failure to treirown lack of ability (ibid: 263). Students
must leam to assess their results and progress relative to preset dbjectives, 1fthey are to
receive a sense of personal achievement (. also Ushioda, 1996, and McNamara and
Deane, 19%5).

Thus, just as studerts can accept or reject extermal ly set goals (and therefore the entire
learming programme coment), they can accept or reject extermal evaluation. They are
more likely to accept extermal evaluation Ifthe course dojectives and ariteria for
evaluation are clear and transparent and ifthey are perceived as fair (Oxford and Shearin
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1994). The acceptance of extermal evaluationprocedures thus presupposes an
acceptance of the underlying rationale of a particular instructional foaus, such as the
insistence on e.g. morphosyntactic correctness. I students fail to accept this raticrele,
theirmotivation to engage with the targeted features will be lowered and they are
unlikely to accept the ateriaset up for the evaluation of these features. Unless students
are convinced ofthe validity and the potential berefits of the institution™s chosen
approach to both teaching and evaluating, they are likelyto remain detached from

classroom eats.
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2.1.2 Conclusions

Motivation samultifaceted, complex phenomenon which can, as this section has
shown, be fuelled from different sources. As was pointed out by anumber of
researders, Gardner™s paradign, by emphasising over a long time the dominance of
integrativeress, has proved to be of littke immediate relevance to those trying to explain
motivational foroes driving foreign language leamers (as opposed to second language
learmexs). The factwas ignored tet, as a rule, foreign language learmers do not study
the L2 firstand foremost with aview to living in or assimilating with the target
language community. Indeed few leamers sstting out to leam a foreign language will
have a sufficiently clear picture of the target language aulture to nurture arbitions of
thiskind. The overwhelming importance attributed to integrative motivation certainly
seems unlikely 1o sene as an explanation for the motivational foroes predominantly
responsible for driving Irish students o leam German. They aremore likely to be
influenced by intrirsic, instrurental or resultative motivation or a combination thereof
(. McDonough, 1986, for simillar doservations inBritain)9.

Inview of thewidely acknowledged positive effects of intrinsic motivation, there can be
little doubt but that educators would ideally like their students to be driven by this
particular motivational force: intrinsic motivation makes individuals experience leaming
inamanner which ispersonally enriching and academical ly satisfying by helping t
sustain the effort and persistence needed for high achievement aswell as leading to
greater self-esteem and corfidence. However, inthe less ideal environment of
instituticalisad L2 leamiing with ahigh degree ofwhat Deci and Ryan cll “‘conrolling
inut” (1992: 23)10,and with considerable emphasis on the attainment of extermal ly sst

As has been pointed out by a number of practitioners and researchers (cf. for example, Rogers, 1996),
one ofthe most undisputed beneficial effects of the communicative approach has been the increase in
intrinsic motivation it has induced. However, while the increase in intrinsic motivation brought about by
the communicative approach is undoubtedly a most welcome development, it should not be forgotten that
this motivation can easily dwindle when students discover that they are unable to use even the most basic
target language structures correctly, thus being constantly forced to revise their interlanguage systems.
DAs regards the widespread use in institutionalised learning of "controlling input”" which is perceived as
having anegative impact of intrinsic motivation, two points need to be made. Firstly, as Deci and Ryan
(1992) admit themselves, while learners' intrinsic motivation might decrease in view ofinput which they
perceive as controlling, their extrinsic motivation might increase (including goal internalisation).
Secondly, students studying a language in a formal setting experience controlling input throughout their
academic lives - nevertheless, many develop an inherent interest in learning the L2.
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goals and standards as measured inresults, studats™ diverse interests are not of sole
concem.  Although they can and should be taken Into account, in particularwith regard
to foreign language leaming with rtsmultiple opportunities for engaging in the subject
matter, there will more than likely be aspects which studernts will resist involving
themselves Inwvoluntarily. Grammar leaming iswidely regarded as being among those
agects. OF course, every conceivable effortmust be undertaken inorder to foster an
inherently Interesting leaming environment at all times. At the same time, as regards
the acguisition of L2 grammar the more modest aim ofhelping students to identifywith
the grammar leaming task, ie o inermalise an extermal ly sst dbjective which they
discover as beiing of IE|6VaNCe, ifot necessarily of INEESt, o treir language leamiing
experience and progress, might stand a better chance ofmore immediate success. As
Ehrman (1996) puts it, by far the biggest concem facing a teacher with regard to
motivation isnot the identification of different motivational types but what to do "‘when
there isnot enough™ (ibid: 141). As will be pointed out in Chapter Five below, even
university students who are supposed tobe self~selecting, are not necessarily driven by
erther Intrinsic or extrirsic motivation. Matters such as learmer intermalisation of course
dojectives aswell as an acceptance of the teaching stylles used by the lecturers are thus
much more pressing considerations for practitioers than the exact identification of
various types of motivation.
A second point which has been articisd repeatedly with regard to Gardner™s research is
its failure to conduct researchwhich might produce meaningful findings for teacher
mediation inthe leaming process.  Hfmotivational constructs are to be relevant
teadhers (@d, by extension, 1o their students), they must account for the role they can
play inthe L2 leamingprocess. A range of theories from various branches of
psychology aswell as from educational theory have been examined by anumber of
researchers and, to varying degrees, judged to carry significant relevance for foreign
language pedagogy- Htwould appear that findings from goal ssttirg, attributical and
self—determination theories are of particular pertinence to the L2 process, both from a
student™s and a teadher™s pergpective.  According to these theories, the L2 leaming
process and experience are likely to have a positive effect on learmer motivation ifthey

invwlve
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1 active leamer engagement inthe L2 process (including the willingness to take risks
and to take the infdatave in identifying, planning and implementing personal leaming
tess)

2_clearly stated classroom goals

3. agenuine acceptance (imermalisation) of these goals on the part of the student -
wirthout this acceptance therewill be no task attention or persistence

4. detailed and constructive feedback, aimed at enhancing the student™s sense of
effectiveness and competence

5. a fair and trangparent criterion-referenced exterral evaluation system

6. the development of effective seHf—reflectionmechanisms, setting in train constructive
analytical processes, with aview to helping learmers change or reinforce their language
leariing approach through the use of appropriate leaming strategies

7. increased learmer independence through gradual acceptance of resporsibility for the
learmiing process.

These poirts have obvious Inplications for both learmers and teeders. While the
ultimate resposibility for any L2 progress falls to the individual learmer, teachers can
assist learmers inthe process inavery significantmanner. Classroom instructionhas
been shown to have amost beneficial effect on motivation in Coleman®s study, while
otrers (Crookes and Schmidt, Ushioda, Oxford and Shearin, Domyei, Ryan etdl.,
Zimmermann) have outlined its enormous potertial for the development of sustained
learmer motivation, provided certain considerations are taken Into acocount.

Moving away from the issle of learmer motivation, the next section examines the role of

formal instruction on the L2 acquisition prooess.
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2.2 Approaches to Instructed Language Learning
Introduction

As was stated in Chapter One, the aim ofthe current research isto establishhow first
year university students can best be fecilitated in treir trarsitionbettween second and
third leel with regard to the acgquisition of German grammar. As was also pointed out
above, the methodological issue ofhow to approach grammar acquisition at university
leel isadivisive one. At two extreme ends of the spectrum are those who argue that
post-Leaving Certificate students should be expected towork on whatever gaps and
misconceptions they might hold independently, without direct teacher interverttion, and
those who would argue in favour of a specifically designed programme for this target
group. One trgp to be avoided in this context isthe perceived need to choose between
“classroom-based leaming™ and “autonomous leaming™ (cf. Rosier, 1998). While itis
probably true to say that all third leel institutios have learmer autonomy as then-
ultimate educational i, itwould be wrong, as Little (1995) pointed aut,  view
autonomous leaming as amethodology. As Little (1990) puts it, 'TIJearmer autonomy is
essentially amatter of the learmer™s psychological relation to the process and content of
leaming. We recognize itinawide variety ofbehaviours as a capacity for detachment,
ataal reflection, decision-making, and independent action'™ (ibid: 7). In other words,
autonomy isnot determined by physical location, but denotes "'geistige Unabhéngigkeit'”
(Rosier, 1998: 4).

That guiding learmers towards an increasingly autonomous learming behaviour might be
a partiaularly arduous task in the case of Irish school-leavers will become obvious Inthe
following dgpters. Whi le much ofthe hardship involved in the transition between
second and third level leaming cannot be altered, some of itcan, and course designers
must do thelr best to Investigate inwhat way a situation can be avoided whereby
studats™ perceive of university lifeas “being out there on thelromn”.

As was pointed out previously, German course desigrers atD CU believed trat the
guidance and assistance required by the target group at the centre of this research, both
in terms of content matter and leaming approaches, could best be provided through
classroom-based instruction which focuses on both the cognirtiive processes involved in
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L2 grammar acoquisition aswell as on the development of the kind of metacognitive
sdlls needed both inside and outside the classroom (not to mention for life after the
university). Thus, rather than viewing classroom-based instruction and autonomy as
two mutual ly exclusive concepts, the former was seen as a fecilitative factor in

gradual ly bringing about the latter.

But what evidence is there that instruction actuallyworks, and ifitworks, which
methodology is likely 1o yield the best reaults? Section 2.2.1 presents a number of
second language acouisition theories which have examined the extentt to which different
instructional approaches can be regarded as being ofbenefit in the acouisition process.
There will be no comparison of raturalistic leaming environments and classroom-based
ones since the former option does not present tselfto the target group which forms the
focus of this research (1e. third leel students of German in Irelad). Section2.2.1.1
presants some empirical studies supporting a relatioship between instructionbased on
skill-building theories, acquisition and performance accuracy. Since both linguistic and
pedagogical grammars specifically designed for German as a Foreign Language will be
discussed in Chapter Seven, therewill no discussion ofthem in this dgpter.
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2.2.1 Classroom-Based Instruction and L2 Acquisition

Before examining inwhat way - ifany —the second language classroom isheld to affect
the "what™ and the "how™ of aocquisition, a few clarificatios are inorder. For the purposes
of this research, “formal instruction® willl be understood to denote the treatment of target
language structures under various guises, ranging from language anareness/
consciousness raising activities 1o in-depth analysis/rule-based instruction.  In other
words, formal instructionwill be used to denote the opposite of non-manipulated Input.
On another note of clartficatian, In the discussion of theories (although not intheir
presertatian), [8arning and aCqUISItion will be used interchangeablly to refer to the same
phenomenon; likemise, although these equations are by no means uncontroversial,
explicit and declarative knowledge on the one hand and Implicit anaprocedural
knowledge on the other willl be used synonymously, unless otherwise stated.
Furthermore, no distinctionwill be drawn between the concepts oflanguage awareness
and CONSCIOUSNESS-raising —bothwill be seen t serve as “'advance organizers'” (Terrell,
1991: 58), as "Vorentlastung™11.

Before discussing some theories regarding the effect of formal instruction on the second
language (1L.2) acquisition process, there Sall be a briefpresentation of the debate
surrounding the acguisition of a learmer™s first language (L1) and the two opposing views
ofL1 leaming, the ratdvist view of language leaming versus the
constructivist/ocomectionist view.  According to the former view of language leaming,
exemplified firstand foremost in Chomsky®s theory of Universal Grammar (UG) L ,al
human beings come equipped with an inate Language Acquisition Device (LAD) and it
is thanks to this language faculty (which Chomsky likens to abiological organ) that LI
acquisition takes place. The LAD, which contains principles common to all languages
and parameters which differ from language to language, allows learmers to gererate
grammar structures intheir L1 that they mayy not have encountered in the input (-
Chomsky, 1980). According to proponents ofUG, the factthat Ll learers, as arule,

1 Cf. Schmidt (1993) for alist of the diverse terminology used by individual researchers when discussing
cognitive approaches to learning.
TPFor an introduction to UG cf. Cook and Newson (1996).
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manage to achieve perfect competence intheirmother tongue, despite being exposed to
input that is "'finite, degenerate, and underdetemined” and despite receiving little
negative evidence (Schaditer, 1991a: 106), can only be explained ifone Isto assume
that each individual comes equipped with this intermal learming device. Constructivist
and connectionist scigtists, on the other hand, hold that language leaming is
enviromental ly driven, thus rejecting Chomsky ™ s principle of imateness.  Jean Piaget
and his folloners believe that language leaming develops out of general cognitive
grovth. They hold "'language to be all of a piece with acquisitions made atthe leel of
sensorimotor intelligence’” Piaget, 1980: 164), i.e. at the stage when chilldren discover
symbolism inboth language and other cognitive expression.  Connectionists go one step
further than corstrctivists by dispensing with the concept ofKNOWIed(e altogether and
enphasisingpI'OCeSSing as the arucial variable in all leaming (Rurelhart and
McClelland, 198613;Bates and MacWhinney, 1989) 14. Whi le the concept of
connectionism ocbviously plays a signhificant role in the overall acouisition debate, an in-
depth analysis of this concept and iits resulting leaming models exceeds the scope of this
project.

As regards L2 acouisition, follovers of UG inLI leaming are divided on the issle of its
availability to adukt foreign language leaimers. Some argue that adults have the same
access toU G as chilldren (eg- Krashen, 1987); others concede the possibillity that aduits®
UG "may be somehow asstructed” (Felix, 1991: 97). Inhis CompetitionModel, Felix
(1985) claims thatwhi le children have Tull access to a language-specific device, this
device isno longer the onlly source ofknowledge for adults. In adult language leaming,
the language-specific device constarntly competes with a general problem-solving
system, the result ofwhich isdiminished linguistic attaiment. Other rescarchers

BIn their study, Rumelhart and McClelland sought to provide a counter-argument for the nativist claim
that children acquire past tense régularisation in their L1 because of a built-in linguistic system. The
authors present results from their computer simulations which led them to draw quite different
conclusions. According to Rumelhart and McClelland, children manage to create new forms "because
the past tenses of similar verbs they are learning show such a consistent pattern that the generalization
from these similar verbs outweighs the relatively small amount of learning that has occurred on the
irregular verb in question™ (1986: 268).

HMKamiiloff-Smith (1992) proposes areconciliation between nativist and constructivist opponents.
While subscribing to the concept of initial linguistic endowment, she stresses that "it is important not to
equate innateness with presence at birth or with the notion of a static genetic blueprint for maturation.
Whatever innate component we invoke, it becomes part of our biological potential 0N Iy th rough
interaction with the environment™ (ibid: 10, my italics).
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believe thetU G i1isno longer available inany way. Clahsen and Muysken (1986)
propose that leamers must compensate for the complete lack of UG (as opposed
Felix’s claim of apartial 1adk) by developing processing strategies or employing
problem-solving procedures. Bley-Vroman (1988) reaches the conclusion that adult L2
leaming ismore akin to general adult il acquisition than to L1 chilld acouisition, thus
moving closer to a cognitive view ofL2 leaming. The debate would appear far from
being ssttded (cf. Eubank, 1991 and Cook, 1994, for an extensive debate on this isse;
cf. also Felix, 1995; Johnson, 1996 and White, 1996). The view that leaming a second
language cannot be equated with learming ane™s mother tongue is succinctly summed up
by Sharwood Smithwho observes ttet, for the average adolescent or adult foreign
language learmer, *'[linguistic innocence isa thing of the past’” (1996: 3J).

What, ifany, conclusions are tobe drawn from the UG ornot UG™ (Du Plessis etd.,
1987) debate for foreign language instructio? As White (1991) points aut, ""UG 5
intended to explain the acquisition of linguistic competence, rather than US€ of
language™ (ibid: 187, my italics) whereas instruction is concerned with promoting both.
Cook (1991) whi le stressing the enormous insigitsU G has to offer in terms of the
acouisttion of linguistic competence concedes that the concept is of little relevance
the foreign language teaching situation (@ point echoed by Weydt, 1993). Rosier states
that Chomsky"s grammar theory "hidit nur inkeiner der grof3en Beschreibungen des
Deutschen [...] dominiert, sonderm auch inder Grammatikdiskussion um DaF keine
Rolle spielt’ (19%4: 54; df. also Gotze, 1996). While the isste of aailabilityofU G to
L2 learrers isof obvious relevance o the overall acquisition deate, there willl be no
further discussion of this issie within the framework of this project.

Concepts which are ofkey importance inthe debate regarding the effect of formal
instruction are the concepts of declarative and procedural knowledge (whichwill be
discussed in connection with information—processing models below) and the
eplici/inplicitknowledge paradigm aswell as their respective relationships.

Explicit knowledge iswidely agreed tobe conscious knowledge about the target
language rules. According toR. Ellis (1994a and b), Imp|ICIt knowledge consists of two
types, ready-made chunks (formulaic language) and rule-based knowledge which has
been intermalised. Unllike eqlicit knowledge, implicit knowledge 1snot consciaus.
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Two central issues with regard to formal instruction are

a whether or not instructionhas any effect on either of these two types of knowledge
and ifso, tbwhat extant, and

b. whether or not there isany linkbetween the two knowledge types, ar, put differattly,
whether an interface exists between the two.

The theories which have been advanced with regard 1o either of these two issUes range
from regarding the development of eqlicit knowledge to be of extremely limited use 1o
regarding itas arucial, withmany researchers stressing the potertial fecilitative nature
of instrucdon.

Although, as Spada and Lightbown (1993) have pointed aut, form-focused instruction is
on the whole far less disputed in acquisitionpoor environments (I.e. where the foreign
language s leamt outside the target language country/countries, such as isthe case with
the present student cohort) than itis in acquisitionrich aress, the basic controversy
surrounding the Issue of the nature of classroom Input remains even there: atone end of
the spectrum there are those who advocate that students should be exposed to authentic
input without making salient target features encountered in the Input elicit (.
Krashen, 1987), while atthe other end there are those who cll for eqlicit, rule-based
instruction, accompanied by practice and corrective feedback. Other approaches to
instruction rest inbetween these two extrenes.

Starting with theories which attribute a very limited role to grammar instruction,
Stephen Krashen inhismodel ofL2 leaming puts forward five hypotheses, two of
whiich willl be briefly discussed in this context. In hisMoNitor Hypothesis, Krashen
proposes that there isno interface between elicitand inplicit knowledge, ie that
“"leamit’* knowledge cannot become *‘acquired” knowledge (1987: 83). Nor does leamt
knowledge help acguisition in other than a "trivial sense’ (ibid: 84), 1.e. other than
allowing the learmer to monitor his or her autput. However, the learmer isonly able to
monitor on three conditions: ifthere s sufficiett time, ifthe leamer is focused on form
and ifthe form isknown 1o the leamer. Accordiing toKrashens INput Hypothesis
learmers develop trelr linguistic competence by “‘understanding language that cotains
structure a bitbeyond [treir] current level of competence ** (ibid: 21), ar, put differently,
by being exposed to ‘conprehensible input” (ibid: 22). Krashen sees themain function
of the language classroom as supplying the learmerwith just thatt input.  Since
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instruction does not affect aoquisition, the role of grammar teaching is reduced, firstly,
to providing the learmer witth eplicitknowledge (which, according toKrashen, can only
ever be used as amonitor) and secondly, to supplying the learmer witth linguistic or
metalinguistic knowledge in itsown rigt (i.e. for purely academic purposes). Nerther
role isregarded by Krashen as essential.

Most aspects of Krashen™s theory have come under heavy critician from researchers
both within theU G traditionand autsice. In fact, asMcLaughl in (1987) points out
"Krashen-bashin'™ @bid: 19) became a regular sport for quite some time. McLaughlin
himself, while strongly aiticising Krashen®™s theory on anumber of accounts, also pays
tribute to his "'ingenuity and insightfulness™ (ibid), as does N. Ellis (1994b) who
acknowledges the research interest the theory has gererated. The Input Hypothesis in
particular has come under severe attadk, with many researders, including those inthe
UG traditian, rejecting the notion that input alone is sufficiatt to sasitise the L2 learmer
to grammar issues (- White, 1987 and 1996). Long (1996) sums up the findings by
stating thet, even though it isundoubtedly 'NECESSArY for [..]L2 acouisition, [..]there
is abundant eviidence that comprehensible input alore sINSUffICIENt, particulartywith
adults and rfmativelike proficiency isthe goal'* (ibid: 423, italics in origiral; more about
the Input Isse below). These contentions have, however, so farnot been accepted by
Krashen (cf. Krashen, 1934).

Hawkins and Towell (1996) add theirvoices to the criticisn surrounding the Input
Hypothesis by putting forward a strong case in favour of stressing eplicit knowledge
acouisition inthe language classroan.  They base thelr arguments on evidence from
neurolinguistics and cognitive science which has shown thaetwith the onset of the
“attcal periad”, leamers gradual ly lose the ability to assemble their knowledge about
complex grammatical structures on the basis of mere exposure to target language
featuresis. Drawing specifically on Fodor™s construct of the architecture of mind (Fodor,
1983), Hawkins and Towel I deduce that there are fundamental differences between the
learing of the mother tongue and FLL due to the relative importance of caritral
processing as opposed to the domain-specific "language (grammar) module®™ in children
and adults. The grammar module helps learmers to construct grammatical

BFor adiscussion of the controversy surrounding the concept and onset of the critical period cf. Long,
1990, Flynn and Manuel, 1991, and Bialystok, 1997.
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representations autonatically, "without conscious control [...] on the basis of exposure
o samples of the language™ (Hawkins and Towelll, 1996: 202). Adolescent or adult
foreign language learmers are denied the same feciliiesas L1 learmers because the
"grammar module® partly shuts down after the age of seven, thus becoming
"physiological ly incapable’ of constructing all those grammatical representations they
were able to construct effortiesslywhen leamiing their first language (ibid).
Grammatical represertations which areno longer catered for by the grammar module
will now be dealtwith by the problem-solving capebilities of the cantral processes,
resulting in consciously acquired, or learmed knowledge (inKrashen®™s sense). This, the
authors suggest, has the poterttial of at lesstpartially "'overriding the impairment inthe
grammar modulle' (bid: 203). The authors also reject Krashen™s view of learmed
knowledge as being slow and static, suggesting insteed thet, as part of the central
problem-solving mechanism, itis in factdynamic and thus amenable to acceleration
through practice. Hawkins and Toxell™s view is fully shared by Henrici who
dharacterises the average L2 learmer as someone *'der aufklare Explikationen
angewiesen istund der systematische Hilfen braucht, um eine Sprache invertretbarer
Zert aceleitet und selbstgestetert zu lemen'™ (19862 43). R. Elllis (1994b) supports the
view trat eqlicit instructionmay be of particular importance for ddUI L2 leamers @&
point previously made by McLaughlin etdl., 1983, and Schmidt, 1990) who might
otherwise fail to notice certain features inthe inputl6. And, asR. Ellis (1995) states, if
the course ain 51D lead studerts  hiigh levels of grammatical competence, 01reCt
INtervention in interlanguage development'™ is essntial Gibid: 87, my alics).

Terrell (1991) suggests trat formal Instruction is necessary because the volume of input
a classroom environ m ent can offer to students will never be anywhere close to the
volume an individual receives in a natural environment - input as the solemeans of
"instrucdan” is therefore Inufficiat. He suggests that there are several ways inwhich
instruction mayy be ofpotential berefit, one ofwhich maps out amore extensive role for
Krashen™s monitor. Terrell proposes that the role of the monitor may extend beyond
producing more accurate output to affect aoguisition. He points out that the learmer™s
own output is also available as input to the acouisitionprocess. I leamers pay attention

16 For instance, features that are grammatically redundant such as the plural -s morpheme in the sentence
"they had three cups of tea".
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to form intheir production (i.e. ifthey use the monitor) and ifthis results inmore
accurate production, thenmonitoring can result in students acquiring theirown (correct)
autput. As Terrell puts it Jacquisition of output will lead tomore grammatical speech
fthe output isgrammatical’ (ibid: 61, ralics inorigiral). However, he alsowarns that
because ""incorrect output is as essilly acquired as correct autput’’, formal leaming
environments "Will probably have 1o resort to strict ervor correction to avoid wholesale
acquisition of incorrect forms and structures'” (ibid -more below) .-

Acknowledging and advocating the necessity of formal instruction isnot tantamount to
believing that a one-to-one equation exists between teaching and leaming (cf. Nunan,
1995, Rogers, 1996 and MacWhinney, 199717). Many researchers have therefore
adopted the view that formal instruction can act as a fecilitating force, alkertnot to the
same degree for all learmers and only under certain circumstances.

Similar to Krashen, Pienemann and his associates have also adopted an extremely
cautious approach to formal instrucdon.  Although treirmodel has generatted enormous
research interest and has contributed significantly to the overall SLA debate, a detailed
analysis of the framework isbeyond the scope of this thesis. In treirMultidimensional
Model queisel, Clahsen and Pienemann, 1981), the authors present research findings
Trom natural leaming environ ments which have revealed that there are two types of
orders inwhich a language is accuired, adevelopmental and avariational orcer.
Results have shown thatbecause of psychollogical processing axstraints, the learmer
processes and acquires certain gramatical 1tems such asword order and some
grammatical morphemes in clearly identifiable and identical sequences. Other items do
not follow such a strictorter, 1.e. they are not developmental ly constrained but
variatioal. Individual leamer variation is also observable when itcomes to applying
developmental rules. Inhis Teachabi lity Hypothesis, Pienemann (1985) claims "traet
instruction can only promote language acquisrtion ifthe interlanguage isclose to the
pointwhen the structure to be taught s acquired inthe natural setting (so that sufficient
processing prerequisites are developed)' (ibid: 37). He also states that (nlike itens
which are subject to avariational orter), the acouisition sequence of Ttems which are

IrMacWhinney (1997) reminds us that contributors to the discussion on explicitness in instruction and
learning have not been sufficiently clear in their use of what are essentially separate concepts: it is a
truism that not all explicit instruction will result in explicit Iearning while the latter can well occur by
means other than explicit instruction.
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subject to a developmental order is impervious to formal instruction ar, ashe puts it,
"the course of second language development cannot be altered by factors extermal to the
learmer’ (Pienemann etdl., 1988: 225; df. alsoPienemann, 1989). On apractical note,
Pienemann and Johnston (1985) describe and explain the order inwhich awide range of
morphosyntactic features inboth English and German as second/foreign languages are
acuired. Pienemann etd. (1988) provide apredictive framework for SLA and
Pienemann (1992) also introduces a computational systemwhich alloas for the exact
establishment of individual learmer interlangueges.

Although Pienemann®s Teachabi lity Hypothesis commands support from anumber of
researchers (. e.g. Sharwood Snith, 1996, Rogers, 1996), the postulate of adhering to
developmental sequences inall classroom leaming is far from being universally
acoepted.  Without directly referring to Pienemann etd., Rosier (1994) notes thatwhile
institutioalissd SECONd language leamiing should certainly endeavour to maintain close
links to ratural language acouisition, itisby no means clear exactly how relevant
aoquisitional orders are for institutionalised/ore/g« language leamiing (but of. Sharwood
Snith, 1994 who opposes thisview). There have also been empirical studies inwhich
the hypothesis could not be upheld (cf. Doughty, 1991, and Buczowska and Weist,
199118). R. Ellis (19%4a) has suggested thatwhi le inplicit knowledge may not be
promoted rfacouisitional orders are not adhered to, eplicitknowledge may well be
unaffected by those orters.

Criticisn also surrounds the exact starting point for teachers inany classroon. Even in
a fairtyhomogeneous class, leamerswill inevitably have different interlanguage leels:
how then can teadhers be expected 1o adjust their teaching to this diverse situation and
provide each individual learmer with the optimal kind of input? How can a teacher
accommodate the individual developmental stages of twenty or more learmers? R. Ellis
offers some consolation to tcadhers faced with this difficulty by putting forward his
“delayed effect hypothesis” (. R. His, 1939, 1992a, 1994a and b). According to Hlis,
leamerswho receive instruction “atthe wrong time™ (when they were not

developmental ly ready) may still benefit from the instruction at a later point intime and

BIn an earlier study which was not related to the testing of Pienemann's hypothesis, Zobl (1985) found
that the acquisition of more marked features facilitated that of less marked features, a finding which must
be seen as evidence against the need to progress along Pienemann's prescribed processing continuum.
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integrate the taught items into thelr interlanguage system at thet point.  Ellis claims that
this hypothesiss *is compatible with the gereral finding that instruction accelerates
learmiing and results inhigher proficiency leels [...] even though leamers may fail to
immediately leamwhat they have been taught'* (1994a: 621).

There isyet aother, related point of criticisnwith regard to Pienemann etd.s
suggested investigation of individual learmars™ interlanguage systems. Even 1fone were
o assume for one moment that learmers display fairly homogeneous leels (which they
do not), thus allowing fora common starting point for the entire group, Pienemann et
al.spostulate that course dojectives be adjusted to accommodate learmers™ present
grammar lewels (Pienemann etd., 1988) isobviously urealistic in an educational
context defined by criterion-referenced achievement leels. Standards which were sst
as dbjective points of reference cannot sinmply be alteredwith every variation inthe
knowledge and competence levels of goecific target groups.

Turning t other SLA models and teaching, Tarone assigns a poteritial ly bereficial,
allert indirect role to formal instruction.  She asserts that a theory of SLA must take into
account variation in individual learmers” interlanguage systems (Tarone, 1990).
Variation in leamars™ interlanguage systems (. Selinker, 1972 and 1992) or
approximative systems (Nemser, 1971) has been described in the Irterature as
backsliding (Gelinker, 1972) or U-shaped behaviour (Kellerman, 1985): In itsmost
gereral definition, a leamerwho appears to be able 1o use a target language feature
ocorrectly inone instance failsto do so inthe nextd9. Tarone (1988) identafies anumber
of causes for this phenomenon, including the degree of atterition a speaker pays 1o
form20. She suggests that a learmer™s interlanguage rests on a continuum (abid: 41)
rangiing From the VEIMacular style (which requires no attention) to the Careful styte
(when the learmer is fully focused on form/grammar) with anumber of styles in

between. According to Tarone, new information can enter the continuum viaboth styles

OKellerman (1985) points out that backsliding and U-shaped behaviour must not be used
interchangeably. They differ since the former "is generally used to refer to unstable oscillation between
later-acquired (often targetlike) forms and earlier (nontarget) ones [whereas] U-shaped performance [...]
deals with movement through time from a targetlike phase to a nontargetlike one, and then back again,
and represents changes in competence” (ibid: 353).

2DWhile acknowledging the crucial importance of attention to speech, Tarone warns that it would be
wrong to view its global presence or absence "as a monolithic causal factor” for interlanguage variation
(1988: 102). Other factors include the linguistic context, the effect different tasks have on attention to
certain aspects of form, the relationship with the interlocutor, choice of topic and social norms.
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fromwhere itcan spread in either direction. Thus, although elicit knowledge
resulting from formal instructionwould intaally only be available in the careful style, as
this knowlledge spreads along the continuum stwill eventual ly benefit the more
sporntaneous, vermacullar styleasvwell. Towell and Hawkins (1994: 39-41) have
ariticised Tarone™s aswell asR. HIis™ variationistmodels, claiming that "'in essence Why
particular L2 forms enter L2 grammars when they do, and how they spread through L2
grammars, are asmysterious as the notion ofFfaocquisition® inKrashen®s system'™ (ibid: 41,
my italicsy. . Whi le these issues are of rellevance for an understanding ofvariationist
models, further discussion isbeyond the scope of this research.

It isprecisely the issue of learmer-intermal acquisition processes which isthe focus of
R_W. Schmidt’s (1990, 1993 and 1994) inestigations. While Tarone"s model focuses
on the notiion of attention in language USE ,R.W. Schmidt (1993), acknowledging the
drfficulties involved in his postulate, stressss the need o investiigate leamer intermal
mechanisms in order o establishwhat makes leamers attend 1o, notice and understand
grammar forms inthe firstplace. The central focus ofhis deliberations iswhether or
not "consciousness” is requiired when processing input orwhether leaming can occur
without consciousness” . He suggests that the rolle of consciiousness can only be
investigated Inameaningful manner ifthree issues are kept separate: firstly, the issue of
incidental leaming, ie. iFleaming ispossible without the learmer™s intention to leam.

2l Towell and Hawkins themselves have identified three causes for variability:

1 learners have to use multiple, possibly competing knowledge sources to construct their L2 hypotheses
2. knowledge has to be turned into procedures which are available in real-time use

3. communication with L2 partners has to be adequate despite imperfect L2 knowledge: compensation
strategies are developed (1994, chapters 10to 13).

However, the authors agree with R. Ellis's distinction between two types of variation, system atic and non-
systematic. Systematic variability denotes the consistent use of one particular form in one particular
context or environment but not in another. For instance, the correct target language form may be used in
written production but a deviant form is used in spoken production; alternatively, the correct form is used
is some linguistic contexts but not in others. In other words, variation which is both explicable and
predictable, is considered to be systematic (cf. R. Ellis, 1992, quoted in Towell and Hawkins, 1994).
Non-systematic variation refers to the apparently random use of forms where correct and incorrect forms
are used interchangeably in the same context.

Another explanation of variability in learner performance has been offered in Bialystok and Sharwood
Smith (1985). They suggest that a learner's knowledge System changes with time, resulting in diachronic,
cognitive variability, as well as the way he/she dCC€SSES that system, as displayed in synchronic, control
variability (cf. also Bialystok, 1994a and Sharwood Smith, 1994).

2 Schmidt (1990 and 1993) criticises the lack of terminological accuracy in SLA research by
highlighting the inconsistent use of the concept of‘consciousness'. His criticism is echoed by other
researchers who extend the list of inconsistently or amibiguously used terms to include 'awareness' (N.
Ellis, 1994b) and 'mental representation’, ‘attention’, ‘processing' and 'strategy’ (Bialystok, 1995).

55



Secondly, the issue of subliminal leaming, 1e. if leaming can take place without the
learmer paying attention to or noticing the input.  Thirdly, the issue of implicit leaming,
12 1fa leamer can intermalise inputwithout anareness iIn the sense of "understanding”
(which to Schmidt shows ahigher level of awareness than “rotacing”, of. 1993: 213).
Drawing on research findings both from laboratory experiments inpsychology and from
applied linguistics aswell as hisown language learmiing experience (documented in
Schmidt and Frota, 1986, quoted inR_W. Schmidt, 1998), he concludes that incidental
learing ispossible while SUDIIMINAl 1eaming is “probably impossible™ (1993: 218).
Research evidence in relation to the third isse, IMPIiCit leaming, *justifies a cautious
affirmative’ (ibid). Regarding the eplicit/inplicit leaming dichotomy, Schmidt (1994)
reviews anumber of studies purporting to demonstrate the significant role unconscious
learming plays iInSLA and dismisses most of them on various grounds (they erther
underestimate the learmer™s conscious knowledge or overestimate his/her unconscious
“knowledge™, of. thid: 183-187). He now concludes that inplicit leamingmay not occur
as commonly as has been suggested by SLA research. As regards the significance of
attention, he assertsmore forcefully than previously that **[attention to input (ﬂOt mere
exposure to comprehensible input) is anecessary condition for eplicit leaming and may
be both necessary and sufficient for implicit leaming. No leaming inerthermode s
based on unattended stimuli or features of stinuli** (ibid: 198, my malis). Regarding
the role of instruction in the development of elicit and inplicit knowledge, Schmidt
believes that itcan faalitate both types. However, he warns that care must be taken to
separate the individual 1ssues involved: 'ttt should not be assumed that incidental
instructions trigger inplicit learmiing processes, that rule-search instructions result in
eplicitknowledge [--]] Itis important to investigate the effects of elicrt instruction
inSLA, but claims concerming inplicit and ejlicit learming essentially refer to learmer—
intermal processes and can only be directly supported when learmer awareness s
inestigated* (ibid: 199).

R. Ellis (1990 and 1994b) has put forward a theory specifically designed to account for
instructed SLA, the primary purpose ofwhich isto explainhow input can advance
classroom-based second language acouisition.

InR. Ellis (19%4b), the author proposes aweak interface between explicit and inplicit
knowledge. According tohismodel, new eplicitknowledge (s the aim of formal
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instruction) can be converted directly into the leamer™s inplicitknowledge (.e. his/her
interlanguage system) iInthe case of features that are not subject to developmental
arstraints.  In the case ofdevelopmental features, anew rulewill only be integrated
into the learmer™s implicit knowledge 1fthe individual isdevelopmental ly ready.
However, edplicitknowledge also plays another crucial role, allkertamore indirect ore.
Bxplicit knowledge inHllis” framework helps learmers "NOtICE features in the input that
woulld otherwise be ignored” (ibid: 97, my italics) and fecilitates the process whereby
learmers compare input with theirown output ¢ notiicing-the-gap'*, ihid: 9B). In other
words, it''may sasitise the language processor so that ittakes account of data available
inthe input and ismore able to undertake an adequate amalysis'” (ibid: 98). Only then
can input become Intake, ie. be availlable inthe leamer™s short and medium-term
memory (. R.W. Schmidtwho inhis "noticing hypothesis™™ (1993: 209) makes similar
claims by suggesting that noticing isboth necessary and sufficient for the conversion of
input into intake). Intake il however only become IMplicit knowledge and be
committed to long-termmemory, ifthe learmer integrates the noticed features into the
interlanguage system by forming new hypotheses (cf. McLaughlin, 1990, on the
restructuring of interlanguage systens). Both inplicit and eplicitknowledge are
everttual ly automatised through practice. Inprevious and subsequent contributions,
Ellis remains sogptical of the beneficial effect attached to output practice, for instance,
by information-processing 1heorias23 ,pointing out that new and existing knowledge
need to be handled quite differantly in this regard. As regards the introduction and
practice of [IEW grammatical structures, Ellis favours a comprehension-based approach,
including consciousness-raising activities (cf. R. His, 1993) and interpretation tasks
(d- R. HlIis, 19%5). R. HIs" views are shared by Sharwood Smith (1993 and 1996)24.
Some enpirical support for this approach is offered by Van Patten and Cadiemo

(1993). R. Ellis (1994b) argues that this approach takes into account (psychological)
leamabi l ity constraints which production-based approaches igore. However, he

ZBInR. Ellis (1992b), the author states that the study in question "casts doubt on the methodological
claim that sheer volume of practice helps learning” (ibid: 144/145).

21n Sharwood Smith 1993, he replaces his earlier notion of'consciousness-raising' (CR, cf. Rutherford
and Sharwood Smith, 1985, quoted in Sharwood Smith, 1993) by the concept of'input enhancement’. He
views CR as an attempt to turn input into intake by altering the learner's mental representations whereas
input enhancement merely constitutes an effort to manipulate certain aspects of the input without
assuming that this intervention will automatically become intake.
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identifies a significat role for the latter by stating thet both inplicit and eplicit
eXisting (or at lesst partially existing) knowledge will benefit from output practice. R.
Ellis (1994b) believes trat inplicit knowledge will best be automised through ratural
communication, under what Johnson (1996) has termed *real operating conditions'”
(ad: 122) whi le eplicitknowledge may well benefit from formal dnlls. Sharwood
smi'th (1994), drawing on his and Bialystok"s analysis o fcompetence and control of
processingframework @ialystok and Sharwood Srith, 1985), agreeswhen he states
that control might be enhanced by the very form of exercise which became so tainted
when behaviourismwent out of fashion —pattem drills (19%4: 181/2).

R. Ellis (1924b) points out that other types ofknowledge, such asworld knowledge and

5 ,play crucial Iy'irrportant roles inboth instructed and returalistic

LI knowledge2
leaming.

As regards leamer output, Ellis suggests an explanation for the conflict observable in
many language learmers -the constant struggle ofbalancing fluency and accuracy .-

Many learmers seem to automatise their existing knowledge (including faulty
knowledge) rather than intermalise new knowledge. According to Ellis, this isbecause
there are two distinct psycholinguistic processes atwork, one forUSing L2 knowledge
and a differatone foracquiring new knowledge: ""To acouire the learmer must attend
consciously to the Input and, perhaps als, make efforts to monitor output, but doing so
may interferewith fluent reception and production’™ (abid: 107). Learmers may thus be
forced to choose between one or the other, between using the language efficiently or
acouiring it(cf. Johnson, 1996 below; cf. also Skehan, 1994, whose framework seeks to
strike a balance between restructuring, accuracy and fluency in instructian).

To sum up R. HIis™ 1994b framework, eplicitknowledge isseen to contribute to a
learmer™s interlanguage system inanumber ofways: firstly, rule knowledge can directly
convert into implicitknowledge provided instruction takes into account developmental
astraints (rules regarding variational features, i.e. features that are not subject to a
Tixed developmental order, can be converted into inplicit knowledge at any stag).-

5 The case for integrating the L | into the L2 classroom has been argued by, among others, James (1994)
and Tonshoff (1995). James urges teachers to draw their students' attention to the similarities between
mother tongue and target language whereas Tonshoff suggests that teachers should highlight the
differences between L | and L2 (as well as the similarities and differences between L2 and L3 or L4,
where appropriate).
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Secondly, itcan indirectly affect interlanguage development by fecilitating the
processing operations of noticing and comparing, both ofwhich are necessary ifinput s
tobecome intake, eventually resulting inthe reorganisation of the learmer™s
interlanguage system. According t HIis, new grammatical structures might best be
learmit not by asking learmers for an immediate production of that feature but by
manipulating the input for subsequent corprehension/interpretation teds. Output
practice, according to these theories, ismost suitable for the automisation of already
existing knowledge.

R. HIis” framework iscomprehensive and draws attention to a number of fectors, both
system-external (input) and system-intermal (the build-up and representation of
knowledge aswell as itsautomatisation) which have been shown to affect classroom
acouisition. He also addresses the arucial issue of learmer autput. Although a
comprehensive critige ofhismodel isbeyond the scope of this project, itmust be
pointed out that the same carticisnwould appear to apply to his framework aswas
voiced above with regard to Pienemann™s Teachabi lity Hypothesis (@pointwhich Ellis
himself indirectly acknowledges by mentioning again his previously established
“delayed effect hypothesis™).

A researcher whose earlier L2 framework rested on the eplicit/inplicit paradigm but
who later abandoned trat dichotomy isBialystok (- Bialystok, 1978 and Bialystok and
Sharwood Snith, 1985). Inher original 1978 model, she postulated, in lirewith the
information-processing models to be outlined below, that elicit knowledge can be
converted into implicitknowledge through practice, a claimwhich was later expressly
revoked (cf. eg. Bialystok 1994b). Inher 1994 framework forL2 acquisitionand use
Bialystok, 1994a), she upholds her previously established distinction (- Bialystok and
Sharwood Snith, 1985) between two processing components, analysis ofknowledge
and Control 0fprocessing. Both join up tomodify mental representations in order o
increase cognitive competence and to develop language proficiency. The more the
learmer anallyses the structure and organisation ofmental representations, the more
eplicit these representations become.  According to Bialystok, the increased analysis of
mental representations intum increases the acoessibility to knowledge. Control of
processing reflects the degree of attention an individual attributes to a situation in real

time. With increasing control over ae™s mental represatations, less attention i
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required to deal with particular representations and processing becomes more

automatic. As aresultof increasingly elicit (aoccessible) knowledge and progressively
automatic processing, proficiency leels ne. Put differently, themore analysed the
knowledge and the more automatic the control, the more advanced the resulting
language proficiency. However, Bialystok (1994b) emphasises that increased control of
processing isnot a reflection ofknowledge that has been converted from eplicit into
inplicit since "'[1]anguage that 1s elicit does not become inplicit’ (bid: 567). To
Bialystok, the primary purpose of instruction isto speed up the rate of acouisition by
fecillitating and accelerating the buil Id-up of mental competence’ .

Bialystok distances herselffrom other cognitive models, inparticular irnformation-
processing theories, by asserting that language learming *is never exactly like leaming
everything else, no matter how much general cognirtive apparatus is shared” (1995: @)
Information-processing models view L2 leaming inmuch the same light as other sl
aoqﬂsitim27 - Thus, while MacWhinney and Anderson (1986) acknowledge *‘trat
language s special inthe sense that it, more than any other system, has utilized virtually
every major aspect of the gereral cognitive systen'”, they also irsist that "the acquisition
of language can be explained interms ofgeneral leaming principles” (ibid: 4).
Information-processing models postulate a strong interface between elicit and implicit
knowledge and, by extension, a definite place for formal instruction. According toMe
Laughlin®s cognitive theory of second language leaming (McLaughlin, 1987), there are
two processes which underliie leaming, aUtOMatisation and restructuring. Because
humans have onlly limited processing caecities they need to automatise sklls, or more
precisely, suskills, so that the learmer™s attentian, or “aontrolled” processes, which are at
the start of every skill-aouisition can be devoted to new tads. The key to the
automatisation of ills lies inpractice. However, leaming a complex sqll goes beyond
the automatisation of suskills. As McLaughl in puts it, ""once the procedures at any
phase become automatized, consolidated, and function efficiently, leamers stepup toa

26 One aspect of the analysis/control model that has been severely criticised is Bialystok's assertion that
all second language learning starts with unanalysed knowledge. Hulstijn (1990) finds it
"incomprehensible that the Analysis/Control framework does not account for aprocess we can observe in
almost every foreign-language class” (ibid: 38), i.e. that learners "use explicit grammar rules as the
starting point [...] for the establishment of automatic routines™ (ibid). He strongly favours the
information-processing models of L2 acquisition as aresult of an analysis of Bialystok's approach.
2Z7'While this is also true of McLaughlin's (1987) theory, he acknowledges that his theory is not a stand-
alone one but needs to be complemented by linguistic theory.
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"metaprodecural” leel, which gererates representational change and restructuring® (ibid:
138). McLaughlin and Heredia (1996) point out that restructuring s also brought about
by practice. The restructuring of intermal target language representations isof equal
importance as the attainment of automisation, since tinvolves *'the transition from
exemplar-based representations to more rule-based representations™” ar, what the authors
call "novice-expert shifts"* (ibid: 217): the more experienced the leamer ¢ets, the less
he/she has to rely on formulaic speech. According toMcLaughlin and Heredia, studies
investigating novice-expert shiftshave shown *that experts restructure the elements ofa
leaming task into ebstract schemata that are not available to novices, who focus
principally on the surface elements of a task” (ibid).

One model which has been extensively used incognitive SLA theory formation is
Anderson®s Adaptive Control of Thought (ACT*) model (. Anderson, 1982). For
example, Towell and Hawkins (1994) aswell as Johnson (1996) incorporate the model
in their respective frameworks: whi le the former use itto account for processing
mechanisms in an otherwise UG-based model, Johnson takes the model as the
foundation for his skill-besedmodel ofL2 leaming. Although the ACT* model plays a
most sighificant role in the overall language—-acquisition debate, a detailled presentation
ofthemodel isbeyond the scope of this research. The two central concepts upon which
themodel ishuiltand which are of crucial importance for the research presented in this
thesis are those of declarative knowledge anaprocedural knowledge. According to
Anderson, leaming consists ofbuillding up response strengths with the help of two types
ofmemory, adeclarative memory and aprocedural memory (knowing that and
knowing how) . With increased use, declarative fects are turmed irmto procedures, thus
everttual ly autting down on the amount of declarative memory required in language use.
According to Anderson®s original model, declarative knowledge isalways the startirg
point: through automisation itbecomes procedural knowledge. Johnson (1996) argues
for an extension of thetmodel , postulating thet an L2 learmingmodel should al low for
the possibility tret knowledge can be proceduralised directly, i.e. that procedural

8

knowledge precedes declarative knowledge2 - Characterising the two types of

knowledge, Johnson states that declarative knowledge has the advantage ofbeing

2BAccording to Multhaup (1997), researchers increasingly admit that learning can actually take place in
either direction. DeKeyser (1997) points out that Anderson himself has also relaxed his view somewhat.
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"grerative”, economical and “lowisk” but the disadvantage ofbeing slow and using up a
lot of channel capecity. Procedural knowledge on the other hand is fast and does not
use up much channd capacity but it isalso "non-gererative”, uneconomical and “high
nkK. While Anderson sees declarative knowledge as the prime target for instruction,
Johnson argues that instruction must target the development of both procedures. He
regards all three components ofhisPPP model {presentation of items to be acuired,
practice of those items and free-styleDr00UCtION) as arucial to successful teaching and
leaming: the first P, presentation, isa vital component for the development of
declarative knowledge, the other two Ps are essatial for procedural knowledge. While
particularly stressing the importance ofthe lsstP, he also underlines the role of
declarative knowledge most emphatically. As he puts it, a learmerwho is expected to
acquire the skl ofusing a second language must not just know how to use that Sall but
must have a "‘database ofknowledge' (Johnson, 1996: 104) from which he/she can
work. Johnson also irsists that all errors, regardless ofwhether they stem from faulty
declarative or faulty procedural knowledge (i.e. irrespective ofwhether they are
"competence errars” or "performance mistakes™) be brought to the learmer™s attention and
that, inthe case of the latter, the learmer be given the opportunity for a retrial under “real
operating coditios™. Thus Johnson puts forward three cogent arguments in favour of
instruction: firstly, it focuses on the correction of faulty representations, secondly, it
builds-up (correct) declarative knowledge and firally, itinftiates and oversees the
procedural isation of declarative knowledge -

So far, the effect of formal Instruction has been examined from a general framework-
bui Iding perspective with the primary focus on theoretical positions regarding various
interface hypotheses. On balance, the Iiterature wou ld suggest that the "pro-instructian”
sidewins the day, although researchers are atvariance as to the nature and the scope of
the berefits. According to theweak interface position, instruction isbereficial,
primarily because the eplicit knowledge developed thisway fecilitates the eventual
acquisttion of inplicitknowledge by making input more salient; the strong interface
position views instruction, practice and corrective feedback as indispensable inthe
aocquisition ofboth declarative and procedural knowledge. But what effect can formal
instruction be expected to have on the L2 grammar development of the soecific target
group at the centre of this research, i.e. third level students of German with an average
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of five years of leaming experience behind them? With the exception of Johnson™s
model, the above theories and the studies to be presented under 2.2.1.1 focus primarily
on a lirear progression ofL2 leaming: they work on the premise that leaming starts at
zero ad, inthenormal course of eveants, progresses from there to some firal point.
Littde, ifany, consideration has been given to a “remedial™ teaching approach29 ,Corder
(1981) being an early exoegption. OF course, itisonly ratural that theory-building and
theory-testing should primarily focus on how a linear progression can best be achieved.
After dl, the more that isknown about the factors and processes contributing to
successful language leaming, the fewer the thoughts need to be spared for the

eventual ity of things going wrong and for what happens if learmers do not leamwhat
they are supposed 1 leam, despite fairly lengthy exposure 1o the target language.-
However, itcannot be denied that there are leamerswho fall into this category, as those
teaching third level students are only too acutely aware (cf. Lofmark, 1990; also,
contributions InHarden and Marsh, 1993, and Engels and Myles, 19%6).

As was argued in Chapter One, anecdotal evidence would suggest tratwith the
introduction of the communicative approach, grammar aspects ofL2 learming have not
received the same attention as under previous teaching methodologies. Inmuch
classroom teaching, exceptions notwithstanding, the pendulum would appear to have
swung from the primary focus on form, prevalent under gramar-translation, to a
primary focus on the communication ofmeaning and, importantly, areliance on
formulaic speech and rote leaming, leading to a sidelining of form-focusing and
structural analysis. Thus the conmunicative approach hes, as a rule, produced learmers
who are, to use Skehan™s terminology "'memory-driven' (Skehan, 1994: 183, quoting his
own 1986 study). Unlike the other type of learmer identified by Skehan (the “"amalysis-

driven’ individual, ibid), memory-driven learmers view language as (lexical) chunks and

DAt the eleventh 'Internationale Deutschlehrertagung’ (held in Amsterdam in August 1997) where some
700 papers were presented, the issue of grammar teaching at third level for students with a previous
knowledge of German was barely touched upon. One possible explanation for the fact that ‘'remedial’
teaching is alargely unexplored area in empirical theory-testing is that it might be seen as too
problematic in terms of measuring its outcomes.
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tend to by-pass the target language syntax in order to achieve greea[terﬂuenr,y30 - In other
words, they lack Creative linguistic ability. skehan*s concept of amemory-driven
approach to leaming is similar to Johnson™s daracterisation of procedural ised
knowledge as outlined above. Inpressionistic evidence wou ld suggest tretmuch of the
input received by second level learmers under the communicative approach must be
assumed to have been stored in procedural form. Johnson autlines the problems arising
from storing knowledge thisway: "‘encodings [-..Jwhich come into the system inan
already proceduralized form, quickly become highly automized and impermeable to
change" —they are "Inflexible and NoN-generative because the relevart knowledge is
contained in the production rt=elf™ (1996: 9, rtalics inorigirel).

ITthe correct form has been stored, itwould enable students t "sp” the automisation
stage for that particular feature whi le the problems of inflexibility and irebility touse
language creatively remain. However, the diffiaulty is infinitely compounded ifthe
form that finds itsway into procedural knowledge isa faulty one since, as Johnson
graphically put it, *Ttwill be the devil™s own task to eradicate this behaviour'” (ibid: 84).
The reaultmay well be a phenomenon which iscommonly observable among
intermediate second language leamers —the fossilisation of certain interlanguage forms
(Selinker, 1972 and 1992) orwhat Long (1988) refers to as *'linguistic rigor mortis’
(iad: 119): a learrer™s language leaming development stops with regard to certain
Teatures despite ongoing exposure and practice, leaving him/her with "artial
attainment’” in that area (Sharwood Snith, 1994: 33). Stressing the need for all learmers
to develop declarative knowledge, Johnson concedes that the taskmay be a particularly
arduous one inthe case of leamerswho have come to rely heavily on the storage of
faulty rules intheir proceduralised knowledge3l. In fact, the phenomenon of

DIt would appear that many students will only use (morpho)syntactic knowledge if it is available to them
in an already processed form (i.e. when it is available as alexical entity). One result of this would be that
syntactic information which requires manipulation (e.g. atable of adjectival endings) is of little or no
benefit to non-analytic learners since they by and large lack the knowledge of how to make use of that
information. As aconsequence, learners come to view morphosyntactic information as of secondary
importance or even redundant and focus on message communication that is primarily achieved on the
strength of their lexical knowledge.

3L It goes without saying that, in terms of error correction, faulty declarative knowledge which has
become proceduralised is potentially just as problematic as faulty proceduralised encodings. Thus there
are two sources for faulty procedural knowledge: either a faulty form was accepted into this knowledge
storage straight away or the declarative knowledge which became proceduralised was faulty. An
example for the latter is the overgeneralisation of certain rules which will be discussed in Chapter Five
below.
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fossilisation has provided attics of the Input Hypothesis with a powverful argument in
favour of eglicit instruction as well as corrective feedback (. Schachter, 1991b).
White (1987) irsists that some faulity target forms have to be exlicitly brought to the
learmer™s attention, pointing out that "*the Input hypothesis is geared towards handling
additions to imermediate grammars,, rather than [055€S" Gibid: 95, my T@Elics). Thus for
grammar items which students think they have mastered without this in factbeing the
cae, input allone might not be sufficiat in order to alert and sasitise students to the
ocorrect form and tomake them abandon the incorrect ane. Comprehensible input is
likely to be too subtle 1o be noticed by the average firstyear student, who for the
previous five years may have been immersed injust that kind of input as well as being
exposed to theirown and otrers™ comprehensible oulqaut32 - Accordinglly, Long (1996)
suggests that "‘comprehensible inputmay actuallyinhibit language leariing on occasion,
because it is often possible to understand a message without understanding all the
structures [..] inthe language encoding it, and without being aware ofnot
understanding them dll. [..]] Learmers may not notice new forms precisely because, ata
glabal leel, amessage isconprehensible, with the result that treir focal attertion is
directed elsenhere™ (ibid: 425). Skehan (1994) irsists that one important function of
formal instruction isto sigal o learmers that their interlanguage system isas yet
incomplete - learmers are asked to keep an open mind regarding its future development.
Agreeing with Long (1938), Skehan concludes that *'instruction pre-emptively reduces
the likelihood of inflexibility and fossilisatiat” (ibid: 189).

Inher output hypothesis, Swaiin (1985) postulates thetI0JUCtION practice should form
an integral part of L2 instrucian.  However, shewarns thatmerely giving leamers the
opportunity t produce inany way they please will be of littie bernefit since thismay
result inno more than the kind of output so freguently observed in conmunicatively
oriented learrers, 1e. "geting the message aatss™. Swain argues that in order to acquire
the structural properties of the target language learmers need to be "'pushed’” (ibid: 249):
learmers need to be constantly reminded that in their output they must not only attend to
meaning but to form aswell. That output needs to be both monitored and accompanied

RValette (1991) observes learners may have been exposed to "large quantities of comprehensible but
flawed input in the form of highly motivating but highly inaccurate peer speech” (ibid: 327). If this kind
of faulty input was accepted by the message-focused receiver, the likelihood is that fossilisation will
emerge over time in many aspects of learners' interlanguages.
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by consistent feedback isalso stressed by others (. Tenrell, 1991 above). Towell and
Hawkins point out that that since successfully getting amessage across helps build up
an increasinglly robust production system (even rfthe communication is inecourate), that
system "Will be able  resist00CaSI0NA| negative feedback™ (19%4: 211, my italics) -as
was pointed out above, information stored inprocedural memory is stored in such away
that itisnot essily modifiable. Kleppin (1995) observes thatwithholding corrective
Teedback "Teil3t [..], den Lemer in seiner Eigenschaft als experimentierfreudigen
Hypothesentester nicht emst zu nehmen und 1hm somit Chancen zu verbauen' (ibid:
23). Put differently, without feedback the learmer isunlikely t© arrive at the correct
target language form and at lesst some parts ofhis/her interlanguage systemwill not be
amenable to restructuring, with the danger of fossilisation looming proninently.

The i1ssue of fossilisation is clearly one on which both researchers and, inpartiaular,
practitionerswould like to receive more explanation. However, as Eubank etal. (1995)
point aut, although fossilisation is “'a very real process' there would appear "‘tobe few
theoretiical prirciples, |f dny , o cover this all-penvasive phenomenon' (bid: 8, my
ialics), giving itsomething of a leger-status among SLA research aress.  In the absence
of atheory of fossilisation and until such a time when more isknown about the isse, it
must be assumed that theories postullating that instruction has at the very lesst the
potential to contribute positively to the language learming process (and subseguent
outcomes) are of cbvious relevance for the target group under investigation. That leaves
the question as towhat teaching approach might be best suited. As was pointed out
previously, Rosier (1993) irsists that teaching methodollogies can only be determined
with specificprogramme aims and the needs of the target group inmind.  Ifthe ultimnate
course aim isabalance between fluency and accuracy, and fone has been stressedmore
than the other inthe target group™s language leamiing background, the programme to be
designedwill inevitably have to create some kind of counter-balance, without losing
sight of the other aspect (. Weydt, 1993, Skehan, 1994). Interms ofknowledge
aoguisttion, thiswould mean that, where learmaers™ past experiences were firstand
foremost shaped by implicit leaming, including the widespread reliance on formulaic
language, an aalytical treatment of language and the development of eqlicit
knowledge are awcial. Exposing learmers to comprehensible input as the primary means

of language leaming isno longer sufficient: after years of folloving the dictum of
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message-focused information conveyance, most students are likely to lack the
ssiavity required to notice salient granmatical features inthe Input unless these are
made eplicit. Neirther type of faulty knowledge (procedural or declarative) is likely to
be successfully tackled thisway .

Consciousness-raising (or input enhancement) and a subsequent focus on receptive (&s
opposed to productive) practice as the approach favoured by many of theweak interface
proponents salso believed to be too subtle to succeed on theirown. Anecdotal
evidence would suggest tratmerely raising leamers”™ awareness about saligt grammar
points without giving them the opportunity to produce the 1tem in question straight
away will rarely have the desired effect ofhelping learmers to notice the raised features
in subsequent input, then compare them to their output and firally, ideally, restructure
their Interlanguage systers. This approach requires levels of cognitive and
metacognitive skillsmost leamerswill only begin to develop in the course of treir first
year at university. The target group under investigation in this thesis isalso unlikely t©
be aufficiently chal lenged by receptive exercises as a fol lov-on from language
avareness. Many learmers in this group do not appear to be overly taxed by the
comprehension exercises with which they are faced, since they have developed several
strategies for processing inputwhich do not require a great knowledge of syntax, taking
their clues from the cottext, wor ld knowledge, lexical items efc. instead (@ factwhich,
as Swain, 1985, points aut, iseven acknowledged by Krashen)33 - Thus itisprimarily in
production that the constraints of fuzzy or non—existing knowledge about the structural
properties of target language features become pairfully oovious: learmerswho lack the
necessary knowledge are leftwith no other choice but to succumb to random guessing
as towhich grammatical form touse. Pushed output, to borrow Shvain®s expression,
must therefore be stressed from the very beginning in a course which requires high
lewels of receptive and productive linguistic and pragmatic skills for successful course
completion. Regular output practice, accompanied by consistent corrective feedback is

BAccording to W olff (1995), research on comprehension since the 1970s has virtually dismissed the
role of grammar as insignificant in receptive language use. This is obviously not to deny the importance
of morphosyntactic knowledge for all comprehension exercises. Itis, of course, recognised that learners
need grammatical knowledge to comprehend the finer points of the text. However, it is also true to say
that, in general, learners have arange of compensatory strategies for coping with grammatical
deficiencies receptively (cf. Long, 1996 on this point), but noth'OdUCtiV6|y - in production
morphosyntactic gaps are cruelly exposed.
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seen as indispensable inthe proceduralisation of declarative knowledge and the
restructuring of the learmer™s interlanguage system.
Some enpirical evidence insupport of thispositionwill be examined next.
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2.2.1.1 Studies on the Effect ofFormal Instruction, Practice and Corrective Feedback
on Language Acquisition and Performance Accuracy

Before looking at studieswhich suggest a beneficial effect arising from a focus on form,
itshould be pointed out that there have been anumber of studies casting doubt on ts
virtte. Both the value of eqlicritknowledge and, by extension, form-focused teaching
have been questioned inAlderson etd."s (1996) study of British university students of
L2 French inwhich the authors found that the relationship between metalinguistic
knowledge34 and proficiency was weak. Having received variations in correlation
resullts between metal inguistic knowledge and anumber of proficiency testswhich they
found "uninterpretzble”” (ibid: 11), they hypothesised that regarding the two entities as
relatively separatewas "'the safest concllusion™ (bid). Results ofFelix and Weigl™s
(1991) study, reported INR. Ellis (19%4a), suggest that form-focused instructionmade
learmers oo conservative. The authors presented their L2 English subjects with
(gramatical) target language sentences which were marked insome way. Subjects
rejected these as ungrammatical because, the authors argue, they had not come across
these marked structures inthe classroon.  Since the structures in questiion had not been
taugt, learmers assumed that they had tobe wrong. R. Ellis atticisss this study on two
accounts, firstly because there was no untutored control group, and secondly because
native Engllish speakers were not consulted -the latter, according to Hiis, may also have
rejected some of the sentences as inorrect. Several other studies have argued against
the role of formal instruction in language acquisition on the grounds that itcannot
change ratural acouisitioal sequences.  Inhis review, Long (1988) atticisss anumber
of these studies, stating that "'many of the conclusions about the limrtations or inefficacy
of instructiion are non sequiturs ar, athest, INfEIENCES From studies trathave looked not
attre effeCtS of instruction, but at similarities in the interlanguages of raturalistic and
classroom leamers” (1988: 118, mtalics in origiral).

In his extensive review of erpirical studies, R. Ellis (1994a) comes to the concllusion
that, on balance, "[tlhe case for formal instruction is strengthening’™ (ibid: 659).
Similarly, Bausch and Krumm (1995) state that *'[vjorliegende emprirische

3 The metalinguistic assessment tested terminological knowledge as well as the ability to identify and
correct errors, and to state rules that were broken.

69



Untersuchungen bestatigen zumindest terdarziell, dald Steuerungseinflisse (also auch
das Lehren) gegeniber sogenannten Eigenvoraussetzungen dominieren' (ibid: 10).
Unlike Alderson et d., Lorigan (1992) inher study of firstyear university students of
German found that rule knowledge and performance inproficiency testswere very
closely related. The results of Green and Hecht™s (1992) investigation reveal a compllex
interaction between explicit and implicit knowledge. The authors asked some 300
learmers of L2 English to provide both explanations and corrections for the errors with
whichwere presented. They found that inwhat could be described as a typical “monitor”
srtuation, learrers, inthelr corrections, relied heavily on inplicit rules “which very
possibly had been fecilitated by eplicitrules” (ibid: 178). Interestingly, they also
Tound that even when producing an elicit rulewrongly, learmerswere more successful
at correcting ervors than when they were unable to recall any rulewhatsoever. Ina
similar study, Hulstijn and Hullstijn (1984) discovered that in situatioswhen learmers
were asked to pay attention to form, rule knowledge, whether inplicitor eglicitand
even inoorrect, helped improve learmers™ performance accuracy.  Interestingly, the
authors also found that time pressurewas irrelevant as regards performance accuracy -
the crucial variable in accuracy leels was focus on form.

A relatively recent development inthe empirical testing of SLA theories has seen the
implementation of studies under laboratory-type conditions (cf- N. Hllis, 1995, for an
overview; cof. also the special issue of the journal Studies In Second Language
Acquisition, 1997, vol. 19, ro. 2. The maiin rationelle behind their introduction isthe
obvious lack of control over variables inmore traditioal studies which, according to
Hullstijn (1997), "have produced littke inthe way ofhard evidence™ (ibid: 132).
However, Hulstijn alsowams, that despite the enormous advantage of cortrol over
variables, caution must be taken as regards the goplicability of these reaults o the
foreign language pedagogy context. He irsists there must be supplementary research in
retural L2 environments to corroborate the laboratory findings. This isobviously
egpecial ly pertinent in the case of artificial or sami-artificial languages.

Laboratory studies inwhich natural languages have been used includeN. HIis™ 1993
study, themain results ofwhich are presented InN. Ellis 1995. His study of a specific
aspect ofWe Ish morphology acouisition revealed that amixture of elicitand inplicit
leamingworked best, or as he put it, "‘these two types ofknowledge can be brought to
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mutual influence or “Inerface™’ (1995: 134). He conclludes that “'axplicit rule instruction
which makes salient particular patterms in the surface form can affect the learmers”
subsequent processing of language exemplars so that they are more likely to acquire the
underlying systematicity” (1995: 136) -noticed input as the indispensable prerequisite
for intde.

In his laboratory study, Robinson (1997) also examined what effect differant kinds of
input had, firstdyon leamers™ aoility to make generalisations on the besis of the received
input and secondly, on the response rate (automaticity). Subjects were divided into four
groups, an Imp|IC|t group whiich was told that the exercisewas one on reading and
memorisation, an INCIdental and an enhanced group, both ofwhich were told to focus
on meaning (but the enhanced group also received some Timited structural information)
and, firelly, an INStrUCted group which received metalinguistic explanations about the
(@uafical) target language feature.  Subjects were then asked to judge the

gramatical ity ofanumber of sentences, known and new. All known sertences were
ocorrectwhereas the new ones were halfoorrect and halfincorrect.  Results revealed thaet
learmerswho had received rule-based explanations were clearlyboth more accurate and
Taster than all other learmers at transfarring treir previously developed knowledge onto
new instances of knowledge use. All learmerswere quicker to decide on known
sentences than on new ones, leading Robinson to conclude (gust like Green and Hecht in
their study) "that rule-based knowledge developed through conscious effort and inplicit
memory-based knowledge Interact in decision-making'" (ibid: 24, my italics). Thus,
both N. HIis™ and Robinson®s laboratory studies have confirmed Green and Hechit™s and
Hulsti jn and Hulsti jn"s findings which were derived from “retural enviroments®.
However, even studies reveal ing a positive effect of formal knowledge on monitored
production and/or an interactionbetween inplicit and elicit knowledge are seenby
some researchers to be of limited value since they fail to shed light on the role of the
two knowledge types inunplanned language use (- e.g- Sharwood Snith, 1993 and
1999). Two studieswhich focused on just that aspect are those by Lightbown and
Spada (1990) and White etd. (1991). Lightbown and Spada (1990) found that accuracy
lewels in their subjects™ spontaneous oral production were related to the amount of focus
on form they had received. In a study also Investigating the use of relatively non-
monitored language use inoral production, White etal. (1991) found that learmerswho
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received explicit instruction and corrective feedback on English question formation
outperformed those who had received no instruction. The authors conclude that form-
focused instruction *‘can bring about genuine changes in leamers™ interlanguage
systems™ (ibid: 429). On the other hand, Trahey and White (1993) observed trat
learmerswho received no formal instruction or negative feedback failed to drop an
incorrectly trasferred LI structure from their interlanguage systens.

The i1ssue ofwhether or not elicit knowledge has an impact on spontaneous
production does, of caurse, not pose tselfin skill-aoquisition theories. Taking
declarative knowledge as a starting point, the primary focus in these theories ison the
automatisation process and the roles of practice and corrective feedback. Inhis study,
DeKeyser (1997) used an artificial language, Autopractan, which consists of four
morphosyntactic and thirty-two vocabulary rtams. The experiments from instructionto
firal testing took place over an eleven-week period, with the practice phase lasting for
eigitweeks. Results show a clear improvement inboth comprehension and production
testswith the most dramatic drop-off rate in both reaction time and error rates, as
expected, taking place between sessions one and two. The author concludes that his
results confim the hypothesis that second language learming follows the same path as
skill-aouisition in other aress.  According to DeKeyser, the inplications for foreign
language pedagogy are that firstly, there s a clear role for practice inthe L2 curricullun
and secondly, "‘the sequence of eqlicit rule leamirg, fol loned by a shortperiod of
activities Tocused on using elicitknowledge during performance of the target ddlls,
and finally by a long period of repeated opportunity to use trat knowledge, is likely to
yield knowledge trat ishighly automatized” (ibid: 215). Despite this affirmation, the
author acknowledges that automisationmay not be equally successful inall cases (as
regards both learmers and rules) and that the kind of automatised knowledge elicited in
his study does not necessarily equal inplicitor native-speaker knowledge.

Turning to the issue of corrective feedback, Tomasello and Herron found that their
particular methodology of leading learmers "Up the garden path™ proved to be successful
(cf. 1988 and 1989). Carroll and Swain (1993) also investigated what kind of corrective
Teedback might be most beneficial to the acquisitionprocess. In aprevious study,
Carroll et d. had established that subjects receiving corrective Teedback on some
morphological properties ofFrench made clear advances on all tested 1temswhille
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subjects in the control group onlly advanced on some (Carroll etd., 1992). In Carroll
and Swain’ 1993 study, subjects were divided into five groups, four ofwhich received
Teedback of some sort and one cortrol group.  Results showed that all four experimental
groups did sighificatly better on two posttests than the cortrol group, with the group
receiving eplicit metal inguistic feedback performing best. The crucial importance of
providing clear, unambiguous and appropriate feedback is demonstrated in another
study by Carroll (Carroll, 199%5). Exemplifying how feedback can essily be ofno
berefit at dll ar, atworst, highly imritatirg, she warns that "‘the interpretive processes 1o
make sense of feedback are nerther sinple, aulturally universal, nor guaranteed'” (ibid:
&). What seems perfectly intelligible to the person providing the feedback need not
necessarily be conceived as such by the person atwhich itisdirected.

In their study on the correction of oral enrars, Kleppin and Konigs (1993) also examine
the nature of the feedback. Comparing views by learmers from diverse aultural
backgrounds (German, Chinese, Moroccan and Brazilian), they conclude *'dal3
Korrekturen grundsétzlich notwendig und simvoll sind” (ibid: 83). The authors remind
us of the role of affect in the correctiion approach, warning that ifstudents feel ridiculed
or are unable to bring thelr point across because they are constantly interruypted in their
trainof thought, tmight leave them with extremely negative and demotivating feelings
towards the leaming situation (Cf. Sectiion 2.1 on motivation). This isnot to say that
learmers do not wish to be corrected —by and large they do (. Konigs, 1995). Subjects
inKleppin and Kdnig™s study also stated that specific corrective feedback triggered very
positive leaming experiences. All the more reason, the authors argue, why teadhers
should take great care when providing feedback. Kleppin and Kénigs also point out thaet
ifstudents are to leam how to correct themselves, discussions about the leamiing process
itselfand about the development of learmiing strategies and error correction strategies
must be integrated into classroom learming (@ Kleppin, 1995 for concrete suggestions
as tohow thismight be achieved; . also Van Lier, 1983, chapter 7, on sequencing what
he calls “rqmirs™ in spoken language use35). ITerror correction isconsidered to be an
important part of the leamiing process, itshandling inthe classroom must also be

BHExtensive research into the issue of corrective feedback on oral errors has also been carried out as part
of the '‘Bochumer Tertiarsprachenprojekt’, the results of which are reported in Bahr et al. (1996, chapter

5).
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properly planned and must be consistent —errors shoulld not be dealt with on an ad hoc
besis. Inhis survey of the history of ervor correction, Konigs (1995) concludes that
there isa clear need formore enpirical studies into the correction of both wrirtten and
oral errors and thelr effect on the leamiing process.

To sum up, therewould appear to be some empirical support foran approach to formal
instructionwhich rests on the development exlicit knowledge, practice and corrective
Teedback, as proposed by skill-acouisition theories.
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2.2.2 Conclusions

twoulld appear thet, on balance, Krashen™s view of the rolle of eqlicit knowledge ad,
by extension, formal instruction has been rejected by many fellow researchers as too
narrow. Weak interfacemodels suggest that instruction fecilitates acouisition INGIrectly.
according to these theories, eplicit knowledge helps learmers notice features inthe
input and compare them with theirown output, leading eventually to a restructuring of
the interlanguage system. Since the monitoring of output with the help of eplicit
knowledge isalsomore likely to produce increasingly correct structures, this output can
become valuable iqut. The strong interface hypothesis postullates a (IFECt Tinkbetween
egplicitand iplicit knowledge: according to skill-aocquisition theories, explicit
knowledge becomes inplicit through practice and corrective feedback.

One of the Tew uncorroversial conclusions which can be drawn regardless of interface
theory preference isthat elicit knowledge has some kind of role toplay. As many of
the above studies suggest (. Green and Hechit, Hulstijn and Hullstijn, N. Hlis,
Robinson), inplicit and eplicitknowledge most probably interact in language
acguisition and production in as yet largely undefined ways. Most researcherswould
also agree that both types ofknowledge can be developed through instrnuction. A third
undisputed beneficial aspect of instruction s its favourable effect on the rate of
language accpiisition’ . In an educational context whiich expects learmers 1o reach high
lewels of target language accuracy and which imposes considerable time constraints on
all concermed, thiswidely observed beneficial aspect of formal instructionmust be
considered as acial. The issue ofWhich type ofinstruction is likely towork best is far
more cottroversial. Thus R. Ellis (1994a) concludes his overview ofawide range of
instructional approaches by stating that ' Tijt isprobably premature to reach any firm
conclusions' (ibid: 646) of a generalising nature in this respect.

However, despite reservationswhich are largely attributable to the great paucity of

FHCf. Long, 1988, for an overview of studies investigating the time factor.
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empirical Stl.di6537 ,anumber of studies which were discussed inthe previous section
have shown that there is at least SONE evidence in support of the strong interface
hypothesis. As regards the design and implementation of the instructional programme
directed at the particular target group inquestion, the folloving conclusions will be
drawn from the above research: firstly, declarative knowledge must be developed if
learmers are to extend treir use of the L2 beyond fairly narrow boundaries. Secondly, dl
incorrect knowledge (elicitand implicit/proceduralised) must receive consistent
corrective feedoack. Thirdly, the programme must develop ways to help students
proceduralise their eglicit knowledge through output practice.

3

A number of researchers have pointed out that many areas in SLA theory testing are still largely
unexplored (cf. e.g. DeKeyser, 1997 regarding output practice, Lightbown and Spada, 1993 regarding
longitudinal studies). Others have warned against drawing conclusions on the basis of very limited
research results: according to MacWhinney (1997), studies claiming a beneficial effect of explicit
learning on natural language use tend to overestimate those effects (but cf. DeKeyser, 1994 who
challenges the superiority claims made by those in favour of implicit learning). Thus, the only thing on
which researchers from different traditions and with different beliefs agree is that more research,
especially more "fine-grained analyses" (MacWhinney, 1997: 280), is needed. As regards the two types
of knowledge at the centre of this research, MacWhinney points out that what researchers will have to do
eventually is "to replace the simple dichotomy of explicit and implicit learning with a fuller model that
looks at the detailed mechanics of second language learning of particular target structures” (ibid).
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2.3 Learning Strategies with Specific Regard to the Acquisition and Application of
Grammar

As was pointed out inthe introduction to the previous section, the ultimate aim of all
education, but in particular third level educattion, 1sto help learmers become incressingly
independent in their leaming efforts. However, inSection 2.1 itwas also stressed thet
certain conditions must be inplace ifindividuals are to engage in and persist at any
chosen task. Self-efficacy was pointed out as being of crucial importance inthis context
(. Oxford and Shearin, 1994) —individuals must feel that they have conrol over the
leamiing sittetian. And in order to gain control, individuals must develop effective
leamiing strategies.  In motivational research, the development of appropriate leaming
strategies is regarded of particular importance for learmers who need to overcome
performance setbacks. Thus itwas previously argued that a lack of success should be
attributed to lack of strategy use rather than ladk of intelligence or gptitude (cf. Ushioda,
1996), thereby giving learmers the opportunity to focus on an achievable goal (e
strategy development) , rather than alloving them to engage in self-doubting reflection
about their language leaming abilitiesﬂ). According to Cohen (1998), Ieamting strategies
“'aonstitute the steps or actiions consciously selected by leamers erther to improve the
learning of a second language, the USE of it, or both* Gibid: 5, italics inorigiral). Cohen
thus recognises that the boundaries between strategies employed for acouisition on the
one hand and use on the ather are not necessarily as strict as s often thought (cf. also
Weinert, 1995). For the purposes of this research, no distinction sell be made between
the two types of strategies.

The development and use of learming strategies isan area that began 1o attract attention
when the research and teaching focus expanded beyond the teacher-centred classroom t©
include individual learmer differences and needs (. Wenden and Rubin, 1987). Various
classifications have since been established (. 0*Mal ley and Chamot, 1990 and Oxford,
1990), and a (limited) number of enpirical studies have been conducted (cf. Paulisse,
1996 for abriefrevien).

PBOfcourse, as O'Malley and Chamot (1990) have pointed out, there is no causal link between the use of
strategies and an increase in motivation: just because learners have been persuaded to try out some
strategies does not mean they are better motivated than before.
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Attributes dnaracterising successful language learmers have also been idantified (cf. eg-
Naiman etdl., 1996). R. Ellis (1994a) inhisoverview of studies on the "good language
learer”, summarises the darecteristics of trat individual as follons:

The good language learmer

= focuses on both the role of language form and the functional element of language use
= adopts an active task approach

= isaware of the leaming process

= alters strategies according to goecific task requirements (ibid: 546).

Green and Oxford (1995) found thatmore successful learmers employ strategiesmore
regullarly than less successful ones.  Politzer and McGroarty (19385), on the other hand,
concluded from treir study that *‘caution inprescribing good leaming behaviors is
warranted'” (ibid: 103) and that "*[g]ood language leamiing behavior may, inthe long nn,
be almost as elusive as good teaching behavior'* (abid: 118).

Chamot and O*Malley (1994) found that good language learmers are able to describe in
cetail the strategies they use t leam a foreign language. According to them itisnot
Tfrequency of strategy use that determines leaming but metacognition, ie. the ability to
select the most gopropriate strategy for the taskon hand. They sum up treir findings by
stating that "'eplicitmetacognitive knowledge about task daracteristics and appropriate
strategies for task solution isamajor determiner of language leaming effectiveress. In
their unawareness of task demands and lack of metacognitive knowledge about selecting
stratggies, ineffective language leamers seem to falll back on a largely implicit approach
o leaming inwhich they use habitual or preferred strategies without analysing the
requirements of the particular task* (ibid: 332). Chamot and O*Malley™s claim, that
training learmers inthe use of specific training strategies willl lead to more successful
language use, Isshared by other researchers such as Oxford who has alsoworked out
specific guidelines for teaching strategy use (. Oxford, 1990). Oxford (1992/3) poirnts
out that strategy training gives students more fledbility and helps them employ
strategies beyond theirusual leaming styles, thus reducing the likelihood of 'stylewars'”
taking place between students and teachers (ibid: 20). In Chamot and O*Mal ley 1993,
the authors provide a framework for how strategy training can be integrated into the
ESL classroon. An example ofa German coursebook for intermediate students which
includes a dedicated section on leaming strategies is "an” (Per Imann-Balme and
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Schwalbe, 1997). The need for transparency which in Section 2.1 above was stressed as
being essntial for goal-commitment by the learmer s thus echoed with regard to the
development of leaming strategies: learmers must know what they are learing and why
they are leaming it (@ Oxford and Shearin, 1994, and their discussion of need theories;
cf. alsoBimmel, 19%5).

Some researdhers (- R. HIis, 19a, and Bialystok, 1990) have expressed resernvations
as regards the instruction of specific strategies, insisting that not enough isknown about
the area. Cohen (1998) states that there Isas yet no empirical evidence as towhich
approach 1o strategy trainingworks best. According to him, the only daracteristics
crucial to all instructional frameworks are that they must, firstly, nake learmers aware of
the purpose and the use of strategy training, secondly, provide leamerswith
opportunitiies to practise strategies and, thirdly, help them understand how the newly
acquired strategies can be used in other leaming comtexts.

Although O*Mal ley and Chamot (1990) concede that there are as yet few studieson FLL
strategy training and fewer dill regarding the training of strategies for productive
language use3?, ina later contribution they claim that there K, in fact, some enpirical
support for their approach (. Chamot and O*Malley, 1994). InO"Malley and Chamot
1990, they idatify and examine anumber of issueswhich need to be addressed when
implementing strategy training. They conclude that training had best be integrated iInto
the Instruction, rather than being treated as a separate entiity and that training should be
direct, rather than embedded (by which they mean that learmers should be informed
about the purpose of strategy training so that they can transfer that strategy onto other
leaming situatias, thus becoming increasing teacher—independent). They also point to
the obvious fact that teachers need 1o be familiarised with the concept of leaming
strategies (as opposed to teaching strategies): teadhers must be trained themselves
before they can teach students. As regards the allocation of classroom time towards
strategy training, the authors state thet *'[ajs leaming strategies are apart of procedural
knowledge, we would expect that their acquisitionwould reguire a considerable
investment of time for cued practice, feedback, and discussion activities” (1990: 186).

P The majority of studies has focused on the first language. SLA studies have tended to focus on
vocabulary acquisition, and listening and reading comprehension. One exception is O'Malley and
Chamot's own study on $peaking, described in O'Malley and Chamot, 1990.
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As regards a classification of strategies, 0*Mal ley and Chamot (1990) and Chamot and
0"Mal ley (1994) idertify three major categories -COgNItive, metacognitive and
sociallaffective strategies.

According to Chamot and O*Malley, cognitive strategies are employed in order to
manipulate the incoming informattion mentally or physically. Examples of cognitive
strategies listedby Chamot and O* Malley which are of particular relevance to the
acguisition of grammatical knowledge are the use of cross-linguistic referencing and the
recall ofknowledge inboth receptive and productive language use, by means of
deduction orinduction as well as through the use ofiMagery and auditory
representation. wnile the strategy of applying eqlicit knowledge may be a general one
(2. one towhich all learmerswill be exposed on a regullar kesis), the exact nature of tret
strategy can be customised by learmers inorder to surt their individual leaming styles.
Thus, to take the above example of the ggplication of grammar rules In language
receptiion or production, some learmerswill prefer to recall Iists or tables, while others
strogly rely on visual or auditory imagery and others again employ verbal mnemonic
tedniques.

Rubin (1987), quoting her 1981 study, also includes inductive and deductive reasoning
aswell asmemorisation inher typology. Both inductive and deductive reasoning
necsssitate the employment of analytical salls, 1.e. sdallswhich would appear to be
largely underdeveloped inmany (although not all) learmers educated under the
communicative approach. As will be remembered from Section 2.2, Skehan (1994)
distinguished between the analysis-driven and the MEMOIY-driven leamer, with the latter
lacking the creative and analytical linguistic abilitieswhiich define the former. While all
language use obviously relies to some extent on the use of formullaic, non-analysed
speechd0, linguistic "exerts”, touse Me Laughlin and Heredia™s (1996) terminology,
also need to be able to analyse and manipulate language structures in order to gain both
a deeper understanding in receptive language use and an increased degree of flexibility
inproduction output.

Metacognitive strategies (Chamot and O"Malley"s second category) are employed in
order to idatify, plan, monitor, and evaluate a leaming activity. Rubin (1987) discusses
three strategies of importance for the present contexct: Clarification/verification, practice

DCf. Weinert, 1995, for an overview of the literature regarding formulaic speech.

80



and MONItOriNg. Thus, one way of confirming (or refuting) hypotheses, is through
investigation of the issue Involved, be tby asking other persons involved inthe
leamiing process (such as the lecturer) or by consullting reference books. The strategy of
practice isemployed when the learmer is focused on *accuracy 0fusage: @uoin, 1967:
24, alics inorigiral) and involves, among other agpects, the goplication of rules as well
as attention to detail (. Svain™s 1985 concept of"pushed autput™). Finally, performance
monitoring usually results iin the learmer notiicingmany ofhis/her emars. As Rubin
points aut, Itisthenup to the leamer to decide what to do about these enrors. Inan
institutioalisad context, leamers™ output s, of course, also extermally monitored.
Learmers may receive extermal feedback, and they may even be reguested to react to that
Teedback on a regullar besis, should itbe negative. Whether or not learmers berefit firom
any of the above cognitive strategies crucially depends on the individuals themselves:
only 1fleamers decide that strategies such as practising, monitoring of accuracy levels
and acting on feedback are important to thelr leaming effort in the firstplace will they
be employed. In otherwords, the use of any cognitive strategy is determined by prior
decisions on the metacognitive leel. In the specific context of theD CU grammar
programme the latterwould include, among other things, the learmers™ decision to attend
(or tomiss) class, 1o carry out assignments such as homework (i.e. to practise thelr
language ddlls), tomonitor accuracy levels inproduction, to act on negative feedoack,
o identify and work on weak points, to regularly assess their progress (or lack thereof)
and, where gppropriate, to identify and try out altermative leaming approaches. As will
be established in Chapters Four and Five below, afterhaving been spoonfed at second
leel, the average Irish school-leaver isunaccustomed to the vast majority of the
decision-taking processes involved in the realisation of the above strategies.
Basing his argument in favour of dedicated strategy anareness-raising on Bialystok™s
analysis ofknowledge/control ofprocessing model, wonFf (1995) stresses trat the
learmer must develop the ability 'sich inplizit aufgenommene Reprasentationenvon
sprache hewuRt machen zu kdnnen, [..Jueralysiertes Sprachwissen zu analysieren und
zu Strukturieren [und] kognitive Operationen bei sprachreflektorischen und
sprachverarbeitenden Prozessen hewuBt einzusetzen @bid: 216, my italics). According
o Wolff, the development of amalytical ills isthus not just a vital component inthe
bui ld-up of any declarative knowledge but the employment ofboth cognitive and
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metacognitive analytical ills isequally essential in the build-up of procedural
knowledge. Similar to Chamot and O*Malley, Wolffpostullates that the development of
procedural knowledge feature much more prominently inthe L2 classroom than has so
farbeen the cas=. He states that “[dler Lemer mul3 sich sein Sprachverarbertungsvissen
erschliefien, ermull sichbewul3t machen lermmen, wie er lemtund wie er Sprache larit,
seine Fahigkeit zur ReFlexion Uber Sprache mulR gefordertwerden. Die
Bewul3tmachung des prozeduralen Wissens fuwtzu [.-] einer stérkeren
Berticksichtigung des eigenen Lemstils, weil sie 1hn diesen als effiziatt erkennen K3,
und sie fuhrt schlie3lich dazu, dal3 der Lemer das neu aufzubauende deklarative
Sprachwissen in starkeremMal3e seinen perstnlichen Erfahrungen mit Sprache
entsprechend strukturiert” (ibid: 222). To sum up, according t Wolff, learmers must be
eplicitly introduced to the role of all procedural knowledge, including leaming
strategies such as the use of cognitive and metacognitive aalytical dallls. As Chamot
and O"Mal ley (1990) poirnt aut, strategy anareness-raising must subseguently be
Tollowed by the proceduralisation of the strategies themselves. Fol lowing Anderson®s
ocognirtive model, Chamot and 0° Malley (1994) subscribe to a sequence of strategy
acouisttionwhereby, similar to declarative knowledge, strategieswhich are inftaally
used consciously are subsequently proceduralised through repeated use, thus becoming
gradual ly automatised.

Firally, strategies classified under Chamot and 0" Malley™s third category, S0CIal and
affective strategies, are evidentwhen leamers are "'interacting with other persons or
using affective control to assist leaming'* (19%4: 3/5). These strategies include sei-talk,
group work and the use of questioning for clarification. The latter can obviously be
directed at the teadher, fellow students or both.

As was pointed out above, the identification and development of leaming strategies are
not just crucial for the learniing process which takes place within the classroom, but are
equal ly important for self-regulated leaming.  Itis therefore inperative trat all students
identify for themselves conditions which are particularly conducive to the

procedural isation of declarative grammatical knowledge and grammar-acquisition
strategies, and those which arerot. As O"Malley and Chamot (1990) have noted, the
task of convincing students of the need to develop efficient leaming strategies might not
be an easy ane. They point out that those students who need training most are often the
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ones who reject the idea because they are not sufficietly motivated to make what they
consider the extraeffat. Great caremust also be taken not to double up on sdall and
awareness training - ifstudents are swamped with demands to reflect on strategy use
theymay end up feeling that the procedural isation of s<llls takes precedence over the
course coteit.  Another difficultymay arisewhen students are effectively forced to
conduct part of the course work ina learmingmode which does not suitthem. For
instanoe, anecdotal evidence from language classes inD CU would suggest trat a
number of students have difficulty with the concept of group work, especially some of
themore diligent and the less outgoing ones. As has repeatedly been pointed aut, itis
therefore essatial that time be taken o explain to these students the rationale behind the
emphasis on the training of certain common-core strategieswhich are considered
essartial for the successful implementation of a course (eg- the use of amalytical sdlls
inthe grammar programme), while at the same time pointing out to students that they
will have to identafy the strategies most suitable to treir individual leaming styles
themselves.

To sum wp, inthis section itwas argued that the devellopment and automisation of
auitable leaming strategies s a arucial prereguisite for successful language leaming.
Learmers need to be made aware of their own language learming behaviour aswell as
being familiarised with at lesst some of the strategies common 1y reported to be used by
successful language learmers. Unfortunately, inview of time constraints and the need t
strike a balance between content matter and procedural d<all acouisition, the demands
for extensive strategy training cannot always be met to the desirablle extent.
Nevertheless every effortmust be made to give strategy training sufficient coverage,
preferably in consultation with other col leagues In order to avoid over-saturation.  Just
how the process of awareness raising and strategy practice has been integrated into the
D CU grammar programme will be discussed, together with other aspects of the
programme implementation, inChapter Seven.
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Chapter Three

The Irish Education System, the Development of
German in Ireland and the German Second Level
Syllabi
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Introduction

This chapter focuses on educational matters which are considered to be of importance
wi'th regard to the leaming and teaching of German grammar at Irish second leel
insttutias. Sections 3.1 and 3.2. autline some aspects of the Irish education system
and language policy in Irelad, while Sections 3.3 and 3.4 give abriefoverview ofthe
development of German as a subject in Irish secondary schools, and look at the issue of
teacher qualificationand in-service provisians. In Section 3.5, aspects of the Junior
Cartificate and the two Leaving Certificate syllabi which are of relevance for the present
researchwill be presented and discussed.  Section 3.6 sums up the findings.
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3.1 An Introduction to the Irish Second and Third Level Education System
3.1.1 Second Level Education

In 1996, the Irish second level sector comprised 775 state-aided schools: 452 secondary
schools which, although primarily publicly financed, were privately owned and
managed, 247 vocational and 76 community or comprehensive schools. 61% of
students were educated In secondary schools, 26% invocational schools and 13% in
community or comprehensive schools.

Second-level education in lreland casists of two strands: a three-year junior ocle, at
the end ofwhich students st the Junior Certificatel and, depending on whether or not
studerts avail of the one-year gotional Transition Year Programme which folloas the
Junior Gertificate, a two- or three-year senior gcle. The aim of the Transition Year
which is interdisciplinary, learmer—-cantred and not examined isto help students take
resporsibility for their leaming and to develop sdlls that transcend the boundaries of
insttutiaal education (. IrishDepartment of Education, 199%6a: 13). Inthe senior
ocle, students are presertted with a choice of three different types of Leaving Certificate
programmes, certification intwo ofwhich (treLeaving Certificate Programme and the
Leaving Certificate Vocational Programme) can lead to qualification for direct entry
into third-level courses.  The vest majority of students folllow the Leaving Certificate
Programme forwhich they are recuired 1o take at lesst five stbjects, Irish, English and
Mathematics being compulsory subjects formost students . Students typically sitthe
Leaving Certificate examination at the age of 17 or 18.

The two institutiaal bodies with prime resposibility for second level education in
Irelard are theDepartment o fEducation and Science3 and e National Councilfor

1The Junior Certificate was first examined in 1992; until then the examination at this level had been
called the Intermediate Certificate.

2According to the '‘Rules and Programme for Secondary Schools 1987/88 to 1996/97", students can
choose their Leaving Certificate subjects from five approved groups: Language, Science, Business
Studies, Applied Science and Social Studies. The document recommends that students take at least three
subjects from the group which best suits their interests and abilities and at least two from the other groups
(ibid: 10). According to the NCCA, in 1994 some 77% of students took seven subjects in their Leaving
Certificate examinations (National Council for Curriculum and Assessment 1995a: 13).

3Before 30th September, 1997, this institution was called the Department of Education.
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Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA)4. The Department is in charge of the
adninistration of public education, ie. ofall primary, post—primary aswell as of special
education. The NCCA advises the Minister for Education on matters regarding
curricullum design and assessment procedures in firstand second level education. The
1997 Education Act put theNC C A on a statutory besis for the first time, increasing its
powers from s former consultative function to amore active role (. IrishDepartment
of Education and Science, 1997b: 29). While the drawing up of curriaula iscarried out
by theNCCA , the resposibility forthe setting of examination papers, including
sample papers, aswell as the marking of those papers lies exclusively with the
Department. However, the harmonisation ofmarking systems between the various
languages fallswithin the remit ofthe NCCA.

4The council is composed of "persons involved in the education system at primary and post-primary
levels, in particular national organisations of parents, recognised school management organisations and
recognised trade unions and staff associations representing teachers, and [...] other persons who have
experience or skills, including experience in and skills ofbusiness and industry " (Irish Department of
Education and Science, 1997b: 28).
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3.1.2 Third Level Education

The third level sector comprises seven universities, the institutes of technologyb, the
teacher training colleges and some private colleges which receive no state funding. In
1996, about 89,700 studets were enrolled in third level irstatutaas, 53,400 ofwhom
attended universities and 35,500 irstatutes of technology. Al universities and some
institutes of technology are self~governing irstitutdas.  Teacher training col leges cater
for primary-level teadhers only; the requirements for second level teedhers”
qualificatios will be discussed under 34.

The two irstitutions with a remit for higher education are The Higher Education
Authority (Hea) and theNational Councilfor Educational Awards (Nceay. The HEA
has two main functions, firstly, to advise the State on the development of the higher
education sector (eg- the building ofnew universities etc.) and, secondly, 1O
administrate funding (except for student grants but including, for instance, funding
under the SOCRATES system). However, theHE A does not have a say inthe
validation of courses or the award of third lewel galrficatias. Whi le universities
validate treir own courses and award their own gualificatias, the validation of courses
and award of qualifications for successful completion of degree and other courses inthe
non-university sector ofhigher education presently fall (with a few exceptionst) Into the
remitoftheNCEA. The 1995 White Paper on Education envisaged that irstitutes of
technology be "'brought within the remit of a reconstituted Higher Education Authority’
(InshDepartment of Educattion, 1995a: 34). However, this has not yet materialisd,
although working groups are supposed to be sstup shortlywith abriefto examine this

IsSLE.

5The majority of studies in these institutions will lead to the award of aCertificate or aD iploma. In most
colleges, certain subjects can also be taken to degree level (B.A., B.Sc. and B.B.S).

6Among the exceptions are degree courses in the Dublin Institute of Technology which are awarded by
the University of Dublin and some other qualifications awarded by the Institute itself (cf. Irish
Department of Education, 1996a: 24).
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3.1.3 A BriefIntroduction to Third Level Entry Requirements - the Points System”

The Leaving Certificate Examination at the end of the senior cycle consists oftwo
strads, a so-calledHigher Level and an Ordinary Level . As can be seen intable 3.1, dl
examination results are allocated specific grades, each grade representing a percerntage
range ofmarks.

Table 3.18

Percentage Range Grade
90-100 Al
85-89 A2
80-84 Bl
75-79 B2
70-74 B3
65-69 Cl
60-64 C2
55-59 C3
50-54 D1
45-49 D2
40-44 D3
25-39 E
10-24 F
0-9 No grade

source: The Irish Times, January 21, 1997

In order 1o gain entry into third lewel education, students must apply to the Central
Applications Office (CAO), submitting a listof thelr preferred third level courses. For
the purpose of discrimination between individual studert performance and inorder to
guararttee an equal treatment of all gplicants, the reaults which students achieve In treir
Leaving Certificate examinations are converted Into points, as illustrated in the 1997
points scheme intable 3.2. Performance ina student™s sixbest subjects is taken Into
account when calaulating the total number of points.

7The points system was introduced in 1971 by Dr Tom Murphy, Dean of the Faculty of Medicine in
UCD, who considered it to be the fairest system after free secondary education had been introduced in all
Irish secondary schools in 1967.

8This is the common points system which does not take into account bonus points which some
institutions give for certain subjects. The system with its present gradings was introduced in 1992.
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Table 3.2

Leaving Certificate Number ofpoints
Grade

Higher Paper Ordinary Higher Maths

Paper

Al 100 60 140
A2 90 50 125
Bl 85 45 115
B2 80 40 105
B3 75 3% 9%
Cl 10 Rl 85
C2 65 %5 75
C3 60 20 65
DL 55 15
D2 50 10
D3 45 5

source: The Irish Times, January 6, 1998

According totheNC C A publication The 1994 Leaving Certificate Examination: A
Review ofResults, an increasing number of students aim to sitthe Higher Level paper,
although there s considerable inter—subject variation (National Council for Curriculum
and Assessment, 1995a: 8). The reasons for this gereral increase are obvious: even
average performances on the Higher level paper secure a higher number of points than a
very good performance on the Ordinary Level paper (for example, aC2 inaHigher
Paper yields 5more points thanan A1 inthe Ordinary paper). Since the points system
is demand-driven, the number ofpoints required to gain access 1o a particullar course
undergoes constant fluctuation, depending on the number of gplicantswho on their
CAO form expressed an interest in this course and on their subsequent performance In
the Leaving Certificate examination9. In addition to the points system, the National
University of Ireland (NUD), untal 1992, offered the so-called Matriculation examination

91In 1997, the average number of points needed to getinto aDCU course with alanguage element was
around 420.
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as aminimum university entrance examination for aliNU 1 colllegeslO.

The points system has been severely aiticissdby many (including educational advisers,
teaders, parents and students themselves) as putting an inordinate degree of pressure on
learmers. Educational advisers and teadhers in particular have been attical of the almost
exclusive focus on exams (i.e. the product-driven approach to leaming and teaching)
which amaximum attainment of points in these examinations has forced on teaching
practices in Irish secondary schools.

In iits consulltative paper entitledASsessment & Certification in the Senior Cycle -Issues
and Directions, theNCCA states that "[ijncressingly over the past two decades, the
[Leaving Cartaficate] examination has come to be regarded less as a test of achievement
and more as ameans of discriminating between students for the purposes of selection
for and allocation of places in higher education™ (National Council for Curricullum and
Assessment, 1994: 15). While recognising *‘the important role of the Leaving
Certificate as a selectionmechanism' (ibid: 16), the organisation quotes from one of its
previous publications (The 1991 Leaving Certificate Examination: A Review ofResults),
stating that "'[examinations designed mainly for selection purposes tend to be less
concerned with documenting What the candidates know or can do, and more concerned
with the problem of discriminating relisbly between candidates of different ebility
leels' (1994: 15, my italis). Whille theNCCA, by their own admission, are primarily
concerned with the needs of studerits who *‘complete thelr formal education at the end of
second-level schooling™ (ibid: 15), italso points out that *Tijt is important for students
that the Leaving Gertificate should provide a ladder of progression to further and higher
education’ (ibid: 16). The NCCA thus atticisss the fect that this "ladtey™ at the moment
ismerely based on statistical values: knowledge or s<lls not tested iIn the narrow
framework of the terminal examinations are of subordinate, fany Importance.

This point underlines an argument which was raised by many secondary teadhers inthe
course of the research to be preserted in Chapter Four. These teadhers insistad that the

DThe exam was perceived to be more difficult than the Leaving Certificate exam and was primarily
geared towards more academically minded students. For modem languages this exam consisted of a
language paper with a translation and a comprehension component but no literature question. 1fthe mark
achieved in this exam was higher than the Leaving Certificate German result, the points for this exam
were carried forward; if the exam was failed but the Leaving Certificate had been passed, the student
could still getinto the course. Students could also ‘buy the matriculation': if their Leaving Certificate
result was of a sufficient standard then they were able to obtain this entrance examination by merely
registering for it without actually having to sit the examination.
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majority of learmers saw the primary purpose of second level education as being taught
and prepared in such away thatwill allow them to achieve the highest possible score in
the Leaving Certificate examination. And itwas suggested tret, inmany instances,
second level education isnot so much apllace of learming but a place where students are
taught how tomaster exams. As such, Leaving Certificate resultswould appear to say
more about a leamer™s abillity to performwell in an examination than about absolute
knowledge lewels or performance abilityll. The points race thus clearly takes away the
emphasis from the process orietation of learming and tums itino an approach that is
almost exclusively results-driven.  Al'though the introduction of the 1995 senior cycle
syllabus was to be an attempt to place increased emphasis on a process-driven approach,
therewould appear to be little chance of a radical shift in practices unless third level
entry requirements change ﬁrst12 .

Another indication of the strong exam focus and the significance of achievingmax imum
points isthe annual publication inone of the natianal newspapers of an "Exambrief for
both the Junior and the Leaving Cartificate, compi led by the Institute for Education.
The briefcomprises precise guidelines as regards topics likely to come up Inthe exam,
the recommended amount of time to be spert on each exam part aswell as a listof "dos
and dn"ts" -all inall very useful guidelines indeed which students would do well to
remember. However, isvery appearance must be considered as yet another sign of the
owverriding importance ofexam results, alongside with, t name another example, the
fact that role-plays and picture sequences are known to students before they go into the
oral Leaving Certificate exam. The latter inftdative is undertaken at lesst partly to
enable students to soore as highly as possible.

An example of the inadequacy of the points system as a relicble third leel entry
indicator can be witnessed inthe various language combinations on DCU degrees:
traditicral ly studentts combining French and German intheir degrees have needed
higher entry points than those with Spanish and German because the demand for the

T Teachers at second level also reported that most students who scored a very high number of points in
the German Leaving Certificate examination do not go on to study the language at third level but use
those points in order to get into highly sought-after courses such as medicine or law.

PIn view of what has become known as thep0int5 race, the well-meant reminder by The Irish Times that
"“the average Leaving Cert result is around 245 points" and that "[o]nly some 10 per cent of Leaving Cert
candidates exceed 400 points"” (1995: 4) would appear to offer little comfort to those who do not find
themselves included in the top bracket.
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former combination ishigher. However, most lecturerswould agree that the latter is the
more demanding ofthe conbinations. So, rfwe accept the premise that higher points
equal higher ability, motivation, knowledge and proficiency leels, strictly speaking,
students should need higher,not lower points to enter courses with the Spanish/German
corbination.

Finding a solution to the many problems arising out of the points systemwill be amost
challenging task for the conmission which was setup by the Minister for Education and
Science inOctober 1997 and whose brief it isto review the system. Some universities
have considered establishing an entrance test of their own because they do not believe
that the points scored in the Leaving Certificate are an adequate indication of the
stuents® level of attainmentd3. Others use interviens to identify surteble candidates4.
Both measures etail their own diffiaukties which will not be discussed furtherwithin
the framework of this ttesis.

BBOne university, NUI Cork temporarily introduced such a test.
MFor example, NUI Maynooth.



3.2 Language Policy in Ireland
3.2.1 Primary Level

In 1993, theN C C A published the discussion paper CUlture and Communication -
Foreign Languages in the Primary School Curriculum (uational Council for
Curriculum and Assessrent, 1993). This paper discusses in some detail aims and
objectives of such a scheme, gperational Issues and a development strategy for a pilot
project. The aims and dojectives at the centre of the discussion are very similar to those
introduced inthe 1995 Leaving Certificate syllabus 1o be discussed in Section 3.5.3
below, and include course dbjectives such as language awareness, aultural anareness
and gereral conmunicative competence. InOctober 1997, itwas announced by the
Minister for Education and Science that the European Commission had approved
funding to the sum of £ 1.5 million for apilotproject. The two-year scheme got under
way in September 1998 when one of the four main European languages currently taught
in Irish secondary schools -French, German, Spanish and Halian-was introduced to
fifth and sixthyear classes in 270 primary schools nationwide, providing them with 1.5
comtact hours perweek. German is aurrently taught in 67 of these sdhools.
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3.2.2 Second Level

According to Ruane (1990), modem languages (other than the native languages of Irish
and BEglish), are not included inthe listof compulsory second level school abjects.
However, most schools offer at lesst one foreign language (Ruane, 1990: 5).

As regards the range of languages taught in Irish secondary sdools, French, due to
historic links between lreland and France, has traditionally been the predominant L2 in
Irishsecond level institutias -German, Spanish and Halian are usually taught as L3 or
L4. The situation changed somewhat inthe course of the 1980s when, for reasons to be
discussed under 3.3 below, a concerted effort to diversify was made. Far-reaching
recommendations formodem language teaching on a aurricular level were made in 1987
in a report published by the Board of Studies under the auspices of the predecessor of
theNCCA, the Curriculum and Examination Board (CEB)15. Many ofthe suggestions
made inthis reportwere incorporated into the 1995 Leaving Cartificate syllabus to be
discussed below, including the attenpt 1o strike a balance between product-oriented and
process-oriented language learming (Curriculum and Examination Board, 1987: 38).
However, some of the report™s considerations went much furtter. For instance, on the
isse ofIanguage dWareness the report advocates a cross-curricullar approach to
fostering language anareness, to include English and Irish, and suggests that a
Language Awareness course could be time-tablled as a subject in itsown right (ibid: 47).
Recommendations for aSch0ol language policy include, among other aspects, the calll
for guidelines in the fol lowing two aress:

1 "'‘guidelines for a co-ordinated approach t language ineducation. Thiswould aim to
srsitieal| t2AChErs o tre role of language in leaming and cause them to reflect on
their own use and on the learmer™s use of language in the classroom™ (ibid: 48, my
alics).

2. "'guidelines for time-tabling (e.g- need for daily classes in all languages; Importance
of contiinuity in language leaming; positive discrimination of lesswidely taught
languages)™ (ibid: 49).

BTwo years prior to the publication of this report, the CEB had proposed in a consultative document a
core curricular framework for second level in which modem languages were not even mentioned (cf.
Ruane, 1990: 11).
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While not making detailed suggestions as regards forms of assessment, the report
suggests that these might: include CONtINUOUS assessment and learner self-assessment
@ibid: 5116

Modem languages taught in Irish second level schools now include Dutch, Portugese
andModem Greek.

3.2.3 ThirdLevel

Due to the aurriaular diversification of third level institutions there Isno common
language policy. Framework elements of university degree courses for firstyear
German language students will be briefly discussed in Chapter Six.

The next section focuses at the development ofmodem languages, and in particular
German, iInthe Irish education system.

BBAccording to official sources, teachers are opposed to continuous assessment for two reasons: they
resent the concept of being asked to do additional work without extra payment and they also anticipate
accusations of bias.



3.3 The History of German as a Subject in Irish Second Level Institutions

3.3.1 The Pre-1983 Syllabi for Modern Languages

Both the pre-1983 Intermediate Certificate and theLeaving Certificate sytabi were
shared by allmodem languages -French, German, Spanish and Halian.

The Intermediate Certificate syttabus read as follas:

""The main aims of the teaching should be to enable the pwpils (@) to understand the
target language as spoken by an educated rative, (©) to develop accuracy and fluency in
oral eqoression, (©) to read at sightwith agood grasp of the meaning, passages ofa
reasonable standard of diffiaulty, (d) to translate passages of a standard similar to that
mentioned under (©) Into erther Irish or Bglish, (€) to acquire competence INnwriting @)
easy free conposition and (i) easy prose from dictation.

Itisrecommended that the target language should be approached through a course based
on an up-to-date language leaming method, and that the teacher should have been
trained inModem Language teaching tedmiques, Exercises inthe sounds and
intonaition of the target language together with conversation practice should be a regular
Teature of classroom actavity.

The pupils should gradual ly be made acquainted with the life and culture of the people
whose language they are leamirg.

The Examination syllabuswill casist of:

@Free composition (edent: 180 words) [.]

G Comprehension Tests', These will be based on passages ofboth prose and poetry
[---]- Questions on the content of the passages will be inthe target language (answering
to be through the same medium). [.-]

aiDTransIation at sight'. Unprescriibed prose passage(s) for translation into Irishor
English. [...]

@) Grammar. Functional grammar (tobe tested in structural ercises).

[..]"

(IrishDepartment of Education, 1979: 85-86)
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The Leaving Certificate syllaous read as folloss:

" [---] The aims of the teaching Sall be the same as those outlined inthe preamble to the
Intermediate Gertificate Syllabus, but a higher level of proficiency will be required, and
candidates taking the Higher Level paper will be expected to have acquired competence
in trarslation into the target language. Al candidates should be encouraged to read
widely fronmodem works inthe language they are studying.

[-]

Higher Level Examination'. [.J

The written testswilll consist of:

1 Free composition of about 200 words. Three composition topicswill be sst. Some
guidance will be provided.

2. Translation of a short passage of unprescribed Irish or English prose, simple in style
and vocabulary, into the target language.

3. Comprehension test: This will be based on a passage (or passages) of prescribed
prose. Questions on the content and cortext of the passage(s) will be in the target
language and will be answered inthe same language.

4. Translation at sight. Unprescribed prose passage [--.] for trarslation into Irishor
English™ (ibid: 152/153).

As isobvious from the above quotations the pre-1983 syllebi, inboth teaching and
examination, were characterised by the grammar—translation methodology with some
oral and aural elements inthe teaching, but not in the examination syllaous.
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3.3.2 Thepre-1983 Status of German

Languages other than Greek or Latin did not become firmly established iInthe Irish
education system uttil the start of the nineteenth century (Ruane, 1990). Religious
orders played an instrurental role in the irstitutioal establishment ofmodem
languages by Incorporating them into the school auriaula. French was the predominant
language with only a small minority of learmers engaging inGerman, Spanish and
alian. Ruane points out that "'German was valued for the avenue itopened up to the
widely influmtial academic and scientific research being undertaken by German
scholars inthe 19th century [-..]" (1990: 8). After Irish independence in 1922, the Irish
language soon became a compulsory subject in both the Intermediate and Leaving
Cartificate examinations, thus sidelining othrermodem languages. Simultaneously,
Latin began to play amajor rolewhich lasted utal the late 1950s.  Since its fate was
closely linked to the status itheld within the Catholic Church, the demise of Latinwas
unstoppable when changes began tomake themselves felt inthe Church inthe early
1960s. In 1974, Latinwas firally removed as a requirement for an NU I Matriculation in
the Arts Faculty. This move was to have amajor impact on the uptake ofmodem
languages with French being the main benefactor. The number of students opting for
German, together with those opting for Spanish and Halian, fluctuated somewhat, rising
from0.2% in 1960 to 7.3 % iIn 1977, only to decrease againt© 6.8 % 1n 1980. During
the same period the popullarity of French rose steedily from41.2% to 64 % (Ruane,
1990: 9.

When, forreasonswhichwill be explored below, inthemid -1980s the demand for
German began to soar on an unprecedented scale therewere anumber of factorswhich
seriously hampered the uptake ofFGerman atsecond leel. The firstdostacle was the
statis of German within the school system: thus, iftherewas only one language offered
at school leel, itwas usually French which, contrary to official regulations, was often
awarded the status of core suoject17 - As a survey conducted in the 1980s by the German
Teachers™ Association (Gesellschaft der Deutschlehrer Irlads, GDI) revealed, German
was often introduced as a second year gotion, along with the other languages and highly

popullar subjects such as Commerce, Home Economics and Science. Furthermore,

I7Ruane points out that all languages are supposed to have optional status (1990: 14).
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German was inmany cases taught indouble or even treble periods which ultinately
meant less progress could be made inthis sbject18 -

A second problem manifesting rt=elfconcerned the examinations: the same level of
achievement was expected In languages which were taken up Insecond year (or later) as
was expected inthe core language (usually French). A connected problem emerged
wi'th regard to the grade of difficulty of exam papers inthe various languages. Although
allmodem languages shared the same curricullar requirements and syllaous, therewas a
clear disaarity of standards in that the other language papers were more difficult than the
French peper. Leaving Certificate exams in German were generally judged to be ofan
excessively high standard and German was therefore general ly perceived as a diffiault
sbject. Inview of the choice limitatios dictated by the university entrance system,
therewas considerable parertal pressure on their sons and daughters to go for the “safe
gotions” and to choose subjects which offered a better chance ofyielding higher points.
As aconseguence, therewas a sharp declire inthe number of schools offering German,
from 190 schools in 1979 to 166 in 1984, sending alarm kells ringing with all those who
had a vested interest in the survival of German on the school curriculum.

A third exacerbating factorwas the economic climate inthe 1980s. Due to the
considerable national debt incurred inthe late 1970s and early 1980s, fisal rectitude
was the order of the day and, as a reallt, sizegble cutbacks were made in the educational
sctor. An embargo on public service recrurtment was introduced, and from about 1982
onwards therewas a drastic deterioration of the pupil/teacher ratio. As a conseguence,
most schools had 5 or 6 teadhers over the quotawhich meant that no new positionswere
created for the next few years. Thus, unless therewas someone on the staffwho could
teach German mtwas not possible to introduce German in any given school.

The Inspectorate at the Department of Education was also severely uderstaffed: while
there were two French ingpectors, therewere none for German or Halian. An inspector
for German was not appointed untal 1984.

BAlthough these circumstances would presumably be described as almost idyllic by those who taught
German during their lunch break or after school.
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3.3.3 Determining Factors in the Take-up of German

The folloving would appear to have been the developments at the core of the changed
fortunes of German in Ireland in the course of the 1980s:

1 Qurricular changes

In the 1970s, the Council ofEurope launched amajor European-wide campaign (cf. Van
x*s Threshold |€V€|, 197519) inorder to promote language proficiency, stressing the
need for effective communicative sdlls aswell as the consideration of individual learmer
needs. In Irelad, the call for a change in language policy was heeded when in 1983
syllabus committees convened for the purpose of drawing up new “caomunicative®
syllabi for both the then Intemediate Cartificate and the Leaving Certificate, tobe
examined from 1985 owards. These syllebi were to include an aural element and from
1986 onwards an oral element . lwas hoped that this stepwould, inpartiaular,
promote languages other than French and, inthe case ofGerman, that itwould have a
Tavourable impact on the negative perception of German.

2. A campaign of consciousness-raising

In 1982, tre National Modern Languages Convention brought together teachers of the
drfferaitmodem languages taught in lreland in order to discuss ways of enhancing the
status of all languages. On the German teaders” sick, the German Teachers®
Association GD 1 was partiaularly conmitted and ective. They received strong support
from the Goethe Institute and third level institutias, aswell as (from 1984 onwards)
from the Inspector of German. The GDI in particular worked very hard to counter the
perception of German as a difficult subject at a time when grammar-translationwas sill
themainmode ofteaching and examining. The organisation had various meetings with
the Minister for Education and sustained a campaign of pressure on politicians and

public gpinion.

BThe 1975 version was revised and extended by Van Ek and Trim in 1990.

2DAlthough the pre-1983 examinations included the option of an oral element in both the then
Intermediate Certificate and the Leaving Certificate (cf. Irish Department of Education, 1979: 86 and
152/3), this option was very rarely exercised. Since it was administered, without remuneration, by the
pupils' own teacher, the unions eventually banned participation.
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In 1983, theRoyal IrishAcademy"s National Commissionfor the Teaching ofModern
Continental Languages publiished a reportwhiich considered the dbstacles to a
dnersificationofmodem languages in lreland and outlined paths towards possible
solutias. The paper called far:

= an inspectorate In each language

= equitability of examination standards

= provision of time-tabling assistance to schools

The post of Inspector for German was filled inNovember 1984. InOctober 1984, a
aultural agreement was signed with the Federal Republic of Germany, providing fora
Language Adviser who was to be established from 1985 onwards in the Department of
Education and who was towork hand inhand with the Inspector for German. Ina
related move, the Head ofthe Pedagogical Service at the "Pédagogischer
Austauschdienst (P-A-D.)" vasited Ireland inApril 1985 and offered 20 language course
places for secondary school pupilswith German as of 1986, with an addrtional 20 more
from 1988 orwards. In 1992, a second Inspector for German was gppointed.

3. Career prospects
These must be considered as possibly the single strongest motivating force behind the

dramatic take-up of German. The argument in favour of leaming German was made
agpinst abackground ofmassive youth unemployment which made job prospects on the
relatively successful German labour market seem very attractive indeed, to both students
and their parents.

In October 1984, anumber ofDublin-based third level colleges organised a conference
with the titke German in Ireland - The Challenge ofBusiness and Technology - The
Response ofEducation. rebrought together members From the busiiness comunity,
Germanists and experts in the area of Language for Specific Purposes (LSP), with the
purpose of drawing attention towhat was considered by many as a highly unsatisfactory
situation inthe Irish educational system?l. As became apparent at that corference, the
then Confederation of Irish Industries (Cl)2was preparing for amajor expansion of
their exports onto the German market. Acutely aware ofthemodem language

21 Cf. Broderick et al., 1991: 1-4.
2 Now Irish Business and Employers Confederation, 1BEC.
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shortcomings at second leel, the industry urged educational bodies 1o take immediate
acaon. The Cl1 rtselfcommissioned a survey on language needs intheworkplace in
Ireland23 which was carried out by Professor Konrad Schroder from Augsburg
University. The Goethe Irstitute played an instrumental role in supporting the
requirements which were established by the report. The rationale behind the publication
ofthe survey was tomake the German component of third level courses inMarketing,
Business and Technology as relevant as possible to the needs of Irish business and
industry. 767 firms were approached, 248 ofwhich replied. Results revealed that to
54% ofbusinesses, German was themost important language. 26% ofbusinesses
expressed a need for staffwith French language skilllsand amere 1% stated an inteyest
in Spanish language skills (Schroder, 1991: 10-15).

The reportwas launched inMarch 1988 inthe Allied IrishBanks™ (AIB) head office in
the presence of the Minister of Educatiion, the Minister of Trade and Commerce, the
Director General of the Cl1 and the President of the German- IrishChamber of
Commerce and Industry, all ofwhom confirmed that there now was avery clear and
cogent argument for the teaching of German inawide variety of Irish educational

insttutaas.

ZBThe survey was commissioned together with the Association of Lecturers of German and the German-
Irish Chamber of Industry and Commerce.



3.3.4 Making German Available on a Wider Scale/The Spread of German

An examination ofthe circunstances and reasons ofhow, Inview ofamost adverse
economic situatian, German was taken up on an unprecedented scale inthe late 1980s,
reveals that amajor driving force was the girit of co-operation between all those witth
an interest inthe teaching of German in lreland - alert for quite diverse reesons. The
co-operation between second level teachers of German, and above dl, thelr
representative body, the GDI, the Goethe Institute, third level lecturers, the Department
of Education, inthe form of the Minister for Education, the Inspector and the Language
Adviser, the German-lIrish Chamber of Industry and Commerce, the then Cll and the
German Embassy all worked together inamost determined manner. Examples for this
co-operation are the formation in 1987 ofan LSP group under the auspices of the
Goethe Institute with aview to developing materials and discussing methodollogical
approaches for the newly stated need of supplying Irish businesses with graduates who
possessed the foreign language skills necessary to cope in acommercial or sciettafic
environment24. Third level institutias folloved surtby diversifying thelr tradrtiaeal
language degrees and combining languages with gptions such as
Marketing/Commerce/Business studies, Computer Science, European Studies, Applied
Sciences and Law (df- Broderick etd., 1991: 2/3). Inorder to raise the gereral
awareness of the significance of leaming German, the Goethe Institute made available to
all second level schools a viideo wirth accompanyiing brochures ¢*What about learning
German?") whiich had been developed witth the hellp of Irish teachers and lecturers of
German. The video clearly spelled out the urgent need to introduce German inmo Irish
second level institutias in order to improve career prospects for Irish studets. Due to
the problems outlined under 3.3.2 (time-tabling difficuktdes, competing options efc.),
diversification at second lewvel proved to be amost challenging task indeed. However,
the main dostacle remained the abovementioned ban on the creation ofnew posts, due
educational cutbacks. With achange of government in 1987, the new Minister for

Education asked the NCC A to convene a seminar onmodem languages which included

2AThis group was formed by the Goethe Institute, the Association of Lecturers of German and others,
notably lecturers who had come to Ireland under the auspices of the German Academic Exchange Service
(Deutscher Akademischer Auslandsdienst - DAAD).
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representatives from educational and aultural institutes aswell as industry. The
subsequent report strongly emphasised the need for a greater stress on language leaming
and diversification.

As arelt, in 1988 the Department of Education conducted a survey of second level
schools ("Tramliing through schools™, of. The ITish TImes, June 21, 1988) o establish o
what extent qualified teachers ofmodem languages were uder-utilised. Ktemerged that
almost all teachers qualified to teach German were already doing so. So inorder to
releese schools from the quota bind, the Minister grarted a derogation from the quota by
introducing a part-time hour scheme in schools Intending to introduce German.
Arrangements were made for senior cycle studentswho wished to take up a language at
ab infao level but were not in aposition o take a Leaving Certificate course: from 1989
onwards these students were granted permission to sitthe junior leel exam (cf. Varilly,
1991: 6). The extrahours grarnted by the Department lasted il 1994. The above
measures ensured a dramatic rise inthe demand for German, as isevident from the
Tigures intablle 3.3 below: the number of schools offering German inthe junior cycle
rose by almost 100 between 1987 and 1988, whi le the number ofpupils who took up
German at second level increased by more than 12,000 in 1988 and by another 42,000
between 1988 and 1991. The percentage of students sittirg the Leaving Certificate
Gemian examination reached itshighest level so far in 1994 when 20% sat the exam;
since then numbers have been falling slightly.

However, even with one adninistrative hurdle overcome, another one stall needed to be
tackled, namely that of adequate teacher supplly tomeet the burgeoning demand. Again,
the Goethe Instatute could be reliedupon for help: anumber of scholarships in Germany
were introduced for those teachers who had done German at some stage in their past and
were now to take on the task of teaching ab Initio German to students at their sdools. It
was envisaged that these teachers would teach the first few years to get Gemian offthe
ground and then qualified teachers would take over for the Leaving Certificate —an ad
hoc solution. For those who could not go abroad, a one-week coursewas held In
Killamey inthe South West of Irelad. The Department of Education®™s INSET budget
for German was also substantially increased (and to a far greater extent than that of
other languages) inorder to provide an in-service response.
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Table 3.3

Anzahl de_r o ) . - schiter i Leaving % Eier Sch[_]ler,
Scrutjanr SNt Doyt Lormerde fn - Gesants SSUIETi  core. Souler in (4% LR
unterricht Fach Deutsch ablegen
1983/84 A keine keine Angaben keine Angaben 1660 keine Angaben
ngaben
1984/85 166 15818 keine Angaben 1701 keine Angaben
1985/86 179 17117 315083 1969 3,74
1986/87 204 20685 316065 2250 4,54
1987/88 230 27396 316336 2377 4,67
1988/89 330 39932 316021 2700 5,13
1989/90 411 54364 313037 3323 6,08
1990/91 450 673360 321456 4437 7,21
1991/92 457 82052 359292 5502 9,84
1992/93 532 90353 35860U 8142 14,23
1993/94 603 94196 keine Angaben 12174 20,00
1994/95 598 94463 371000 11741 18,00
1995/96 597 91787 369685 11500 17,00

source: Goethe Institute, 1908
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3.3.5 The Current Situation

Although numbers have been falling slightly since 1994, tomost outside obsenvers
German would appear to be firmly established as a subject inmany second level schools
by now. Listening to teadhers at in-service seminars such as the biannual GD 1 meetings,
however, reveals a diffaraitpicture. Many teachers fear that because of digpartties in
the implementation of the common modem languages sylldaus, notably inthe oral
examination procedures25 ,German isonce againbeing seen asmore demanding than the
other languages. Teachers have warned against another imminent decline unless steps
are taken to bring exam practioss in lire in all languages (as stipulated by the
harmonised sAlebr).

Inevitably, stock-taking and aitical evaluations have brought to the fore other
shortcomings which will need to be addressed ifthe tremendous effortmade by the
various parties inthe 1980s isto continue to pay off. Ridley etd. (1993), for instance,
are highly attical of the lack of resources made available by the state for coping witth
the burgeoning demand for German, one ofwhich isthe lack of adequately trained
teachers who are capable of carrying out the new curriaular tasks of the conmunicative
syllabs.

When asked to comment on these criticisrs, official sources point to the shoestring
budget on which educational establishments have tradrtionally been forced to goerate.
Thus, while the overwhelming sense of solidarity in 1980s managed to haul German out
of s obscure school comer, the sobering realisation has set in that even the most
laudablle - and sucoessful —ad hoc solutions run into difficulty unless they are, over time,
supported by consistent structural and finencial policies.

Another aspect which has fregquently been articisad regards the increasingly common
linkage between education and industry —-not just in lrelad. Krumrn (1992: 97) claims
that decisions on WhICh foreign languages are taught and leamt, and When, have alvays
been guided by economicolitical considerations rather than by language learming
theoriies, not just in the case ofGerman as aforeign language. He argues against a
purely utilitarian language policy, insisting that through its excessive emphasis leamers

SFor instance, in the oral part of the Leaving Certificate examination, students of French and Spanish are
not asked to perform the task of describing a picture sequence which is the part testing accuracy.
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lose out on ather vital aspects of foreign language leaming such as the development of
their own personal 1dentify and a aitical examination of theirown and otters™ aultural
depiction.  Similarly, Broderick etdl. alsowarn that *'[ejducation is, of course, about
more than providing a service to industry and commerce - it is concerned to help
learmers develop amalytical skills and personal autonomy as they acquire the knowledge
and s<llls important to their life in society - and the leaming of a language s an activity
whose human dimensions are paramount’™ (1991: D). But with reference to the
development of German in Irish second and third level irstitutios they maintain tret
"nevertheless, itseemed sansible to ensure that —where appropriate — language education
took cognisance of raal, not imagined, needs’™ (ibid). The 1995 Leaving Certificate
syllabus seeks 1o redress the balance between commercial ly-driven considerations and
other educational aspects by introducing a section on auttural awareness26 -

Another aspect of the current teaching situation at second level which arose out of the

developments inthe 1980s will be discussed in the next section .

ZDHowever, as will become obvious in Chapter Four, a sizeable percentage of teachers would appear not
to give much prominence to this section of the syllabus.



3.4 Some Aspects of Teacher Training and Teacher Qualification

Irishsecond level teaders™ qalifications general ly casist of aBachelor ofArts (B.A.)
degree and aHigher Diploma inEducation (HDip). Some 75% of those training to
become second level teachers attend one-year postgraduate (HDip) courses atone ofthe
universities; the remaining 25% go to teacher training col leges with a specialised
auriaular foauss, e.g. Art and Design or Home Economics (IrishDepartment of
Education, 1996a). Several Masters (M.A. and M.Phil.) courses which include foreign
language leaming and pedagogy are also on offer as ancther, cbviously gotioal,

possibi ity for further teacher education. Apart from the HDip courses, occasional in-
service seminars and courses are offered by the Goethe Irstitute, the Department of
Education and Scienoe27 ,and the German Teachers" Association. The latterholds
seminars and issues bulletins on abiannual basis aswell as organising regional group
meetings. The European Union also provides some services through the funding of
programmes such as SOCRATES, where unitssuchasLINGUA and COMENIUS are
geared, Inpartaular, towards assisting second level teachers in their efforts to keep up
or improve treir language sdallks.

However , the socaring demand for German teadhers from 1988 onwards soon exposed a
lack of surtably qualified teaders, a tendency which would appear to have lasted inmo
the present time.  According to the Department of Education and Science, amajor
difficulty in this respect is the fect tratwhile ithas some jurisdiction over Ui
s¢hools such as vocational, community and comprehensive schools, secondary schools -
which comprise the vast majority of schools at second level - are given a relatively free
rein in staffing policy matters. Rules for public schools stipulate et

1 All new positions inpublic schools must be advertised.

2. Teachers must have taken the subject they teach to degree leel.

3. Teachers must have a teaching qualification (the HDip) -

4. Teachers must have a qualification in Irish (e a rule the Ceardteasta3)28 ;

2Z7'In 1994, the area of in-services was taken over by the ‘In-career development unit’, an EU-funded unit
at the Department of Education.

BThis is a qualification awarded by the Department of Education, ‘Ceardteastas’ meaning "Trade
Certificate’. All Irish second level teachers are obliged to take an oral examination set by the Department
and until 1998 those wishing to teach in avocational school also had to take awritten examination.
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Secondary schools on the ather hand are privately owned and managed, and are not
obliged t advertise new positios. Inthese irstitudas, German ison what isknown as
the “open register” . SLbjects on this regiister can be taught by any teacherwith a B.A.
and aHDip galification. Inotherwords, German can be taughtby someone who has
no qualification inthat language. While this practice is considered deplorable and
untenablle by many in the educational field (above dl, by teadhers themselves), there
would appear 1o be no statutory ground for intenvention by the Department of Education
and Science. In other words, the Department has no power to dismiss teachers in these
sctors, regardless ofhow ill-gqalified they are. Only in the vocational sector does the
Department have any sanctionary power: here, "memorandum V 7° stipulates that
Inspection by the Department can lead to dismissals.

From the autset of the enorrmous increase Inthe demand for German, the need for in-
service training, inorder to avoid adrop In standards In the teaching of German has
been impressed on the Minister for Education (cf. GD1 Bulletin, 1933). This concem
was echoed by many inthe educational field (. Ruane, 1990: 12). In theirbriefing
session forprincipals and vice-principals before the introduction of the 1995 syllaaus,
Department of Education officials strogly recommended that inview of the increased
allocation of marks towards oral and the aural examination elements only teachers with
agood command of the spoken language should be appoirnted. However, the shoestring
budget on which educational irsttutias, including the Department of Education and
Science, are forced to gperate often put a stop to even fairly basic in-service
requirements. For instance, while in-service courses for teachers were conducted prior
to the introductiion of the 1995 sylldaus, the lack of funding has meant that these inrtial
Taniliarisation seminars were never followed up by a series of systematic
methodological training oourses30 - Inview of the lack of clear practical guidance, many
teachers are likely to adhere to teaching practice methods towhich they have grown
accustomed and which they, presumably, irsistwork as far as they are concermed.

D Subjects on the 'restricted register’ currently include Art, Home Economics, Religion, Sports and
Woodwork.

D The Goethe Institute is equally plagued by financial constraints, offering applicants for 1998
scholarships either courses in Ireland or abroad, but not both. Similarly, unlike in the past, LINGUA now
only offer one grant per teacher per language - once teachers have availed of a grant for a particular
language, they are no longer eligible for a second one in that same language.
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Another manifestation of the funding problem isthe fect tret, as arule, Irishteadhers
are expected 1o attend In-service courses intreirown time -very few, ifany, would
receive "time in lias” for attending seminars. Attendance at these seminars iscommonly
viewed as ameasure of a teader"s dedication to his/her job and is therefore given little
or no official recognition.
Whi le echoing the above critician regarding the lack of stateprovided insarvice,
Fischer and Schewe (forthcoming), intheir assessment of the status of German in
Irelad, also call for anumber of changes in the existing teacher training programmes at
Irishuniversities. Inpartiaular, they recommend increased co-operation between the
education and language departments ofuniversities engaging in teacher training to
ensure that teadhers receive the most up-to-date and relevant training. They also point
out that compared, for instanoe, with countries such as Germany the Irish teacher
training period of one year isquite dort. As Mitchell™s 1994 investigation in Britain
shows, concems regarding the adequacy of qualifications among foreign language
teachers are not confined  Irelad (@ Mitdell, 1994b).
In 1995, aWhite Paper on Education in Irelaxdwas launched containing a number of
pointswhich, ifaccepted and implemented, may have constituted a significat step
forward towards providing adequate in-service teacher training and ensuring quality
aotol. Part 111 of the Paper which outlined envisaged changes vis-a-vis the teaching
profession included the fol lowing provisions:
= "An induction year will be introduced for all first- and second-level teaders.
Successful completion of this year will be a pre-condition for registration as a
teader.
= A major programme ofin-service education for all teacrers [--Jwill address the
development needs of serving teachers to meet the major challenges and changes
which are proposed inthe White Paper.
[==-]
= A school-based scheme for the appraisal 0f teachers winl be introduced, in
consultationwith the concemed interests. Arrangements willl be put inplace for
dealing effectively with unsatisfactory teaders.



- A statutory Teaching Council will be established for the registration of alll teechers,
the regullation of the profession and the promotion ofprofessional standards’ (Irish
Department ofEducation, 1995a: 35, all bolds inorigiral).

When the Education Bill was put before the Inshparliament inDecember 1997, none of

these provisionswere included. Insteed, theNC C A has been asked "“from time to time

1o review the inservice training needs of teachers and to advise the Minister in relation

to those needs’ (IrishDepartment of Education and Science, 1997b: 29).

The next section looks at the grammar leaming requirements under the communicative

syllabi and the accompanying examination regulatios.



3.5 The German Syllabi and Examinations
Introduction

ITthe syllabi which succeeded grammar—translationwere supposed to usher inthe age of
the conmunicative approach and ftrue conmunicative competence could not be
achieved without grammatical competence (cf. Introduction to this thesis), what were
the guidelines provided under that syllabus as regards the teaching and examining of
grammar?

There now follows an examination of the three syllabi which are of relevance to the
teaching and examining ofGerman in Irish second lewel irstitutias. Section 3.5.1
looks atthe Intermediate/Junior Certificate syllabus, Section 3.5.2 at the 1983 Leaving
Cartificate syllabus and Section 3.5.3 at the 1995 Leaving Certificate syllabus.
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3.5.1 The 1983 Intermediate Certificate/Junior Certificate Syllabus

The 1983 Intermediiate Certificate German syllabus (which, intreRUIES and
Programmefor Secondary Schools 1987/88 to 1996/97, ispresented in conjunction with
thet for French, of. IrishDepartment of Education, 1996b: 49-76) isa detailed taCNING
syllabus which lists the productive and receptive skills needed to meet certain (listed)
communicative tasks at ttat leel. A listof linguistic exponents is included “merely t©
provide a few immediate reference points for the syllabus user, and are not intended as
any kind of definitive statement about the linguistic knowledge a learmerwould need in
order to perform particular productive tasks” (ibid: 50). The only reference towritten
examination requirements inthis document is the staterent that the listof exponents 'is
not aprescriptive list for setters of the [..] examination" who *‘are not restricted to the
It [-..]" (ibid: 49, i&lics inorigirel). The most reliable indication as towhat isrequired
in the examination has therefore traditicnal ly been given in the examination papers
themselves. Exam papers are widely available inbookshops and, according to findings
presented in Chapters Five and Eigit, are commonly used as teaching materials in
sdools.

In 1992, the Intermediate Certificate which was examined atone level only was divided
into two levels and was renamed “Junior Gartificate™. The 1983 syllaous as such was not
revised, even though at the time there were movements withinthe NCCA to introduce
elements such as Language Awareness into the sylladous. Recommendations for

revisions were drafted by the course committee but were never published.
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3.5.2 The 1983 Leaving Certificate Syllabus

Unlike the Intermediate/Jdunior Certificate which lacks exlicit reference towritten
examination requirerents, the Xaminations for the Leaving Certificate were the focal
point for change in 1983, a change which was accompanied by a standardisation of the
marking system for allmodem languages. The only (teaching and examination)
syIIabus availablewas that for German; the other languages merely offered sample
papers. The syllabus was firstexamined in 1985.

According to the 1983 syllaous for senior cycle German, the aims ofteaching were as
follons:

(1) o enable students to use German as amed ium of oral and written communication
insice and outside the classroom;

@) to give pwils a attal avareness ofhow meaning isorganized and mediated
through the forms and stimctures of German'* (IrishDepartment of Education, 1996b:
113).

Wi'th regard to examinations, the document lists the three exam types, ie. the listening
comprehension, thewritten paper and the oral examination. No reference ismade asto
the expected level of grammatical accuracy in the oral examination which was
introduced in 1986. Since the questions in the listening comprehension were tobe
answered inEnglish, therewill be no further discussion of this part of the examination.
In the wrirtten paper, on the other hand, candidates are required *'to demonstrate their
grasp of themeaningful organization of the forms and stmctures of German™ (ibid: 113).
This statement is fol lonved by an autline of the functional-notional skillls as required by
"'the revised examinations™ (abid).

As regards the precise role grammar has to play, the syllabus states that

"[ejffacient communication, ofcourse, depends on correct use of stictures.  Students
should be able to cope receptively and productively with the functions of

-verps and tenses

-nouns, pronouns, articles and cases

- adjectives, declension and comparison

—prepositions and cases

- conjunctions.
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Students should be trained in the correct use of orthography, punctuation and word order
and be aware of differentiatios of register’” (ibid: 114).

The third part of this short document states, with regard to the examination ofthe
Higher leel written paper, thet:

""The written examination will consist of:

1 Comprehension

[--]] questions will be in Irishand inEnglish, and candidates will be required to answer
in Irnishor inEnglish3l.

2. Letter-writing

Candidates will be required to write apiece of continuous German [...Jwhich responds
o aGerman text (e.g- another ketter, and advertisement) [...]- Candidates will be
expected tomake max imum use of the German textprovided and to observe the
rhetorical and orthographic conventions of letter-writing in German.

3. Elaboration of notes

Candidates willl be required to write a piece of continuous German [...] on the basis of
German notes supplied on the examination paper. The topic willl be within the possible
experience of candidates [.-}-

4. Compositional exercise

Candidates will be required to demonstrate their grasp of the meaningful organization of
the forms and structures of German by lirking a series of German sentences into a
paragraph of continuous discourse. This exercise will require candidates to handle a
variety of syntactic transformations and to supply appropriate connectors™ (ibid: 115).

The allocation ofmarks for the individual exam parts was as folloas:

Wrritten paper: 280 marks (=70% of the overall exam marks)
Aural and oral: 60 marks each (= 15% each of the overall exam
marks)32.

3l Included in this part of the examination is a cloze-type text testing grammatical knowledge.

2 At briefing sessions for the 1995 syllabus for principals and vice-principals in November and
December 1994, the Department of Education informed those present that the allocation of marks for the
examination of the 1983 syllabus had been an interim arrangement put in place to allow teachers to
""come to terms with the demands of the new aural and oral tests" and that "[t]he revised allocation
reflects more accurately the relative importance of the four language skills for young Europeans of the
21st century" (Irish Department of Education, 1994: 3).
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The oral examination consisted of

a. gereral questions
b. a roleplay (testing fluency)
C. a picture sequence (testing aocura(,y)33 .

On aauriallar leel, there isthus no evidence that attention to grammatical accuracy
had been abandoned inthe new communicative syllaous. The need t attend to it

was, however, not spelled out as clearly as an exam ariiterion as had been the case inthe
previous syllabus3. Grammar-translation with its inplicit evaluation aiteriahad been
replaced by an approach the interpretation ofwhich caused considerable confusion
among practitiaers: how was one to marry grammar with the concept of
communicativity on apractical leel? How and towhat externtwas grammar to be
taught? After al, two new elements, an aural and an aral, had been introduced and
needed to be attended to. The added emphasis on the lattermust have placed
considerable demands on many teachers whose own oral competence may have been
somewhat rnusty, as there had been littleneed for a demonstration of that il under the
gramar-translation approach. Thus the task of preparing students for an oral and an
aural exam element while at the same time having t "cover the grammar”™ and to practise
the sills of reading and writing - and all this against a background of less than ideal
ciraunstances, aswill become evident iIn Chapter Four -must have been amost
daunting, ot overwhelming task to many teachers indeed.

A ocertain degree of guidance regarding more pecific examination requirements was
provided inthe NOtes for Teachers in connection with the revised syllabuses in Leaving
Certificate Germanfor examination in 1985 and after . irishDepartment of
Education, 1983). As regards the importance placed on grammatical competence inthe
preparation for Higher level examinations and in the examinations themnselves, the notes
state the folloving:

BCf. Gesellschaft der Deutschlehrer Irlands, 1988: 44.

3AThe only indication as to the expected level of competence under the 1983 syllabus is the following
note which was to be found in 0NE€ but not all of the versions of the syllabus under ‘Form of Examination':
"For the tests of productive German a knowledge of the vocabulary and grammatical structures of the
Zertifikat Deutsch als Fremdsprache will be required” (date of publication unknown).
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1. Comprehension

[-]

For this exarcise, as for the entire examination, students shoulld be encouraged inthe
sdills of reading comprehension, combining a grasp of the essatials of a textwith an
understanding o fthe basic structures of German grammar adequate to treir task. [..J*
(ibid: 3, my alis).

2. Letter-writing

[--] This task tests:

1) the correct use of register (DuW/Sie) including the correct lay-out and format of a ketter-
[.]

V) correct spelling and syntax* (ibid: 4).

"3. Elaboration of notes

[--] It tests the use of the appropriate structures, vocabulary and register. [-..]" (ibid: 5).
4. Compositional exercises

To understand the purpose of a granmatical/compositional exercise in a syllabus whose
clear emphasis son the comunicative, two kinds of reflection are necessary. Airst
that the grammatical structures will, of course, remain an integral part of the teaching of
the language and willl be tested as such.  Secondly, because of the focus on grammatical
items in section 4 of the paper, the marking system gpplied to the productive sections of
the written examination (sections 2 & 3) il be positivelyweighted towards [ewarding
positive achievement in German and treat matters ofaccuracy in grammar as only a
partial aspect ofthe performance” Giic: 6, my italics). Thus, while the teaching
syllabus was wide open to interpretation interms of grammatical requirements, teachers
were informed inthe accompanying notes that there were certain exam questions In
which accuracy was "but one of several atteriaset up for the assessment of effective
[-Jwriting® (Tonkyn, 1994: 4).

According to the accompanying notes, studentswere rewarded for "suocessiul
comunication® (which could be interpreted as "managing to get the message aorcss™)
and onlly partial importance was attributed to theway thismessage isexpressed
gramatically. At the same time grammar was tested in a separate exercise where
learmerswere given the clear sigal that they were to pay attention to grammar matters
inthis instance. This fragmentation encourages a view ofgrammar which reduces its
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importance 1o Its goplication in some specific exam-related questions. According to this
conception, grammar isnot an integral part of language but an optional extrawhich
must be recalled in certain cortexts but can be put on the back-bumer in others.

Leamers who intermalise this conception are likely to activate thelr grammatical
knowledge only when receiving the eplicit sigal to do 0, as arule indedicated
grammar exercises (. Townson and Musolff, 1993, who take issue with treating

"comunicative ability” and "lirguistic accuracy” as two discrete assessment categories).

To conclude, despite the above ariticisn, Singleton (1992) isright to observe thatwhile
the conmunicative method had an "“anti—-gramar” profile’” in some educational contexts
elsanhere, "Ti]n Ireland the version that has established rtselfhas no such complexion™”
(1992: 49). (At lesstnot on a aurriaular leel, one might add). However, aswas also
pointed out above, inview ofthe introduction ofnew elements, the existing aspects
could not possibly be given the same attentionas before.  Since the actual grammar
teaching requirements ofthe 1983 syllabus were rather vague, the decision ofwhat was
and what was not important was therefore, to a large degree, leftup to the individual
teader.
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3.5.3 The 1995 Leaving Certificate Syllabus

In 1995, anew syllabus was introduced for the senior gcle. This syllabuswas first
examined in 1997. As stated under 3.2 above, many of the recommendations made by
the then CEB in 1987 were realised inthis sylldaus, including the introduction ofamore
process-oriented approach 1o language leaming. In itsgereral aims and behavioural
agpiratias the 1995 Leaving Certificate syllabus is identical for allmodem languages.
According to the Department of Education, those aims are, firstly, the adaptation ofan
integrated approach to language maching35 and the increased use of the target language
inthe classroom. According to asource intheNCCA, the new syllabus also places
increased emphasis on linguistic conpetence. The gereral aims are spelled out inthe
Department of Education document under the three sections ofbehavioural dojectives
whiich form part of the integratted approach: Dasic communicative proficiency airisn
Department of Education, 199b: 6-18), |anguage awareness id: 19/20) and cultural
dWareness @bid: 21-23). All itens inthe basic communicative proficiency category are
divided into performance targets under eleven specific activities/thares. A Istisalso
provided ofthe linguistic skills and grammatical structures needed to realise these
tagets. The sections on language awareness and cultural awareness likewise listvery
detailed performance tatets. As regards the relatioship between sylllabus and
assessment, the document states that [ examination tasks willl always be based on the
syllabus content™ (ibid: 24)3.

One of the core dojectives of the new syllabus s the assessment of candidates” abillity to
"express themselves with [elativefluency and COrrectness in the target language both in
speech and inwriting” (ibid, my italics). The stipulatios for individual parts of the
assessment (oral assessment, listeningand reading comprehension and written
production) do not include any further reference to linguistic accuracy. The production
part of the wrirtten paper requires candidates "'to use the target language for purposes of

BHThis might suggest that an attempt was to be made to avoid the obvious fragmentation of grammatical
knowledge among learners (cf. the Chief Examiner's Report in Chapter Five on this point).

FHAccording to afacilitator at the Spring 1997 GDI seminar, the format of the written paper was not to be
asrigid as in previous years. This policy was introduced in order to alert students to the fact that learning
is alife-long flexible objective and will therefore not be confined to the learning of a limited range of
structures which may come up in an examination.
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communication, such as expressing feelings and attituoss, giving and dotaining
information, describing, relating, offering elanations, sumarising, elaborating, etc.”
(ibid: 26). Inotherwords, the examination requirements for this part of the paper are
described in purely fuctional-notional terms without any reference 1o the structures that
were laid out in such detail inthe syllaous. Accordingly, the overall format of the
examination ispresented as testing the candidate™s ability to

"'(@ understand the spoken language

(©) understand the written language

(© communicate inthe spoken language

(@) communicate inthewritten language' (ibid: 25)

In fact, the onlly reference to the requirement of dCCUIACY inthe entire assessment
section ismade under the heading of ""Assessment Criteria” which are to be used as
differentiation aiteriabetween Higher and Ordinary level exans. The document states
that assessment arteria Wil take account of:

[--] degrees of accuracy and appropriateness of language, including the range of
vocabulary and structures used™” (ibid: 25, my 1&lks).

In lirewith the quest for the increased use of the target language in the classroom, a
shifthas taken place in the allocation ofmarks. Table 3.4 illustrates the changes for

Higher leel exams:

Table 3.4
Exam part % in 1983 syllabus % in 1995 syllabus
Oral exam: 60 marks (=15%) 100 marks (=25%)
Listening comprehension: 60 marks (=15%) gomarks (=20%)
Written paper:

Reading comprehension 140 marks (=35%) 120 marks (=30%)
Written production 140 marks (=35%) 100 marks (=25%)

The changed allocation ofmarks has thus put an increased emphasis on the oral and
aural aspects which are clearly perceived to be the most important s<lls for students
who wish to function in a conmunicatively oriented global market.
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As an extension of the integrated approach in classroom teaching, the etirewritten
paper (.e. both the reading comprehension and the written production) isto be based on
two t&ts. Unlike inprevious examinations, some of the reading comprehension
questions are to be answered in the target language.

As was the case with the Introduction of the 1983 syllauus, the new syllabus was
accompanied by guidelines for teadhers (@amuch more detailed document this time)37 -
The document devotes an entiire chapter 1o each the treatment of grammar and to the
question of assessment.

In the introductiion to the role of grammar, the document states that *[a] conmunicative
approach does not imply that the teaching of grammar isof secondary importance or
that Fluency should be sought at the expense of accuracy’” (National Council for
Curricullum and Assessment, 1995b: 39). The document particularly stresses the
importance of grammatical knowledge and s<lis for the consultation of reference
meterials, as part of the newly introduced emphasis on language awareness and learmer
autonomy. As regards the place of grammar within the communicative approach, it
encourages teachers o hellp learmers "'to recognise the COMMunicative value of
grammatical structures” Giic: 39, my italics). Italsowarns that “[fjormal and
extensive grammar presartations should be restricted” (ibid) and advocates a
oconsciousness-raising approach insteed (ibid: 40). With regard to error correction, the
document calls for a balance between Fluency and accuracy which does not place
excessive emphasis on the correction of errors and recommends that *[e]rror tolerance
should be based on a recognition of the priority ofmessage transfer Gia: 45, my
alic).

As regards tre role of grammar in assessrents, gramatical knowledge inHigher leel
listening and reading isnot specifically tested ineither of these, while an assessment of
oral competence will include assessing the ""anareness and the use of grammar** Gibid:

77). With regard to the role of accuracy inwritten production, the document states that

371n addition to the 1995 document published by the NCCA, teachers of German received further
guidance through the supplementary guidelines published by the Department of Education in February
1997. These guidelines included a glossary of German vocabulary for instructions in the paper as well as
alist of grammar terms which might come up in the written paper (cf. Irish Department of Education,
1997a).
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one of the ariteriaused in the assessment will be the "'range and accuracy inuse of
structures™ (ibid).-

A look atthe actual marking scheme for the written examination, as explained to
teachers on anumber of occasions, reveals tret, in actual fact, granmatical accuracy
plays a fairly subordinate role. Airstly, the actual grammar section inthe paper
("Angewandte Grammatik™), isallocated no more than 25 marks out of atotal o220
marks. Secondly, more than halfthe marks for the written paper (120 out of 220 marks,
ie themarks allocated to the reading comprehension) willl not be allocated on the besis
of granamatical accuracy: At the GDI seminar preceding the 1997 examinations,
teachers were informed that, unless student answers are ambiguous, no marks would be
deducted for granmatical inaccuracy inthose reading comprehension questions that are
answered inGerman. At a subsequent regional group seminar on the new Leaving
Cartificate marking schemes which took place inNovember 1997, teachers were
advised 1o urge their students not to use theirown German but to quote from the text
instead with some evidence ofmanipulation, eg. changing anoun to apronoun38 - Itis
obvious, that the grammar knowledge required for this kind ofmanipulation can only be
described asminimal . The November seminar also revealed that the al location of marks
for two of the questiions in the written production ("AuRerung zum Thema" and
"Shriftlliche Prodiktiion”) is divided up into 50% for each the CONENt and the EXpression.
The expressionmark ismade up of an assessment ofhow well amessage s
communicated and how correct this conmunication ik Grammatical accuracy isonly
one aspect making up the expression mark, alongside the correct use ofvocabulary, the
range ofvocabulary, the aopropriate use of"set phrasss™ ec..  Itisrecommended that
students use fairly basic structures when wrirting German.  The principal grammatical
considerations centre around the verb (agreement and tense formation, the use ofmodal
verts) and word order, plus the use of the occasional conjunction: studentswho manage
o apply these features correctly Inmost cases are assured ofvery highmarks. As
regards the relationship between content and expression, even fstudents lose out on the

BAt the Spring 1998 GDI seminar, teachers were told that having to answer questions in German would
appear to have worked to many students' advantage: since little to no evidence of linguistic proficiency
was required (even verbatim answers were allocated some marks), high marks were scored by most. On
the other hand, when students had to answer questions in English it became obvious that many had not
understood the text.
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expression marks (e.g- because of faulty grammar) , they can still achieve a high overall
mark by sooring high on content. Conversely, ifthe content istoo poor, the expression
marks cannot exceed a certainupper ceiling. The presenter of the regional group
seminar described the overall marking scheme for the Leaving Certificate examinations
as very positive and as trying to reward even the sligitest evidence of adequate
performance. To sum up the status of grammatical knowledge inthewritten
examination, itwould appear to be required for only a limited number ofboth questions
and concepts.  Although sound grammar may fecilitate other aspects of language use, it
isby no means considered to be of cantral importance.

Thus, the fragmented approach to the gpplication of grammatical knowledge which had
been ushered inwith the 1983 syllabus has been proliferated in the current examination
marking scheme. Despite the attenpt to introduce an integrative approach t language
leaming in the teaching syllauus, the marking scheme effectively reinforoes the view
that grammar isnot equally important in all language use.  Itisalso evident from these
recommendations that the actual expectations regarding the [dN(€ and extent of
correctly used grammatical features are very low, not taking into account, for instance,
noun phrases or prepositional phrases.  ltwould thus seem that regardless of the
emphasis placed on grammatical accuracy inthe syllabus and inthe classroom, the
raality is that students can score very good Leaving Cartificate results (and a B is
commonly considered to be such as result) without having a good knowledge of the
besics of German grammar and without being able to apply basic features correctly In
most Instances.
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3.6 Conclusions

This dhapter has sought to describe the circunstances and structures which form the
Tramework for the teaching and leaming ofFGerman in Irish second level Irstitutios.
As was demonstrated, Inthe course ofthe 1980s, German developed from a language
whichwas leamtby avery stall group of students to a subject enjoying rapidly
increasing pooularity. This rAise innumbers was as the direct resukt of a change in both
syllabus and examination regulations and brought with itanumber ofproblems. The
introduction of the functional-notional syllabus and the concomitant changes in
weightings inthe Leaving Certificate examinations, according towhich achievements iIn
the lexicalpragmatic areawere regarded as at lesst equal ly important as grammatical
competence and performance accuracy, would thus appear to provide at lesst a partial
explanation for the anecdotal lack among the majority of learmers of the kind of
structural knowledge and gppreciation for accuracy which had been common under the
gramar-translationmethod. The actual impact of all the abovementioned aspects on
the teaching and leaming of German in Irish second level irstitutiaoswill be examined
inthe next two dhapters which focus on those at the chalkface, the teachers and students
themselves.
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Chapter Four

The Role of German Grammar in Second Level
Teaching and Learning from the Teachers'
Perspectives
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Introduction

Having explored the structures of the Irish education system as well as looked at the
German Junior and Leaving Certificate syllbi, this chapter s concerned with the
interpretation and implementation ofthe aurriaular requirements by Irish second lewel
teachers inthe classroom. Section 4.1 presents subjects and outlines data col lection
procedures. Section 4.2 focuses on the interpretation of the role ofgrammar inthe
1983 Leaving Certificate syllabus and examinations, i the regulations under which
the student cohort at the centre of this researchwas taught. Section 4.3 looks at the
same Issle regarding the 1995 syllabus and examinations. Section 4.4 presents some
conclusions.

On anote of clarThiication, since the non-systematic variation in leamers® interlanguage
use does not always al low for the clear-aut distinction proposed by Corder between
non-target-like "competence” (classified by Corder as €IT0S) and non-target-like
“performance” (classified as MISIAKES) (F. Corder, 19671), the terms "enar and
“mistale”™ will be used Interchangeably in both this chapter and in Chapters Five and
Eight.

1James (1998) points out that in a later paper (1971), Corder refers to the mistakes of the 1967 paper as
errors. James himself admits that it is difficult to distinguish between the two concepts, underlining a
point previously made by R. Ellis (1986).



4.1. Subjects and Data Collection

In order to establishwhich role Irish second level teachers have attributed to grammar
aocquisition under the communicative approach, a cross-sectional investigationwas
conducted inwhich both quantitative and qualitative research instruments were
employed (cf. Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991, and Lynch, 1996, for a discussion of
research methodologies) .

Inphase one of the teacher—focused research, questiomaires regarding the 1983 senior
cycle syllabus and examinations were disseminated inFebruary 1996 to two-hundred
and ten secondary school teachers of German in lrelad. Eighty-nine teachers replied,
a response rate of 4 2% ° . Teachers were asked 1o indicate in the questiomraires ifthey
were willing t elaborate on anumber of aspects arising from answers inthe
guestiomaires in a subsequent telephone Interview. Forty-one teaders (=46%)
indicated theirwi llingness to be interviened and were contacted between March and
April 1996. Since anew senior cycle syllabuswas introduced in September 1995 and
examined for the firsttime in 1997, and since any potential changes to this syl labus or
the corresponding examination requirements could have repercussions on the German
grammar programme atDCU, a further two-hundred and ninety questiomaires were
disseminated to teachers inNovember 1997. 140 teachers retumed the questiomaires,
a response rate of48%.

Percentage rates in the questionnaires were calculated out of 89, inthe case of the
questiomnaire regarding the 1983 syllaous, and out of 140 inthe case of the
questiomaire regarding the 1995 syllaous. Percentage rates inthe interviews are
calaulated out of 41.  Since percentage rates are rounded, not all totals add up t©
exactly 100%.

21n 1995/6, about 850 German teachers were registered in Irish second level schools. The exact
number of those who were involved in senior cvcle teaching is difficult to ascertain but is estimated to
be closer to 650.
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4.2 Results Regarding the 1983 Syllabus and Examinations

As indicated in Chapter Three, the vague nature of the requirements inthe 1983
Leaving Certificate syl labus effectively placed the onus of decidingwhich
grammatical elements were relevant in the exam context onto teadhers. So, how
exactly did teachers interpret the teaching syl labus and what role did the examination
requirements play in treir teaching? The specific issueswhich willl be addressed in
this section are:

1 The interpretation of the status of German grammar inthe teaching ofa
communicative syllabus (Section4.2.1)

2. Methodological approaches with respect to the teaching ofgrammar (Section4.2.2)
3. The treatment of individual grammar points (Section4.2.3)

4. Teachers™ peroeptions of student attituoe and difficulty with regard t German
grammar (Section4.2.4).

Answers inall t2bleswill be shown inboth percentage rates and absolute figres. For
a copy of the questionnaire see Appendix A.
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4.2.1 The Status of German Grammar in the Teaching ofa Communicative Syllabus

The firstquestion inthe questiomaire asked teaders to Indicate what emphasis they
put on certain aspects of German language leeming. The results are shown in table
41.

Table 4.1 (out of 89 sibjects)

saiall No emphasis at Little emphasis Fairly strong Strong emphasis Very strong
al emphasis emphasis

. . rel abs* rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs
Listening 0 0 1 1 5 2 42 3 kY] 29
Reading 1 1 3 2 i 155 34 30 3 kil
Writing 0 0 1 1 3 2 49 44 36 32
Speaking 0 0 6 5 30 2 44 39 2 18
Grammar 0 0 2 2 20 18 46 4 3 28
Pronunciation 2 2 26 23 40 36 2 20 9 8
Vocabulary 0 0 2 2 13 2 43 38 40 36
acquisition

* rel =relative (percentage) figure, abs = absolute figure

According to these reaults, 77% of teachers (69) stated that they were placing either a
strong or avery strong emphasis on grammar, thus ostensibly contradicting the claim
that conmunicative language teaching isbereftofgrammar. Interms of applying a
strong to very strong erphasis, thisputs the teaching of grammar inthird place after
writing (8sw/76) and Vocabulary acquisition (8w/74) and ahead of skillls such as
listening (7swe6) and reading (6wer). 13% (12) more teachers said that they were
putting a strong to very strong emphasis on grammar than on speaking. This could be
seen as surprising since oral practice is supposed to be one of the focal points of the
communicative approach. However, since the allocation ofmarks inthe Leaving
Certificate examination under the 1983 syllabus was weighted in favour of the written
paper, the practice ofwritten ddlls, vocabulary acquisition and grammar would
appear to have received more attention than the newly introduced oral and aural dalls.
As the interview reultswill reeal, another possible explanation as towhy the oral
element was not emphasised more isthe lack ofcommand of spoken German among
many teeders. The fact that speaking German isnot a classroom priority is further
underlined by the results forIONUNCIAtION which was stressed leest of all itans.
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Teachers were also asked 1o indicate how important an aim for Leaving Certificate
students they considered granmatical accuracy compared to overall fluency.

Resullts revealled that26% (23) insisted itwas VErY IMportant, amajority of47% (42)
said itwas IMPOItant and 27% (24) stated itwasfairly important. No teacher
considered grammatical accuracy tobe of little orn0 importance.

Teachers were asked whether, without being subjected to time or exam pressure, they
wou ld shift their teaching emphasis inany way. Their answers revealed that the two
areaswhiich a considerable number would stressmore are $Peaking (7en/es) and
pronunciation (G3w4T), while therewas littleagreement on a change inemphasis on
other agpects.  This confirms that the actual classroom teaching isdominated
primarily by exam requirements.

In the interviens, teachers were asked to expand on the role grammar learning and
‘teaching plays inacommunicative sylldus. This time theywere asked to state
reasons for their particular emphasis on grammar .

The following answers were provided by teacherswho put on eiiheraS'[mng oraVery
Strong enphasis, plus two teachers who put on afairly Strong enprasis:

Answers (rultiple answers possible™:

"You will never come to gripswith a language unless you have a

good grounding ingrammar** 66% (27)
“'Grammatical knowledge s required for the written exams'* 29% (12)
'l emphasise grammar because ofmy own leaming experience’ 15% ®)

Thus whi le the majority of teachers stress the importance of grammar as a foundation
for the entiire language, approximately one third also mentions the exams as part of
their teaching ratiaale. All except two teachers (who were against the
communicative syllabus on thewhole and called for amuch stronger emphasis on
grammar) said that they accepted and were in agreement with the aspirations ofa

communicative approach inaworld with an increasing demand for conmunicative

3Some teachers added that they considered this to be particularly important for those students who
might want to study the language at third level.
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language ddlls. Some teachers who had been taught under the grammar-translation
approach we lcomed the changes because 1tal loned students to function abroed,
something they themselves were unable to do after their Leaving Gertificate. Others
insisted that they did not consider a disadvantage the fact that trelir own
communicative skills in the foreign language were only developed after they had
received their grounding ingrammar. While most teaders, for reasons stated above,
continue to believe inthe arucial importance of teaching grammar to their students,
some adnitted that because of changed syllabus demands they were no longer ina
position to dedicate asmuch time to grammar teaching as previously. However, in
view of the above results there can be no question that grammar teaching at second
level has been summari ly abandoned.
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4.2.2 Methodological Approaches with Respect to the Teaching of Grammar

In the questiomaire, teadhers were asked about the materials they use when

explaining grammar. Answers are shown inteble4.2.

Table 4.2 (nultiple answers possible)

1 use Yes No No answer
rel abs rel abs rel abs

a grammar book 42 3 29 26 29 26

the grammar section in the 51 45 18 16 3 29

textbook

my own notes and 88 18 1 1 il 10

handouts

The grammar books most frequently used to explain grammar are: Ubung macht den
Meister (Campbel I-Schotsaert, 1994) (named by 33% of teaders, or 29 in absolute
figres), TUr Sache! 3 and Zur Sache! 4 (Hayes and Hayes, 1993) (22w/20) and Alles
klar! (Rogers and Long, 1982) (15/13).

Teachers would appear to rely primarily on their own “pedagogical grammars” which
are presumably compi led to suit the needs of each respective class group. Teachers
were asked whether they recommend a reference book for German grammar: 49%
(44) stated that they did, whille 51% (45) said they didnot.  Other findings regarding
methodological aspects revealed that 83% (74) stated that they favoured amixed
approach of setting time aside for eglicit grammar teaching and deal ing with a point
ofgrammar as itarose, e.g. inthe comtext of a reading comprehension or apiece of
writing. 99% ofteadhers (83) asked students to do follow-up exercises both athome
and at sdool. When asked how much time they spent on both the introduction ofnew
rules and the discussion of fol lov-up exercises, most teadhers stated that this varied
quite considerably. 75% of teachers (67) also stated they practised amixture of
inductive and deductive introduction of grammar points, with the remainder saying
that they preferred the deductive approach. 69% of teachers (61) said that they
explained German grammar through English, whille 31% (28) used German.

As regards the use of terminology, 62% of teachers (55) indicated they used it
frequently, 28% (25) said they used itconstantly and 10% (9) stated they used it

rarely.
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In the Interviens, teachers were asked to expand on the kind of terminology used in

the classroom: 90% (80) answered that they were using only very basic terminology.

Comments regarding the use of terminology included the following :

e even good leamers find itdiffiault

= terminology needs to be repeated constantly rigit up uttal 6th year

= there should not be such a fuss over the use of terminology - after all, students are
asked to memorise awhole range ofunknown terms in science or maths and they
manage to do so without too much ofaproblem

= terminology should be taught right from the beginning

= students understand the concept In German but not iInEnglish

= students have no concept ofEnglish grammar

< terminology should be introduced inEnglish classes first

The lasttwo poirnts were made by virtually all teedhers. Since parsing and in-depth

gramatical amalysis iIsno longer part of the English language syllaous, students are

not familiarised with even the most basic grammar concepts such as “erts" and

“nouns” untilll they start leamiing a foreiign language. According 1o teadhers, this

development coincided (orwas the cause of ?) aperceived gereral declire in literacy

and command of the English language -expressions such as "lseen” and “ldone™ made

their entrance Into both spoken but also into written language on a larger scale than

ever before. Foreign language teadhers have apparently expressed great resentment of

the current syllabus In English because they feel that they are doing the work thet their

colleagues inthe English department should be asked to do4. There was avirtually

unanimous call for a réintroduction of at lesst some grammar teaching inthe primary

and early secondary level English course by those interviened in the course of this

researdh.

twould appear that problems with regard to terminology are not confined to Irish

classroons: Tonshoff (1995) investigated the use ofmetalinguistic terminology in

German secondary schools and found thet itwas the one feature of language learming

which was regarded with much scepticism even by otherwise very keen learmers

4There is some reference to structural knowledge requirements in the Leaving Certificate syllabus for
|I'ISh, and anecdotal evidence would suggest that whatever terminological knowledge school-leavers
possess has in most cases been acquired in their Irish classes.
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(. also Raasch, 1995 for his survey on leamers”™ and teaders™ opinions on the matter).
Just like the Irish teachers who took part inthe current research, German teachers
interviened by TonshofT identafied as the major stumbling block for the development
ofmetalinguistic terminology in the foreign language the learmars™ enormous gaps in
their own mother tongue (. Alderson etd., 1996, for similar observations among
British university stunts).

In the interviens, teadhers also pointed to other constraints (besides the lack ofmother
tongue grammatical knowledge) which prevented them from conducting their classes
inthe manner theywould ideally choose. Major sturbling blocks, Inparticularwith
regard to the teaching of grammar include, firstly, the heterogereity of classes (named
by 80%, or 33 in absolute figures)s, secondlly the lack of surtable teaching materials6
(A9%20), and thirdly overly large class sizes (24%/10). 17% ofteachers (7) -l
except one from outside Dubl In7 - stated that they were adversely affected with regard
to all three aspectsS.

5As was pointed out in the Introduction to this thesis, this heterogeneity arose because German
language studies now attract a much wider spectrum of learners than under grammar-translation.
6Teachers who quoted this as a source of pressure criticised that there was not one single book on the
market that suited all their students' needs, and that the vast choice of books meant alot of
photocopying. What was striking in this context was that the same book (e.g. ‘Brennpunkt' by Fandry
and Somerville, 1994) which had earlier in this research (cf. results regarding the use of grammar-
teaching materials) been considered as the ideal senior cycle book by some teachers was rejected in
this connection by others who saw it as being far too difficult for their students.

7 Some teachers in the west of Ireland made the point that the circumstances under which they tried to
teach German were so far removed from those in other parts of the country and, in particular, in Dublin
that they felt there was a distinct lack of appreciation of those difficulties on the part of both other
teachers and the authorities.

8 Since none of these issues had been anticipated as problematic at the start of the research they had
not been included in the questionnaires.
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4.2.3 The Treatment ofIndividual Grammar Points

In the questiomaires, teadhers were asked to indicate the degree of coverage which
select grammar points received in treir teachingd. Answers are shown in table 4.3.
Figures indicate the number of teacherswho stated that they covered these 1tems
erther thoroughly or very thoroughly.

Table 4.3
Grammar item Answers

rel abs
1. Conjunctions 87 m
2. Prepositions 8 74
3. Verb position in subordinate clauses 80 i
4. Formation of the present perfect tense 12 64
5. Verb position in main clauses [ 63
6. Formation of modal verbs 10 62
7. Verb position in questions 69 61
8. Relative pronouns 67 60
9. Formation of the preterite 66 59
10. Personal pronouns 65 58
11 Word order (TMP) 63 56
12. Formation of the present tense 63 56
13. Formation of regular verbs 61 54
14. Formation of auxiliary verbs 6l 54
15. The cases 59 53
16. Formation of separable and inseparable verhs 58 52
17. Possessive pronouns % 49
18. Formation of the future tense 51 45
19. Adjectival endings 51 45
20. Negation 5 45
21. Formation of reflexive verbs 49 44
22. The passive 48 43
23. Formation of the conditional 47 42
24. Formation of irregular verbs 43 38
25. Formation of the pluperfect 36 2
26. Gender of nouns 3% kil
21. Interrogative pronouns 34 30
28. Formation of the imperative 34 30
29. Comparative/superlative 28 25
30. Plural of nouns 24 yal
31. Strong/weak nouns 2 18

91n the same question, teachers were also asked to state to what degree they expected items to have
been covered previously. Since only approximately one third of respondants answered this part of the
question, there will be no presentation of results.
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Grammatical rtemswhich were important for certain parts of the Leaving Certificate
examination were, not surprisingly, emphasised most -verb and tenseformation,
personal pronouns, the position ofthe ver, conjunctions andprepositions were all of
significance for the wrirtten paper under the 1983 syllaus. The majority of items
listedwere covered erther thoroughly or very thoroughly by less than 60% of teaders.
Although itcould be argued trat most teachers may have expected many ofthe items
above to have been covered previously, therefore not requiring additional in-depth
coverage, there are obvious exceptiions such as(Jender andplurals ofnouns. nany
‘teaching approach that stresses the need for accuracy -aswou ld have been the case
under grammar-translation —these aspects must be learmt for each new lexical item.
However , according to the above results, the (JNder 0fnoUNS was covered
corsistently by onlly 35% of teachers (31), while the figure forDIUralS was even lower
at24% ().

Teachers were also asked about the treatment of errors Inboth written and spoken
German. Results revealed that 58% of teadhers (52) corrected all errors iInwritten
work, with 31% (28) correctingmost, and the remaining 10% (9) correcting the most
blatant enors.

As regards oral work, no teacher claimed to correct all errars, whille 29% (26)
corrected most, and 70% (62) the most blatant enrors.

Teachers were then asked to statewhat they considered a serious gramatical

mistake. Answers are shown intable4.4.
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Table 4.4

Item/Tvpe of error

1 Regular verbs

2. Modal verbs

3. Verb position in main
clauses

4. Personal pronouns

5. Irregular verbs

6. Past participles

7. Position of the verb in
questions

8. Auxiliary verbs

9. Verb position in
subclauses

10. Possessive pronouns
11 Conjunctions

12. Government of verbs
13. Separable and non-
separable verbs

14. Government of
prepositions

15. Verb-noun agreement
16. The difference between
icht' and 'kein'

17. Government of nouns
18. Interrogative pronouns
19. Umlaute on verbs

20. Reflexive pronouns
21. Declension of nouns
22. Gender of nouns

23. The difference between
preposition, conjunction and
adverbial

24, Formation of the
conditional

25. Formation of the
imperative

26. Government of
adjectives

21. Umlaute on nouns

28, Adjcctival endings

29. Umlaute on adjectives
30. The passive

31, The position o fnicht’in
asentence

Serious

rel

9
99
9

92
9
90
90

88
88

84
8
18

74

2

1
69

)
53
53
53
52
48
48

4

43

42

38

3l

2

26

20

88
88
87

82
8l
80
80

18
18

15
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69
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64

63
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4
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4
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As the above results show, answers are very similar to those for the previous guestion.
Thus the errors considered to be most serious are thosewhich aremade with regard to
Leaving Certificate examination rtems. Again, errorsmade in connectionwith
approximately halfof the above items are considered as being serious by fewer than
60% of teaders.

A comparison of results in the two tables reveals a contradictionwith regard to certain
grammatical iters. For instance, although less than halfofall teachers placed a
strong emphasis on the concept of IITeQUIAr VErhS in their teaching (F. item 24 in
table 4.3 and item 5 intable 4.4), almost all considered itserious when this itemwas
produced incorrectly (f. also the discrepancies regardirgPOSSeSSiVG Pronouns -item
17 intable 4.3 and 10 intable 4.4). As regards items below the 60% mark inerther
teble, many ofwhich are idntical, inpressionistic evidence would suggest tretmost
of these concepts are indeed problematic for a great number of learmers at third leel,
including leamerswhose accuracy leelswould otherwise be fairlyhigh. Items such
asgender and declension 0fnouns were shown tohave received thorough coverage by
no more than a third ofall teachers (f. items 26 and 30 Intable 4.3). Table 4.4 shows
that ernrors inthese aress are also considered as serious by only about 50% of teachers
@ items 21 and 22). Other aspects known o cause difficultes are the (ECIENSION

and comparison ofadjectives aswei as theformation ofthe imperative, the pluperfect
tense and the passive. Results intable 4.4 also indicate trat only slightlymore than
halfof alll teachers consiider mistakes involving UMIaute on VErbS (item 19) as serias,
whi le figures for Unlaute on NOUNS and adjectives (items 27 and 29 respectiely) are
even lower at38% (3 and 27% (4. As regards one item of the verbal phrase
involving Unlaute, thefOrmation ofthe conditional Giem23 inwble 4.3), itreceived
attertionby less than 50% of teadhers, and Its incorrect production was deemed to be
a seriaus mistake by even fewer (44%/39, df. 1tem 24 intable 4.3).

The above results confim inmpressionistic evidence gathered in the teaching of
school-leavers over the lsstnumber ofyears. Thus Ttems which received thorough to
very thorough coverage and regular corrective feedback would appear tobe less
problematic for a greater number of learmers than those 1tems which were not covered
thoroughly or were not given corrective feedback. The above findings would
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therefore appear to confim that instruction and corrective feedback pay of fto at leest

some extaTt.
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4.2.4 Teachers'Perceptions ofStudent Attitude and Difficulty with regard to German
Grammar

Teachers were asked to statewhich attituoes the majority of their students displayed
towards German grammar (they could name any number ofattitudes). 51% of
teachers (45) stated that their students found German grammar diffiault, 40% (36) said
theirs considered itto be anecessary evil, 27% (24) claimed treir students found it
challenging, 12% (A1) boring, 11% (10) very diffiaultand only 7% (6) said treir
students found German grammar interesting. This would appear to confirm some of
the observations in Chapter Two, i.e that levels of intrinsic interestwith regard to
grammar leaming are generally low.

Teachers were also asked 1o statewhich three features of German treir students fird
most drffiauklt and which they find essiest. The three most frequent answers for each
category are shown intable 4.5 below.

Table 4.5
Features students find most diffiault Answers

rel abs
Adjectival endings 43 38
Cases 42 3
The passive R 29
Features students find essiest
Formation ofregular verbs 38 R
Tense formation in general il 19
Formation of the present tense 2 18
No answer 10 9

A number of teachers commented that their students do not find any grammar aspects
easy. As will become evident in Chapters Five and Eigit, those items which are
reportedly perceived as difficult constitute indeed a problem to the majority of
learmers.

Unlike inthe questiomaire, teacherswho were intervienedwere also asked what they
thought would be the most problematic aress of language learming for students
entering third le.el and what those teaching at third lewel should do to alleviate any
potertial diffiaulaies. Their answers are as folloas (ultiple answers possible):
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1 Grammar 34% (14)

Teachers agreed that thiswas the singlemost diffiault area, stating that not enough
could be done and was done atsecond leel. One teacher attcisd that “'having been
immersed inthe conmunicative approach for five years students are faced, on thelr
entry into college, with the grammar approach of 15 years ago''.

2. The all German-speaking environment 22% ©)

3. Miscellaneous',

Literature

Oral competence
- The bigjump in expectancy
- The introductory test at UCC

» Discussing issues in-depth and at a higher level

» Long texts - students are used to chunks and small paragraphs

» Assuming responsibility

* Much more creative writing at third level

» The general language is not up to scratch after the Leaving Certificate but that
does not mean that university levels should be lowered -standards have got to be
maintained

» Some very good students mightfeel that they are not challenged enough

* The oral should not be aproblem any more

» Weaker learner might be afraid ofnot knowing how much the others know

* Maybe some lecturersfeel that they have to give students the impression that
things are much more difficult at third level

* How comepeople at third level are generally speaking so unaware ofwhat we do
at second level?

A number of teachers (15%/6) said they had no ideawhat problems their students

might encounter in treir university studies. Overall, teadhers seemed divided on the
issle of second to third level trarsition. Whi le some argued thatmore should be done
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to fdilitate that transitian, others insisted that the changeover was inevirtably difficult
and that the gravity of the issue should not be exaggerated.

In the course of the interviews, teachers were also encouraged tomake additional
comments. The following syrnthesises their remarks.

1 The Junior Cycle and the Junior Certificate

Most of those interviewed suggested that the junior cycle and the Junior Certificate
were not sufficiently demanding interms of developing grammatical knowledge and
accuracy. The consensus among teachers was that the transition from junior to senior
cycle amounted to a "quantum legp® and that more groundwork should be laid inthe
first three years of second level education.

2. Teacher qualification

A number of teachers made reference to the poor qualification of practising teachers
ofGerman. They severely criticissd the existingmodus operandi of asking teadhers
who do not hold a degree inGerman, whose only qalificationmay consist of
certificate obtained through a course at the Goethe Irstitute or who are ettirely "~
taught” to teach that language to second level students.  Intervienees insisted that this
practice was unacceptable for all involved, learmers and fellow teedhers. One teacher
claimed ttat therewas ""'awhole generation of teachers out therewho more or lessdo
not know what anoun i8°, adding that "Ttwill be awhi le before any metalinguistic
knowledge can be expected from their students ... On the other hand, teachers also
remarked ttet many of those who odbtained their formal education some time ago are
quite “nsty”, whi le others without a formal qualification actively sought to improve
their command of the language.-

3. Exampressure -the points race

Virtually all teadhers emphasised how much their teaching practices were dominated
by the exam regullations. They deplored the fact that the vast majority ofboth
students and parents were exclusively interested inhow many points the German
exam will allow the former to score. Some stated that their students went as far as

trying to dictate the classroom content to them by quoting exam requirements and
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demanding that the teacher omit elements which are not needed for the examinations.
Teachers adnitted that because of the pressure to prepare students in the best possible
manner for the exam, aspects of language leaming which they consider to be
important are sicelined. Some said that asmuch as theywould like t dedicate more
time to aspects which they believed would be ofberefit 1o a better understanding of
the language (notably grammar agpects), the allocation of marks simply did not justify
such practice. As regards taking the performance inthe German Leaving Certificate
examination as an indicator for a student™s depth of knowledge and overall command
ofGerman, teachers claimed thet, through selective teaching, students could be
prepared to perform extremely well inthe examinationwithout actually achieving
high owerall leels of limuistic command10. Thus, while the use of examination
papers as teaching materials makes IrishLeaving Certificate candidates "test-wise'”
(McDonough, 1995: 105), itwould appear that Leaving Certificate results cannot be
seen as providing any reliable information regarding learmers® knowledge levels and
owerall performance standards: they merely give an indication of a learmer™s ability to
performwell inthat particular test. Some teacdhers also stated that even very weak
students tended to sit the Higher level paper because a low mark on that paper carries
higher marks than a better mark on the Ordinary level paper (an observation echoed in
the ChiefExaminers® Report in Section 5.3 below). This practice begs the question
Justhow much leaming can actually go on rfvirtually all classroom acavities are
exandriven. twould certainly gppear, from these teeders” responses, that the
concept of second level education as sowing the seeds for life-lag [€arning s
opposed to exam preparation) isunlikely to receivemuch attention.

4. The standard of German grammar - accuracy levels

A number ofteadhers expressed concem atthe low level of accuracy which they felt
was acceptable under the 1983 syllabus and examination regulations. One teacher
deplored that the old and the new syllabus (1.e. the 1995 syllabus) “are selling the
chilldren ghort —they get an Honour atLeaving Certificate and the German they write
Just isntacaurate. We haventtime to spend on accuracy and deep down we feel that

DSee Lofmark (1990: 171) on how a school-leaving qualification in alanguage (in this case the
British A-level) does not mean that students have mastered the grammar of that particular language.
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that iswrong- The whole secondary school system militates against taking time to
pursue accuracy’’. These concerms with regard to low accuracy levelswere echoed at
the GDI conference inMarch 1996 when teachers urgently called for an increase in

emphasis on grammar matters inthe 1997 examinationll.

5. Miscellaneous

= A number of teachers were attical ofwhat they considered an excessive emphasis
on rote-leaming aswell as the use of ready-made chunks. Not many expected this
to change under the new syllaas.

= The Irish school year was mentioned by athers as being too short and leading to a
rush atall times. One teacher said she would be Infavour of adding on ancther
year to the school-going tine.

= As regards oral classroom practice, several teachers pointed to the apparent
reluctance of Irish students to speak a foreign language aswell as the diffiaulty
their students displayed with regard to overcoming the psychological barrier of
anticipating that they woulld make errors in language production.

TN.B.: The call was made with respect to the examinations and not the syllabus, a further indication
that ultimately the examination requirements take precedence over the teaching syllabus.



4.3 Results regarding the 1995 Syllabus and Examinations

As was stated above, inNovember 1997 a further round of questionnaires was
disseminated to second level teadhers in order to estzblish ifamajor shift inthe
‘teaching of grammar had taken place with the introduction of the new Leaving
Certificate syllabus and examination format. Some additional questions were
included inorder 1o corraborate tertative conclusions from the research (from both
questiomaires and interviens) carried out with regard to thel 983 syllabi. For a copy
of the questiomaire see Appendix B.

The results in cetail:

In the course of the interviews regarding the 1983 syllebi, many teachers had
expressed concerm about the "quantum legp™ between grammar requirements for the
Junior Certificate examinations and those for the senior gcle. The firstquestion in
this questiomaire therefore sought to establish the role of granmattical accuracy
required inthe Junior Cartificate, as perceived by second level teaders. Results for
this question are shown intable 4.6 below.

Table 4.6 (out of 140 subjects)

Grammatical accuracv is Answers

rel abs
very important 14 19
important 3 47
fairly important 3 49
not very important u 16
not important at all 0 0
No answer 6

The above results do not tallywith those obtained in the course of the interviens since
almost 50% of teachers regard grammatical accuracy as playing an important role In
the Junior Certificate examination. There 5, however, apossibility that the
interpretation given to this question inthe current questionnaire was such that teachers
felt they were asked how meypersonally viewed the importance of grammar inthe
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Junior Cartificate, whereas those who raised the issLe during the interviens did so in
connection with the status grammar was given inthe sylllabus and especially the
examinations.

Teachers were asked to answer all subsequent questions, where gopropriate, with
Higher Level Leaving Certificate candidates inmind (and inthe case ofmixed
classss, for the ettiire class).  The next question related to the emphasi's teachers place
on certain features of German in their senior cycle classroon. Results are shown in

twble4.7.

Table 4.7
Item Strong emphasis Fairly strong emphasis Not a very strong emphasis
. rei abs rei abs rei abs
Vocabulary learning Ji! 9 2 3 2 3
Writing 60 19 40 56 4 5
Reading 63 88 32 45 5 7
Grammar 65 90 3l 44 4 6
Speaking 69 97 28 3 3 4
Listening 69 97 30 42 1 1
Cultural awareness 22 K| 58 8l 20 28
Learner autonomy 20 28 49 68 a 44

It should be noted tret, oerall, the percentage of teacherswho are placing astrong
emphasis on certain elements has decreased considerably in comparison to the
previous questiomaire.

Vocabulary acquisition was ranked highest (itwas second highest in the previous
questiomaire), clasely fol loned by liSteNing and speaking. The emphasis on the latter
has increased considerably in the ranking order, thus reflecting the additional
allocation ofmarks towards these two ddlls inthe Leaving Certificate examination” .
Grammar isnow infourth place (itwas third in the previous questiomaire), while the
stalusofreading isunchanged. The emphasis on Writing, on the other hand, has
plummeted. This comes as a surprise inview of the fact that written production
accounts for a sizeeble 25% of the overall 55% allocated to the Leaving Certificate
writtten pgper. CQulitural awareness and leamer autonomy are emphasised strongly by
less than a quarter of all teedhers.  Although both were given avery prominent status

PThe increase in the emphasis on speaking in particular cannot necessarily be equated with "using
more German for classroom communication™ in all cases. Realistically speaking, it most probably has
to be viewed as spending more time on preparing students for the role plays and picture sequences (i.e.
as practising the language in very limited oral contexts).
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inthe 1995 syllaous the fact that they are not examined directlywould suggest that
scarce classroom time is spent on items which are ofmore immediate relevance for
the examinattion.

Teachers were then asked what made them decide on the degree of emphasis they put
on certain features. Results are shown intable 4.8.

Table 4.8
lam guided iInmv decisions bv Answers

rel abs
a my own beliefs 28 39
b. the Leaving Certificate syllabus 12 7
¢. the Leaving Certificate exam requirements 2 45
at+h 2 3
atc 13 18
b. +c. 4 5
a,b.+c. 8 u
No answer 1 2

These results confim the interview results for the 1983 syl labus where teadhers had
drawn attertion to the overwhelming impact of the examination requirements on the
classroom: all inall 57% (80) stated that examinations played a substantial role in
their teaching. The results also indicate that, inrespective of particular syllabus
requirements, many teachers relyprimarily on their own experience and exqertise
when itcomes 1o deciding on the teaching comtent. However, since these teachers are
also onlly too aware of the significance of examinations for their students, theywill
‘take into account in their teaching all relevant exam requirements. The actual
syllaus, according 1o these reaulits, plays merely a subordinate role.

Teachers were asked if, with the introduction of the new syllaas, their emphasis on
grammar teaching had changed. 53% (74) repliied that there had been no change at
dl, while 20% (28) stated that they were teaching asmuch grammar asbefore but ina
differentmanner. 19% (26) stated that they were teaching more grammar than before
and 6% (9) said they were teaching less. Teachers were also asked ifthere had been
any change in the emphasis they place on vocabulary Iearning. 55% (77) replied trat
there had been no change, 37% (B2) stated that their emphasi's on vocabulary leaming
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had increasedwhile 3% (@) stated trat ithad decreased. 5% (7) did not answer this
question.

The next question related 1o the strategies teachers pursue when teaching grammar,
bearing inmind obvious time aarstraints. 83% (116) stated that they focused above
all on the Leaving Cartificate syllabus and exam, whille 12% (17) said that in treir
teaching they regullarly went beyond the Leaving Cartificate requirements. 5% (7) did
not answer that gquestion. Inview of the results inteble 4.8 (regarding the dominance
of examination requirements for classroom practice), itmust be again deduced that it
isnot somuch the grammar syIIabus but the grammar expectations for the
examinations which are the focus of attention. When asked towhat extent their
grammar teaching included grammatical analysis/parsing, 60% (84) replied that
grammatical analysiswas done regularly, 29% (41) said itwas done occasionally, 8%
(1) stated twas done rarely and 1% (2) adnitted itwas never done. The figure of
60% (84 may seem surprisingly high —however, considering the answers to the
previous guestionwhich had established the Leaving Certificate examination
requirements as the yardstick for grammar focus in the classroam, analytical processes
are unlikely t exceed tre very limited parameters of those requirements. However,
preparation for the "Angewandte Grammatik® question inthe Leaving Cartificate
written examination might just familiarise learmers with at lesst some of the
previously unknown terminology and introduce some element of amalysis (wWhich had
certainly not been elicitly required under the 1983 syllaous).

Teachers were then asked 1fthey agreed thet many students lacked a basic knowledge
ofgrammar concepts inEnglish and Insh. Everyone agreed that thiswas the case13 .
This again confirms the concems raised by teachers in the course of the Interviews for
the 1983 Leaving Certificate syllaous.

The next question related to the importance teadhers attached to certain grammatical
items inthelr grammar teaching. Answers are presented intzble 4.9.

BWhen asked at the 1998 GDI spring seminar, the majority of teachers claimed that this was true, not
just of 'many’ but of 'most’ students.
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Table 4.9

Item Very important Important Fairly Not so No answer
important important

. rel abs rei abs rei abs rei abs rei  abs
Verb formation 85 119 13 18 1 1 0 0 12
Tense formation 89 4 9 v 1 2 0 0 12
Word order 84 g 1 120 1 2 0 0 12
Subject-verh agreement 82 115 14 19 3 4 0 0 12
Prepositions and their cases 65 90 2 3 1 10 0 0 12
The most commonly used verbs 56 78 3% 49 1 10 0 0 2 3
and their cases
Declension of articles 65 90 2 R b 9 4 6 12
Capital letters on nouns 6l 85 24 3 7 10 1 10 12
Declension of pronouns 49 69 3% 49 13 18 0 0 34
Gender of the most commonly used 43 60 38 53 7 24 1 1 12
nouns
Plurals of the most commonly used 24 3 38 53 2 38 9 13 2 3
nouns
Adjectival endings 3 42 39 54 19 2 10 14 2 3
Umlaute 29 40 3 49 i 24 7 2 2 3

This question corresponds to a similar but more extensive question in the previous
‘teacher questiomaire (. table 4.3). While not all 1tems can be compared, results
show that four of the five highest ranking 1tems in the above tablewere considered to
be (Very) important by a clear majority inboth cuestionnaires -Verbformation, tense
formation, word order andprepositions. Looking at those items which were
emphasised lesst, results also confirm those obtained inthe previous questiomaire in
tatadjectival endings, Umlaute anaplurals ofnouns were judged tobe *firly
important” or "not so inportant” by between 29% (40) and 36% (BD).
The next question in the current questiomaire related to the importance of
grammatical accuracy for the achievement ofhigh Leaving Cartificate results.
Teachers were asked 1fthey believed that a student could getan A oraBl1 or 2 inthe
Leaving Cartificate Higher level without having a good knowledge of the basics of
German grammar (eg- without being able 1o use the items listed in the previous
question correctly iInmost instances). 95% (133) stated that they believed that this
was impossible; only 5% (7) thought itpossible. In fact, results to be discussed below
show that many students whose wrirtten performance on entry intoD CU revealed trat
they were not able to use the above features correctly were awarded high Bs.
As mentioned under Section 3.3.5 above, atthe November 1997 GDI seminar many
teaders expressed concem thet German had once againbecome a language which
was perceived to be more difficult than other European languages, notably French.
Teachers were therefore asked in the current guestionaire what perception their
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students had ofGerman. 68% (95) answered that their students considered German
more diffiault than othermodem languages. Some added that thiswas mainly due t©
the grammar, underlining the view which many firstyear German language students
have adopted regarding the nature of "German language® on the one hand and *German
grammar ™ on the other (thisview will be considered inmore detail inthe next
depter). 28% (39) stated their students considered German as being equal ly diffiault
as other languages and 3% (4) said their students regarded German as less diffiault
These results are thus in contradictionwirth the findings presented inthe 1991 survey
by Kennedy and Schroder, according towhich the majority of Irish learmers found
German essier than French (. Kennedy and Schrider, 1991).

The next question related to the importance teachers attributed to grammatical
accuracy inwrittenwork, as compared to fluency. 60% (84) replied they considered
both to be ofequal importance, 31% (44) considered accuracy as less important than
Tluencywhile 9% (12) considered accuracy asmore important. These results are
virtually identical with those to a similar question in the previous teacher
questiomaire. While theywould seem to support other findings inthis research
which indicate that teadhers do consider grammatical accuracy as important (-, for
example, table 4.4), there isa sizesble minority of teachers who, when asked to judge
the relative merits of fluency \s. accuracy, rate competence inthe former more
Tavourably than competence inthe latter. Inorder to ascertainhow exactly teachers
assess the Fluency-accuracy issie Inwritten productiion, teadhers were asked how they
wou ld rate the folloving essay by alLeaving Certificate Higher level student:

Aufsatz:Meine Zeit in der Schule und meine Erwartungen an die Universitat

Seit 5 Jahre habe ich Deutsch in die Schule gelernt und ich muR ehrlich zugeben, daR
ich das Fach in die Schule ganzprimafénde. Ich habe mich immer sehr gut mit meine
Lehrerinnen und die andere Studentin verstanden und obwohl wir hatten viele Arbeit,
wir hétten viel Spal gemacht auch. Ich habe ein Brieffreundin in Gelsenkirchen, eine
Stadt im "Ruhrpott", die mirjedes Monat ein langer Briefgeschriebt hat. Fir das Zeit
an die Universitat ich hoffe, einen guten Zeit ins dritte Jahr zu haben, wann ich im
Auslandfahre. Ichfreue mich sehr darauf, fremden Kulture und verschiedenen Leuten
kennenlernen. Hoffentlich klappt alles. Driick mir die Daumen!
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Teachers were asked to choose from a listof ratings, ranging from “very good®,
through "good”, “fairlygood”, “fairlypoor” to "poor™. Whi le the language used inthe
essay can be dnaracterised as flumt, indicating a good range ofvocabulary, the piece
also contains a large number ofbasic graimatical errars. By not being given the
option of a “reitter—or” ansier, teadhers effectively had to decide which they
considered more irrportawt:ﬂuenCy (@inwhich case they would opt for one of first
three ansiers) or dCCUTACY @nwhiich case they would opt for one of those descriibing
thiswork as “fairlypoor” or “pox™). Teachers®™ answers are shown intzble 4.10.

Table 4.10
1 consider this essav to be Answers

rel abs
very good 3 4
good 14 2
fairly good 41 57
fairly poor 3 46
poor 6 9
No answer 3 4

Results show that amajority of teadhers judged the overall performance as being
“fairly good®, "good® or "very good® (=58% or 81 inabsolute figaes). Thiswould
suggest that fluency s, after dll, viewed as (Sligitly) more important than accuracy
when itcomes to judging a learmer™s overall performance. On the other hand, when
asked to underline the errors they wou ld bring to the attention of a potential Leaving
Certificate candidate, 65% of teadhers () indicated that they would underline most
oralenras, 21% (30) underlined about halfofall errors and 14% (20) only marked a
Tfew. These results also match those for a similar question inthe previous
questiomaire. Thus while the mgjority of teacherswould give thiswork an overall
positive evaluation, the same number woulld nonetheless draw stuoents® attention to
matters of accuracy.

The lastquestion put 1o teachers concemed the transition from second to third leel.
Teachers were asked which aspect in the transition they believed was the single most
drffiault aspect with which students had to cope. Answers are shown inteble4.11.
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Table 4.11

Statement Answers

rel abs
Grammar and accuracy related matters 41 58
Literature _ 2 3
German as the predominant classroom language il 15
Autor_lom?/ u 5
Reading longer texts 8 il
Translation 8 il
Vocabulary level expected 6 9
Other:
Oral fluency

Writing long picces of text that have not been leamt offby heart
More in-depth analysis of everything o
Third level lecturers' assumption that aspects were covered in detail at
second level

Grammar isthus again confirmed as the biggest sturbling block. 6% of teadhers
stated that they could not answer the question because they had no experience of third
level teaching. One teacher remarked that the difference between second and third
level was not that sighrficant since the gramatical standard ofmost Honours
students was sufficient to cope with firstyear at third leel.
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4.4 Conclusions

twould appear from the above that the vast mgjority of those teadhers who fillld in
the questiomaires and of those who were interviewed are aware of the importance of
grammatical knowledge and linguistic accuracy and try to take these into account in
their teaching methodology and emphasis. However, there are system-inherent
reasons why a generally high level of granmatical competence among secondary
school students might be difficult to realise.

The narrow parareters of the grammar-translation method have been widened in the
communicative syllabus to include - itwou ld appear —an ever increasing number of
new elements which no longer have grammar as their pivotal point -oral and aural
sills, aultural awareness and learmer autonomy etc.. Although, as results intable 4.7
demonstrate, some of these new elements may not be given the degree of
consideration origirally envisaged, they nonetheless take away some of the focus
which would otherwise have been on a sraller range of aspects.  After dll, when new
elements are added, existingones cannot possibly be given the same attention as
previously. This istrue of both the 1983 syllabus which ushered in the
communicative approach and ofthe 1995 syllabus which was designed to strengthen
this gpproach.  Thus, although grammar matters were never excluded from the
Leaving Certificate syllebi and examinations, teachers realisaed that the aims of the
communicative syllabus could only be achieved ifthelr teaching focus shifted away
from grammar onto the new features. The extent of that shiftwill inevitably vary
from teacher to teadher. There would thus appear to be at lesst three approaches to
dealing with the issue of grammar:

1 Some teachers do not seem to place much emphasis on grammar, be itfor reasons
o do with their interpretation of the syllabus or examination requirements, their
personal keliefs or possibly also treir qualficationi4.

2. Others firmly believe ingiving treir students a grounding ingrammar that extends
beyond the Leaving Certificate requirements in order to equip them with

M These teachers would include those who said they put a *fairly strong emphasis’ on grammar.
However, others in this category might well interpret *fairly’ as ‘quite a lot'.
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"grammatical building blods". These blocks enable students to manipulate
grammatical structures rather than relying exclusively on st situatioal phrases.
These teacherswilll ignore the fact that their focus on grammar exceeds the
examination requirements and continue teaching threway they believe isrigit. Some
of them wou ld appear to emphasise this pointwith aview to their studeits” future
studies (- 12% or 17 in absolute figures inthe 1997 questiomaire).

3. The vast mgjority of teachers teach grammar insuch away as isnecessary inorder
o equip their students with the kind ofgrammar knowledge required in the context of
the Leaving Certificate examinations. As was shown above, teachers as a rule look t
the examination requirements, not the syllabus, when ftcomes to deciding on
classroom conterits. Most would thus appear to decide that they can only devote an
amount of time t itthat is proportionate 1o its relevance in the examinations.

Thus, while the vast majority of teachers would consider grammar to be important (in
fat, few, fany, will &l treir students that grammar isnot inportant), the exact kind
ofgrammar they teachmost likelyvaries enormously.

There s, however, another aspect which needs to be borme inmind when putting the
above findings into context and that isthe truism that at any leel, be itprimary,
secondary or tertiary, teaching does not necessarily equal learning. As Rogers points
aut, the relationship between the two sby no means a straightforward Cartesian
equation along the lines of 'l teach thereforeyou learm” (1996: 29). Student responses
in Section 5.2.1 will show that the degree of emphasis on particular aspects intrelr
German classes at second lewvel s consistently perceived as being less strong than it
was according to the teacher suney. There would thus appear to be a considerable
discrepancy between teaders™ and studrits™ perceptions regarding the extent ofwhat
isbeing taught. On the teadhars” sice, most practitioers will have experienced the
sense of frustrationwhen, despite their “perfect” preparation and boundless enthusiasm,
they fail "o get through o students”™ (and this is not because their students are
wunintelliget). The heterogeneous composition ofmany learmer groups isquoted as
another major dostecle. On the student side ,treSelective attention many leamers
atiribute to the learming situation might provide one explanation for a possible
mismatch between teaching and learming (@lthough by no means the only ae). As
was pointed out previously, students are well faniliar with the Leaving Cartificate
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examination requirements for each subject (going through past examination papers
and pointing out the allocation ofmarks are, after dll, acommon feature Iinthe
language classroan). Many learmers will therefore only focus on what is likely to be
demanded inthe Leaving Certificate examinations and switch offwhen other, “less
releant” itens are discussed.  Inview ofamost daunting examination diet,
expediency, tomost leamers, isthe order of the day.

Closely relatd to the issue of exam-driven teaching and leaming isthe lack ofa sense
of regposibility among many learmers as regards their own leaming progress. Inthe
interviews for the 1983 sylldas, some teachers told of thelr attenpts to encourage
students to carry out some work which might not be examined but could be conducive
1o deepeniing or extending students™ language leaming experiences. The feedback
these teadhers received invariably indicated a lack of interest, motivation or quite
simply time. Results for the 1995 syllabus would suggest thet not much change isto
be expected inthis respect (cf. results for learmer autonomy intable 4.7 above)
-unless itistestad, a course abjective iswnlikely to be taken seriously by more thana
Tew exceptional students and aminority of teeders. Therefore, whatever grammar
exposure studerts receive will in all likelihood not exceed the confines of the
classroon. The vast majority of students will rely on the teacher to provide themwith
whatever s required to get through the Leaving Certificate examinations -most
learmerswould not appear to be Interested In agpects of language learming beyond
these boundaries.

Another area affected by the product- \s. process-driven approach isthat of general
language anwareness. As was pointed out above, many foreign language teachers
attcise the lack of knowledge among learmers of basic grammar conoepts, and
demand that teachers ofEnglish inparticular should introduce at lesst some of these
intheir teaching. Although they have not been consulted in the course of this
rescarch, the latterwould presumably point to the fact that they, 0, are under time
pressure to fulfil their respective syllabus and examination requirements. Unless these
include language awareness isaes, they are unlikely to see themselves in aposition
thatwould allow them to give grammar the attention itarguably desenes. As
outlined under 3.2.2, the CEB reportmakes some far-reaching recommendations
regarding this iss.e, advocating a cross-curriicullar approach to language awareness
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and including the suggestion that "Language Awareness”™ might be time-tabled as a
subject in itsown right.  Ifsuch an approachwere implemented itwould obviously be
ofenormous potential benefit to students who continue their language studies at third
leel.

Besides the factors outlined above there are of course many other factorswhich make
the realisation of a high leels of grammatical competence at secondary level very
diffiauit. These include class siz, disciplinary factors, a general lack of motivation
and application among learmers and, aswas suggested by teachers themselves, among
some of their fellow teeders.

Some addrtianal conclusions will be drawn at the end of the next chapter which

Tocuses on students™ experiences ofsecond level grammar teaching.
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Chapter Five

The Role of German Grammar in Second Level
Teaching and Learning from the Learners’
Perspectives
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Introduction

This chapter examines on the issue ofknowledge and performance levels among first
year university students of German, aswell as trelr attitudes towards aspects of
German grammar leaming. Section 5.1 presents subjects and outllines data collection
procedures. Section 5.2 presents and discusses resullts from the various stages of
learmer-focused research, whille Section 5.3 presents some ofthe findings from the
ChiefExaminer”s Report of the 1995 Higher level Leaving Certificate examination for

German. Finally, Section 5.4 draws some conclusions.
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5.1 Subjects and Data Collection

Just as with the teacher-focused research, this part of the Investigationwas conducted
caross—sectical ly, and both quantitative and qalitative methods were used. Firstly,
inclass questiomaires were distributed in October 1995 inorder to Investigate Issues
of learmer background, leamers® attitudes towards the role of grammar in language
learming as well as limguistic and metalinguistic knowledge leels. Subjects
participating in this part of the research were eighty-seven firstyear students studying
German as part of their degree courses. 42 of these were enrolled for the course in

" Intermatioal Marketing and Languages®™ (IML), 33 were enrollled to study *Applied
Languages™ (AL) and 12 were studying "Applied Computational Linguistics®™ (ACL).
These students represent 96% of the overall student cohort studying German on the
above degree courses. Questionnaires were chosen as a research instrument for the
purpose of extracting a considerable range of information from the largest possible
number of students. Htwas decided that this part of the research had to be
implemented in class because previous experiences with the adninistration of
questiomaires have shown that these are not likely to be retumed once they are
removed from the classroan. Since data obtained In the questiomaire was to be
compared and correlated with data from learmer performance in free-style production,
students had to be asked t© fill in theirnames. Whi le the evaluator was aware of the
potential drawbacks Interms of sincerity of responses, therewas no easy altermative.
Students were told that the information given inthe questionnaire woulld be used for
educational research purposes only and that thelr names would not be disclosed tbh a
thirdparty. Students were further informed that responses given and the knowledge
levels displayed In these questiomaires were to have no impact on the marking of
future academic work.

In order 1o establish production accuracy leels, learmers”™ wrirtten productionwas
amalysed. Due to time costraints, this exercise took place outside the classroan. 78
studernts participated in this part of the rescarch.  Twenty-one selected students
(=23%) were subsequently interviewed with regard to certain aspects which had
previously been touched upon inthe questiomaire.
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AU percentage rates inthe questiomaires are calaulated out of 87.  In thewritten
production, rates are calculated out of 78 and inthe interviens out of21. Since
percentage rates are rounded off, not all totals add up to exactly 100%. For acopy of
the questiomnaire see Appendix C.
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5.2 Results regarding Students' Learning Background, Attitudes towards
Grammar Acquisition and Competence and Performance Levels

Section 5.2.1 presents results regarding students™ language learming background as
well as treir affective and cognitive attitudes wirth regard to German grammar
leaming. Section 5.2.2 investiigates metal inguistic and linguistic knowledge leels

and Section 5.2.3 examines accuracy levels inwritten production.
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5.2.1 Students'Language Learning Background and their Affective and Cognitive
Attitudes with regard to German Grammar Learning

There are certain considerations which must be borme Inmind when analysing the data
from the questiomaire:

1 The survey came unannounced, which may have caused some nervousness among
students (although students were assured that the resulits of the survey would not
contribute to treir firstyear marks inany way).

2. The surveywas conducted four months after the Leaving Cartificate examination
which, itcould be argued, might account for a certain “rustiress” in students™ linguistic
and metalinguistic knowledge.

3. Students were asked 1o filll in a lengthy questionnaire under time pressure (which is
apparent from the reaults, as the number of unanswered gquestions increases towards
the end of the questiomaire). Unfortunately, due to a lack of foresight on the part of
the researcher, there had been no trial run inwhich the time factor could have been
detected.  This costitutes amajor flaw in the research implementation, making a
meaningful Interpretation of some of the questions towards the end of the
questiomaire virtually Inpossible. As a consequence, some aspects of studaits™
linguistaic knowledge could not be explored in sufficient detail. Whille 76% ofACL
students and 75% of I ML studentts completed the etire questiomaire, only 38% of
AL students finished tteirs.

4. As regards research ino attitucks, be itby questioraire, interview or other means,
the evaluator has to bear iInmind at all times the so-called *"Hawthorne effect” (Lynch,
1996: 47), according towhich certain responses are only given because subjects
assume they are the answers the evaluator wishes 1o receive.

The firstquestion regarding stuoeits”™ language leamiing background, which was put to
students in the questionnaire corresponded to a question teachers were asked intheir
questiomaires. The guestion inquired about the degree of emphasis which was placed
on certain aspects of language learmiing at second leel. Answers are shown intable
51. The figures inbrackets indicate the results from the teadher suney. Specific
reference will be made to the figures inbold.
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Table 5.1

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 Column 5
No Little Fairly strong Strong emphasis Very strong
emphasis atall emphasis emphasis emphasis

Sk_ill ) rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs

Listening 00) 0 18 16 4235) 3 322) a 3 3

1 @)

Reading 8 0 El% ! 16 5137) 29 5374) 32 1 10
1 (35)

Writing 8 ) 0 5 4 2103) 35 (%19) 30 2%6) 18
0

Specking (10; 1 & % 5%0) 7 e (3210) 10

@)
Grammar U i? 3 5270) ) 1 o ) 3
- ©

Pronunciation 80 7 %27)6) iy 520) 26 (&22) 7 59) 6
2

Vocabulary ) 0 16 14 58 24 25 22 Sl 2

acquisition 0) ) (13) (43) (40)

Although students who filled in the questiomaires may not have been taught by the
thosewho formed part of the teacher suney, a compar ison between student and
‘teacher answers yields some noteworthy results. Thus the two items teadhers claimed
were emphasised most in their teaching ¢0Cabulary acquisition and Writing), are also
perceived by students as having been stressed strogly or very strongly (56% and 55%
respectively/49 and 48 in absolute figres). Reading ranks third (48w42), closely
folloned by Jrammal (46%40). Inthe teacher suney, these items ranked fifthand
third respectivelly. LISteNING which ranked fourth in the teacher survey ranks fifth
here. Students and teachers agree trat0ral SKillS were one oftre less emphasised
classroom elements. However, therewere also some remarkable discrepancies in
perogption, notably with regard to the degree of practice of oral skillsbut alsowith
regard to other items (see inparticular figures inbold). As regards the overall degree
ofemphasis on all itars, itwas judged to be much stronger by teachers than by
students, Indicated by a considerable shift towards column 4 and, to an even greater
degree, column 5 among teaders. These figures would appear to confirm the point
made under Section 4.4 tret, for a variety of reasons, teaching does not necessarily
result in learning. keshould also be borne inmind thatwhi le teacherswere seh-
selecting, students were not - inother words, teacherswho put less emphasis on
certain aspects than they knew they should had the gption ofnot responding to the
questiomaires whi le students were unablle 1o opt out thet essily. As regards the
emphasis on WItteN WOrk, most students in the interviens indicated that ithad
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oconsisted largely of letterwriting and the practice of setphrases.  Several students
observed that the main class dbjective had been the preparation for the Leaving
Certificate examination and that sample papers had featured prominently inmost
clases. There was also general consensus that(ldMmar Instruction was by and large
geared towards the requirements inthe Leaving Certificate examination. Several
studerts pointed out thet, even without a sound grammatical knowledge, they had
managed 1o score good results in the Leaving Certificate exam.

Although correlation results between teacher emphasis on grammatical instruction (&s
perceived by students) and student performance inwritten production did not reveal a
significant correlation, a galitative analysis of the 17% of students (15) who claimed
they received littleor no grammar instruction showed that some did indeed have
considerable accuracy problems in theirwritten production. On the other hand, there
woulld appear to be only a small percentage of students with poor performances who
claimed that thelr teachers put a strong to very strong emphasis on grammar
instruction, and an equally small number of students with strong performances who
said that grammar had not been stressed much at their school15.

Interview results showed tret, according to 57% of students (12), German grammar
was covered primarily for the Leaving Cartificate. 29% (6) stated itwas covered for
both the Junior and the Leaving Cartificates and 14% (3) stated they did not do much
grammar atany stage of their second level education.

In the Interviens, students were asked to expand on their overall German language
leaming experience at second leel. 43% (9) said that this experience was entirely
positive, while 29% (6) claimed itwas entirely negative. 24% (G) said itwas amixed
eqerience. One student leamt German outside scool. Reasons given for the
pOSitiVE experiences were:

a. class content 24% B)
b. teacher 10% @
C. both teacher and conterit 10% (2)

BAs emerged in the course of the interviews, many of these students received tuition outside the
classroom.
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Reasons forNeJative experiences vere:

a teacher 24% ®)

b. content 5% (D)

Reasons for Mixed experiences were:
Positive

a language as such 24% ®)

Negative (5% each)

a too many sustitute teadhers

b. the unstructured way itwas taught

C. bad teacher

d. not enough work done

€. everythingwas done through English

twould appear that content (i.e. " language as such™) isthe more decisive factor in
terms of the enjoyment of language leaming. While much ofthe blame for negative
leariing experiences would appear to be apportioned o teaders, "ed” teachers do not
seem 1o leave a sufficiently negative impression for a student to not consider studying
the language. At the same time, they are likely to have an adverse effect a student™s
overall leaming motivation.

As regards the methodological approach to grammar leaming, students were asked in
the questiomaire fa grammar book had been used intreir German language class
and toname the book(s), fany. 63% (55) replied that abook had been used. The
book titlkeswere identical with those named in the teacher suney, with the folloving
named as the most commonly used: Alles klar! (36%/3D), ZUT Sache 3 orZur Sache 4
@715) and Ubung macht den Meister (19/13). When asked ifthey had found tre
German grammar books ussful, 87% (76) replied that they did, quoting as thelr

reasons (nultiple answers possible):
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the book was easy to understand and use 43% (370

= therewere good exercises for lots of practice 38% ()
= thebook was a good reference book 26% (23
= thebook gave plenty of examples 21% (18

An amalysis of the books In question revealed that the cartoon book ofFGerman
grammar (A”GS kIar!) —while most appealing to students who respond favourably
visual stimuli -approaches the illustration of grammar points in amanner which lacks
emphasis on the structural ratiomale behind the German grammar system, presanting
points instead by loosely arranging bite-size chunks on the grammatical dinner plate.
Ubung macht den Meister isat the other end of the spectrum iin that itgives sinple,
clear definitios of grammar rules in avell-structured manner and provides ample
opportunity forpractice. ZUr Sache also encourages and demonstrates avery
systematic approach, focusing on the soecific corntext of the comprehension and
goplication of German grammar points inthe Leaving Certificate examination. Books
in the seriies contain past examination papers and provide step-by-step
recommendations as to how studerts shoulld approach certain grammatical hurdles in
thewrittenpaper. The above books certainly cater for very diverse learmer needs, and
thelr individual appeal Isobvious Ineach case. There can, however, be little doubt
thatnone of these books could provide students wirth the solid besis of fundamental
German grammar knowledge required at third leel.

In order 1o asocertain studerits™ attitudes towards and awareness about the organisation
of the leaming of German and, inparticular, the leaming of German grammar,
students were asked, inthe questiomaire, Ifthey agreed trat German was quite a
diffiault language to leam. Their answers are shown in table 5.2.

Table 5.216
Statement Answers

rel abs
[ agree 41 36
| disagree 40 3
Itis difficult but do-able l 6
No answer 13 il

B Since these research results were obtained before the introduction of the 1995 syllabus, there will be
no comparison of responses with a similar question put to teachers in November 1997.
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The number of students who disagreed with that statement is thus not considerably
lower than thosewho agreed.

On the one hand, a result showing tret40% of students (35) do not consider German
o be a drffiault language would appear to be an indication that theway German is
now taught iInmany secondary schools has demonstrably lowered anxiety levels and
has made German more accessible to amuch wider spectrum of studaits. On the
other hand, 1tcan hardly be denied that there are considerable hurdles which learmers
with morphosyrnitactical ly less challenging Lis should be expected to find quite
daunting.  Inthis regpect, findings which indicate a potential lack of avareness of
these diffiaulties on the part of the leamer must give rise to concemwith regard to s
repercussions for third leel. A subsequent amalysis of student work revealed that
some of those students who disagreed with the statemernt would appear to
considerably overestimate their language abilities: their linguistic and metalinguistic
knowledge aswell as treir performance Iinwritten production by no means warranted
their gptimistic judgement on this Isse. There were, of course, other students whose
perception of German as being a difficult language was equal ly surprising considering
their standard of excellence.

Answers to the next question revealed trat, while many students did not consider
German language as such as amajor hurdle, many were well aware of the demanding
nature of GEIMan grammar. Students were asked what they found most difficlt
about learming German and what they found essiest.  Theilr answers are shown intable
53.
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Table 5.3 (multiple answers possible)

AsDects about German that are difficult Answers

rei abs
1. Grammar 65 57
2. Adjectival endings pal 18
3. The cases 16 14
4, Word order i 10

AsDects about German that are easv

1 Pronunciation 29 25

2. Vocabulary 2 19
3. Listening pal 18
4. Reading 18 16
5. Speaking 155 13

Not surprisingly, aspects which students perceive as being most drffiault are grammar-
related. Answers 2. and 3. under “difficult aspects™ correspond to the answers given by
teachers when asked which grammar rtems their students found problematic. When
compar ing the answers 1o this question with those to the previous one, a suspicion
raised in the context of the fragmented grammar requirements for the Leaving
Cartificate examination wou ld appear to be confirmed: while 48% of learmers (42)
stated that they found German language ingereral diffiailt, a further 17% (15) stated
that they found German grammar diffiaclt. This is further evidence of the distinction
inmany students™ mind between the language as such -which many find quite
manageable -and the grammar partofit A mgjority of learmers find the latter much
more daunting -they have, however, also grown to disregard ftunder many
ciraunstances. This ispreciselywhy tomany students there isno apparent
contradiction in a statement such as "my German isquite good butmy grammar is
dodgy” -

In order 1o Investigate students™ affective and cognitive attituoes towards the learming
ofGerman grammar, studentswere asked to indicate whether they agreed or disagreed
wi'th the statements in table 5.4.
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Table 5.4

Statement (Strongly) (Strongly) Neither/nor No answer
Agree Disagree

. . rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs
1.1enjoy leamning languages 9% 8 1 1 3 3 0 0
2.1enjoy learning German 98 8 0 0 1 1 1 1
3.1find German grammar interesting 28 24 41 36 30 26 1 1
4. (German) grammar is a necessary evil 53 46 3 29 13 u 1 1
5.1find German grammar fairly easy 2 yil 51 44 %5 2 0 0
6.1find German grammar impossible to leam 10 9 70 6l 18 16 2 2
7. The best way to leam a Ianquage is to leam the 21 18 5l 44 2 il 5 4
grammar first. The rest will follow automatically
.UnIessYou are good at grammar you will never 38 3 36 a 5 22 1 1
be 1good at the language .
9. The best way to leam grammar is to be 67 58 16 14 13 u 5 4
?resented with'a rule,
ollowed by exercises o
10. Thebestwalyto leam grammar is to figure out 31 2 34 30 34 30 0 0
arule for onegelf, _
verify it and then do exercises
11. Grammar should be taught explicitly in a
grammar class
* atsecondary level 64 56 20 17 13 il 3 3
* atthird level _ 10 b1 il 10 16 14 1 1
12. All grammar should be explained through 74 64 9 8 16 14 1 1
English or Irish o
13. Students should be made familiar with 87 76 0 0 9 8 3 3
%rammartermmology .
14, Grammar should be taught in the contextofa 21 18 47 4 30 26 2 2
listening or reading comprehension, when
speaking or writing the language but not in a
grammar class .
15.1do not want to leam grammar, |justwantto 10 9 18 68 10 9 1 1
be able to communicate in German
16.f |Grammatlcal correctness isnotas important 26 23 V) 45 2 i 1 1
as fluency
17.1want to be corrected when making a mistake 95 83 3 3 0 0 1 1
in my written Geiman . _
18.Iwant to be corrected when making a mistake 92 80 6 5 1 1 1 1
inmy spoken German

The majority of studerts wou ld appear to enjoy both language leaming and the
leaming of German. This should not come as a surprise since the vast majority of
third level students are assumed to be seH=electing. However, anecdotal evidence
wou ld suggest that this isnot always 0. Thus, Inthe case of German language
studies inpartiaular, a student™s choice to study the language atuniversitywas, inthe
pest, not infrequently dictated by parental pressure’” . Other students are denied the
degree course of treir choice because of an insufficient number of points scored inthe

T7Given the present economic climate in Germany, the career argument which is often cited by parents
in favour of studying German may have ceased to be a cogent one, temporarily at least.
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Leaving Certificate examination, and have t ssttde for a differait, often entirely
unrelated course irsteed.  Experience has shown that although students include a
particular course on treir third level goplication (CAO) form, little thought may be
given 1o the “what-hgppens-if-1-donot-gety-Frst-doice”™ soaario. Firally, a
number of studerts may lack sufficiant points, not for the degree course of treir
choice as such but for a partiaular language combination. Thus studertswho had
hoped to study German and French, may have to ssttde for German and Spanish
Instead.  Since most students take the latter language atbegimers® leel, thisusually
has repercussions for DOt languages (. Chapter Eight below)™® . As emerged inthe
ocourse ofthe interviens for the current research, one studentwas not enrolled for her
firstpreference course and was not content as a resutt

As regards students™ attituce to the role of German grammar, more students than
expected claimed they found grammar interesting (28%/24)9and fewer regarded ita
necessary evil, while a gquarter of all learmers (21) considered German grammar essy.-
On the other hand, only 10% (9 found itimpossible o leam. Inthe Interviess,
students were also asked whether or not they liked the way grammar had been tackled
inthelr German classes at second lewel. Results showed et 6 7% (14) reacted
negatively to the handling of grammar, whille 33% (7) reacted positively. The most
Trequently stated reasons for negative reactions were:

e grammar was boring

= certain aspects were not covered in sufficient detail

= theteacher did not get herwork done

e lhate grammar

= the teacher had no conrol over the class

= therewas no grammar done forthe Junior Certificate - itwas all to lateby 5th

year
The firsttwo statements in the listbelow were made by several students.

BThe implications of basing a university entrance system exclusively on the number of points scored
in the Leaving Certificate was discussed in Chapter Three.

BTeachers had previously indicated that only 7% of their students showed an intrinsic interest in
grammar learning.
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Those who reacted positively quoted as treir reasons that their teacher had explained
things very vell, that they were always able to ask the teacher questions and thet,

whi le exercises may have been boring, they were alsoworttwhile.

In the Interviens, students also largely confimed the answers given by teadhers as
regards the methodollogical approach to classroom grammar teaching (cf. Section4.2
above). 71% (15) confirmed that exercises were done both at school and athome, that
basic terminology only was used (52%/1 1), and that grammar was explained mainly
through English (6~v14). They also confirmed that those aspects of German
grammar which teachers inthelr questiomaires had stated had been emphasised
stragly, were indeed stressed most.

Retuming to the questionnaire results shown intable 5.4 above, as statement 7. shows
( The best way to learm a language isto leam the grammar first. The restwill follow
automatically”), less than a quarter of students considered grammar as the basis from
whiich all other aspects will inevitzbly follow: . As regards statement 8. ("Unless you
are good at grammar you will never be good at the language'™), students were divided
with respect to the importance ofgrammar. These results confirm the learmer view
expressed Intzble 5.2 above, according towhich, inmany studets™ minds, “gramar™
is separate from “laguege™. According to this view, general language skills are not
necessarily dependent on sound gramatical knowledge - deficiencies in the latter can
be compensated by a good lexical knowledge.

When asked to choose between deductive and inductive teaching methods, the
majority of students opted for the deductive method. Although therewere some
contradictory answers to statements 11. and 14., resultswou ld suggest that studernts on
thewhole are in favour ofhaving a dedicated grammar class at third leel. However,
quite a few students insisted that grammar should also be pointed out in other aspects
ofthe German course, such as reading comprehension earcises. No student
disagreed with statement 13. ('Students should be made familiar with grammar
terminology’ ). Learmers may dislike terminology but at the same time they seem to
recognise itsnecessity. Answers to staterent 15. ('l do notwant to leam grammar, 1

2014%6 said that terminology was used very rarely.
2L This statement would presumably have yielded quite different results under a grammar-translation
approach to language learning.
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Justwant to be able tb communicate InGerman'’) must be seen ina similar Iigt
Thus, while t a sizeable number of students grammar may not be of overriding
importance (cf. statement 8. abowe), leamers nonetheless do not wish to exclude it
Trom the language leaming process altogetter. As emerged inthe interviens, learmers
are, however, unsure of the exact role ofgrammatical knowledge inthat process.
More than halfof all students disagree that “"Grammatical correctness isnot as
important as fluency* (statement 16.), although a sizesblle minority agrees.

In the questiomaire, students were also asked to give their ideas on how to best
organise German grammar leaming atboth secondary and third leel.

The folloving were the most freguently named suggestions:
= give clear definrtios and examples
= get studernts to practise a lot
= point out grammar inthe context ofa reading comprehension, an aural etc. —in

everyday German

= Qo over grammar continually
= gtartoffon the besics, then go on t themore difficult stuff
= make sure students understand the rules -do not go on to the next point without it

The above suggestions were carefully considered; some were taken on board inthe
design of the firstyear German grammar programme atDCU .

In the interviess, students were asked to expand on thelr conceptions regarding the
organisation of grammar teaching and leaming at third leel. Students were asked
what thelr expectations regarding grammar leamingwere before they entered ool lege.
The most frequently given answer was that they had no ideawhat to expect (33W/7),
folloned by 29% (6) who said they certainly did not expect a separate grammar cless.
5% each (D) stated that they expected

= more thanone grammar class

= no change from school

= abig thidkbook

= handouts with rules and definrtions

= averymethodical approach to grammar

= that grammar had been covered at second lewel
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« tohave todo grammar on theirown

= agrammar class

The firsttwo answers above ('l had no ideawhat to expect’” and "1 did not expect a
separate grammar class®), aswell as some of the other answers, would suggest that a
large number of students were dblivious to the possibi ity that the kind of grammatical
knowledge they acquired at second level may not be sufficient at third leel. Since
the vast majority ofAL, IML and ACL students atDCU were awarded an A oraB in
their German Leaving Certificate examination, they —understandably -believed that
their oerall German language skillls (Which, aswas discussed above, 1o a sizegble
number of learmers would appear 1o be separate from -and more important than —their
grammar skills) were indeed adequate and inno need of seecial treatment.
Altermatively, students may have been aware of the more challenging nature of
grammar leaming at university but would point to the fact that this s equal ly true of
all other course aspects: thus university s expected to take over where school leftoff
and to bring everything onto higher competence and sdll leels. According to this
view, third leel simply builds on what was started at second leel -the possibility
that some of the competence and skills acquired at second level may be inneed of "an
overhaul ™ does not seem to enter the equation.  Yet a third alterrative interpretation of
the above answers would be that students do not give much thought towhat is in store
for them at third leel.

In another question intervienees were asked ifthey thought the introduction ofa
separate grammar class atthird leel was agood idea. 90% (19) answered inthe
affimative, with 10% (2) adding thet grammar should also be pointed out outside the
grammar cless. Inthe questiomaire, this figure had been sligitly lover -there, only
70% had been in favour ofagrammar dlass. The difference in answers could be taken
as a sign that at the time of the interviens -~which took place in the second week of
term - studentswere more aware thatperhaps some exposure to grammar instruction
was required after dll.

Finally, students inthe interviewwere asked ifthey believed there should be a
grammar tesst. 90% (19) were infavour of a test, quoting as trelr reasons (rultiple

answers possible):
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1 itmakes you sitdown and leam things -the pressure s needed 43% O

2. itisagood way to check on your progress 19% &
3. ithelps you focus on grammar in reading and wrirting 10% @
4. you need an assessment o take grammar seriously 10% @
5. ifyou teach ityou must test it 10% @
6. itwould be interesting for the teacher 10% @

These answers are indicative of the Leaving Cartificate mental ity which teaders in
their survey had pointed aut. According to thisway of thirking, the rationalle behind
all classroom activity isdetermined by examination consideration -unless something
istestad, it isnot considered worth spending time on. This attituidemust be regarded
as one of the biggest sturbling blocks for students at third level where they are
expected to gradual ly assume responsibility for their own learmiing witthout constant

extermal examination pressure.
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5.2.2 Some Aspects ofStudents' Language Awareness and Metalinguistic Knowledge

In the questiomaire, students were asked which linguistic featureswere shared by
English and German and where the two languages differed. Table 5.5 shows their

ansaers.

Table 5.5 (nultiple answers possible)

Statements Answers
rel abs
Shared features;

1 Vocabulary 51 44
2. Pronunciation 3 29
3. Spelling 2 19
Differing features:

1. Grammar in general 36 a
German nouns have genders 18 16
Endings in German change frequently 16 14
Word order 3 u
German grammar is more complicated il 10
German marks its cases il 10
2. Pronunciation 22 19
German is pronounccd the way it is written 10 9
3. Spelling 17 155
No answer 2 17

As isobvious From the teble, two identical aspects (pronunciation and spelling) are
Classified as both a shared and a differing featre. V0CAOUIATY is, not surprisingly,
mentioned as the main shared feature, while grammar is stressed as being quite
different in the two languages. As isevident from one of the answers under the
grammar heading (*‘German marks s casss'”), there would appear to be a certain lack
of awareness as regards gramatical structures in the English language.

In order to ascertain metalinguistic knowledge leels, students were asked to define
certaingramatical terms and to provide an example in either English or German.
Semantic aswell as grammatical definrtions were acogpted. Results are shown iIn
table 5.6.
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Table 56

Grammar item Column 1 Column 2 Column3 Column 4 Column 5
Correct and Correct example Correct but Incorrect definition No answer
complete definition  only incomplete
(with and without definition
examples)
rei abs rei abs rei abs rei abs rei ab

LVerh 9 8 3 3 1 1 2 2 1 1

2. Conjunction 92 80 b 5 1 1 1 1 0 0

3. Subject 78 68 3 3 8 7 3 3 7 6

4, Noun T 67 3 3 15 13 3 3 1 1

5. Adjective 12 63 2 2 13 i 6 5 7 b

6. Object 64 56 10 9 6 5 7 6 13 il

7. Imperative 3 kX 3 3 0 0 5 13 44 38

8. Subclause 26 23 3 3 20 17 10 9 40 35

9. Personal pronoun 24 2 23 20 6 5 30 26 17 15

10. Auxiliary verb il 10 6 5 26 23 13 il 4 38

11, Preposition 1 ) a 2 30 26 13 il 20 i

12. Modal verb 1 1 3 2 43 37 6 5 20 17

13. Adverh 0 0 il 10 53 46 10 9 25 22

14, Past participle 0 0 T 6 55 48 23 20 15 13

The followving is an attempt to establish some kind of categorisation:

Category L. (=unproblematic concepts, as indicated by figureswell above 50% in
columns 1 and 2):

Verb, conjunctions qout see resuitts for next: questiion as regards this iten), SUDJeCt,
noun, adjective and object,

Category . (=problematic conoepts, as indicated by low figures incolumns 1 and 2
and correspondingly high figures inone or more ofthe other colums). These Ttems
are problematic for anumber ofvarious reasons:

1 The concept may not have been introduced under this term at second level -
examples are IMperative, subclause and auxiliary verb. The high number of students
who didnot even attempt to provide a definition or an example for these terms
(=more than 40%) would indicate that they may never have come across them before.
2. Itmay be diffiaultto give a fairly succinct but complete definition of the conoept,
e.g. the concept: of Preposition.

3. The interpretation of the concept is oo narrow, aswould appear to be the case with
modal verbs and adverbs. Arthough a fairly high number of studerts managed ©
provide erther a correct example or a partial definrtion, hardly any gave a complete
cefinition. Modal Verbs were most common 1y defined as verbs “that take another verb”
which would ignore the fect that they are also used asM | verbs. The concept ofan
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adverh also needs to be broadened considerzbly: more than halfof all students limited
the definrtion t© "describing averb”, not bearing Inmind that an adverb can also refer
1o an adjective, another adverb or an etire clause? .

4. The concept isconfused with otters, forexamplepeI'SOHa| pronoun andpaSt
participle. The most frequent erorwith regard to the former was thett itwas either
mixed up withP0SSESSiVe determiners or thet itwas limited to refer to human beings
only. As regardsastparticiples, iwas either confused itwith the preterite or taken
1o denote the entdire verbal bracket (eg. “ichbin gegangen™). No student mentioned
thet)ast participles are also used to form the pessive.

Overall and individual studert performances were measured by allocating one point
for a correct and complete definirtion plus one point for a correct exarple, thus
making up atotal of 28 points. The mean calculated out of 100 was 58.32% and the
Standard deviationwas 17.5%, underlining the considerable heterogereity in
knowledge leelswhich was previously idetified as amajor problem atboth second
and third leel.

Students were also asked 1o provide the correct grammatical terms for items which
were underlined inthe textbelow. Unlike the previous question, the terminology
demanded in this questionwent beyond what might be considered basic conoepts.

Rotkappchen?

Eines schnen Nachmittags wartete ein wilderl Wolfin einemfinsteren Wald darauf
daf ein kleines Madchen mit einem groRen Korb voll mit vielen Lebensmittelnfiir
seine GroRmutter vorbeikommen wirde. Endlich kam4auch das kleine M&dchen und
der bose Wolffragte es 6: "Bringst du diesen herrlichen Korb zu deiner 8lieben
GroBmutter?”. Das kleine Madchen sagteja, und 9der Wolffragte mit10einer
weichen Stimme, wo denn die liebe GroRmutter wohnt. Das kleine Médchen hatlles
ihm gesagt 2 und er ist schnell * in den tiefen Wald gelaufen.

Als 14das Madchen die Tir des alten Hauses seiner GroBmutter dffnete, sah es
jemanden in einer weifen Nachthaube im grolen BettBliegen. Das Madchen lwar

2This overly narrow definition would account for faulty noun phrases which even strong students are
known to produce, such as 'Sie hat einen wirklichen guten Geschmack'.

ZBThe text which is an adaptation of a story by James Thurber was taken from 'Grammatik zum Uben’,
(Brennerand Jentsch, 1983: 111).
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noch keine 3 Schritte aufdas Bett zugegangen 1, da sah es, da nicht seine alte
GroRmutter, sondern der hbse Wolfdarin lag, denn selbst in einer weilen
Nachthaube sient ein boser Wolf*® einer Grofmutter nicht ahnlicher als der Metro-
Goldwyn-Lowe dem Prasidenten der Vereinigten Staaten. Deshalb nahm das kleine
Madchen einen schweren Revolver, den 19es immer dabei hatte, um sich 0sicherer zu
fiihlen, aus seinem Korb und schof den bdsen Wolftot,

Moral: Es ist heutzutage nicht mehr so leicht wiefriiher, einem kleinen Médchen
etwas vorzumachen.
(jemandem etwas vormachen - tofool someone)

The following terms were accepted as being correct (although some are in factnot
oorrect such as “pronoun™ under numbers 7 and 8).

1= adjective; 2= indefinite article; 3= noun; doject; 4= verb inpreterite
teneforeterite; 5= definite articke; 6= personal pronoun; accusative doject; 7=
demonstrative adjective/article/pronoun; 8= possessive adjective/article/proon; 9=
conjunction (O); 10= preposition; 11= auxiliaryverb; 12= past participle; 13= adverb;
14= conjunction @); 15= prepositional phrase/place complement; 16= suffix; 17=
prefix; 18=noun phrase; sbject; 19= relative pronoun; 20= reflexive pronoun.
Deviations from these answers were judged to be erther “correct, but incomplete” or
"inoorrect”™: Answer's are shown inteble 5.7.

179



Table 5.7

Item number Column | Column 2 Column 3 Column 4
Correct answer Correct but incomplete Incorrect answer No answer
rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs
3. (Noun; objecl) 90 18 0 0 8 7 2 2
9. Conjunctlon no.1 87 76 0 0 6 5 7 6
1. (Adjective) 86 75 0 0 il 10 2 2
12. (Past participle) il 62 14 2 6 5 9 8
10. Preposmons) 65 57 0 0 14 12 il 18
14 Conjunction no. 2) 60 52 0 0 2 19 18 16
4. (Verb in preterite; 56 49 9 8 29 25 6 5
preterite)
13, (Adverb) 51 44 0 0 40 3% 9 8
5, (Definite article) 43 37 5 4 26 23 26 23
6. (Personal pronoun; 3 32 20 17 15 13 29 25
accusative object)
2. (Indefinite article) 34 30 8 1 36 3 2 19
11 (Auxiliary verb) 34 30 40 3 2 17 6 5
19, (Relative pronoun) 16 14 17 15 39 34 28 24
20. (Reflexive pronoun) 13 1 20 7 40 35 28 24
18. (Noun phrase; 7 b 2 7 52 45 22 19
sub ect)
08sessive b 15 13 43 38 34 30
agjectlve/artlcle pronoun)
|gPreflx 3 3 il 10 56 49 29 25
7. (Demonstrative 1 1 15 13 28 2 56 49
adjectlve/artlcle/pronoun)
15. (Prepositional phrase; 1 I 24 pal 53 46 2 19
place complementjp
16. (Suffix) 0 0 13 il 51 44 31 R

Findings for this questionwou ld appear to confirm some of those for the previous
questionwhi le contradicting others. Thus, the concepts of N0UN (item 3 intable 5.7)
and a0]eCtiVe Gitem 1), whiich had previously been classified as unproblenatic as
regards their definition, were also identified correctly by the vast majority of students.
As regards the concept ofCOﬂjUﬂCtiOﬂ, there seems tobe quite a remarkable gap
between the number of correct identifications from one conjunction to the next,
although both are named correctly by amgjority: whille a very high number of
students correctly identified “ud” as a conjunction (item 9), the conjunction &k’ (item
14) was not quiite as essily identified and was frequently held to be a preposition.
Results for two other concepts which were previously categorised as not posing any
diffiaulty intheir definition showed that their identification in context proved to be
more problematic: although there were two goportunities for the identification ofan
Object (iters 3 and 6), students opted o name other (equally correct) terms on both
occasions.  Thus, with regard to item 3, almost all students opted for 10UN as a
response, whille wi'th regard to item 6, most students stated that thiswas aJf0N0UN
rather than pointing out that itwas an accusative doject. Whi le answers for the
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concept off)ast participles would appear to contradict findings for the previous
question, consiidering that 71% (62) iidentified item 12 correctly, results for item 4
showed thet 29% (25) were unable to identiﬂ/mepl'eterite as such -the most common
incorrect answer here ves, in fct, astparticiple. Answers for item 11 (auxiliary
Verh) confiirmed thet this concept: isnotwidely known: onlly 34% (20) identified it
fully correctlyvhile 40% (35) merely stated that thiswas aVerD. On the other hand,
the concept ofIEPOSIION Citem 10) which very Few studerts were able to defire in its
entiretywas identified correctly by two-thirds in this question, an indication thet
students are fami liar with the conoept.

As regards two other concepts which were previously categorised as problematic -
Pronouns and adverhs - the difficultywith those itens was confirmed in this question.
Thus item 8 (P0SSESSive adjective/article/pronoun) was erroneausly identified as a
personal Pronoun by most ofthe 43% (38) who provided an incorrect ansier. The
number of correct answers for other pronouns isalso low (Cf. items 19 and 20, relative
and reflexive pronouns). And as regards the concept ofadverh, while 51% (44
managed to identify itaorectly, 40% (35) gave an incorrect answer, most ofwhom
stating trat thiswas an ajeCtiVe. Correct answers for the (efinite and tre indefinite
article (tems 5 and 2 respectively) were also provided by less than halfofall
stuoets. Most of the 36% of students (31) who identified the latter incorrectly stated
that itwas a definite articke. The other determiner in the text (demonstrative
adjective/article/pronon, item 7) isvirtually unknown, as are items 15 through 17.
Owverall and individual studertt performances were again measured by allocating one
point per correct and complete ansner, making up atotal of 20 points. The mean
calaulated out of 100 was 43.35 and the Standard deviationwas 15.65 which isagain
cuite high.

A ocorrelation testwas carried out for the two questions regarding metal inguistic
knowledge leels, revealing a significant correlation at the 99% leel. A selection of
terms were tested In a ttest o ascertain ifthe same termwas both defined and
identified erther correctly or inoorrectly.  The examined terms were:

- axiliaryverb

= past participle

- adjective
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= oonjunction
= adverb
* preposition

= personal pronoun

The ttest showed that, wi'th the exceptiion of the concepts offast participle and
preposition, trerewas a direct linkbetween the degree of correct definition and the
degree of correct identification.

To sum up, findingswould suggest thatmost learmers are on firm ground with no
more than avery limited number ofhbasic conoegpts. These include the concepts of
verh, noun, adjective, preposition and conjunction. Terms such asmodal verhs and
adverbs are conceiived inan overly narrowway and, inthe case of the latfer, also
confused with other concepts (eg- adjectives). A susstantial number of students holld
rather fuzzy notions with regard to the nature of specificPTONOUNS and determiners as
well aswith regard toast participles. As regards the concepts ofSUDjECt and Object,
on the limited evidence of the above answers, itwould appear thatwhile they are
known intheory, their identification in practice might cause difficulty. A range of
other concepts which most teachers would regard as rather besic, such as imperative,
subclause and auxiliary Verh are not widely known, whille lless basiic conoepts such as
prefix, sujfix anaplace complement are artogether rowel .

The next question sought to examine levels of rule knowledge with regard to two
soecific aspects of German grammar. Inparta, leamerswere asked to state the
oorrect case for the items marked inthe textbelow and to give areason as towhy a

particular case was used. The same textwas used as previously.

Eines schdnen Nachmittags wartete ein wilder Wolfin einemfinsteren Wald darauf,
daR ein kleines MadchenImit einem groRen Korb voll mit vielen Lebensmittelnfiir
seine GroBmutter vorbeikommen wiirde. Endlich kam auch das kleine M&dchen, und
der bose Wolffragte es: "Bringst du diesen herrlichen Korb zu deiner lieben
Grofmutter? " Das kleine Mé&dchen sagteja, und der Wolffragte es mit einer
weichen Stimme, wo denn die liebe GroBmutter wohnt. Das kleine Madchen sagte es
ihm3 und er liefschnell in den tiefen Wald4,
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Als das Madchen die Tir des alten Hauses seiner GroRmutter5ffnete, sah es
jemanden in einer weiRen Nachthaube im groRen Bett liegen. Das Médchen war noch
keine 3 Schritte aufdas groRe Bett zugegangen, da sah es, daf nicht seine alte
GroBmutter, sondern der bdse Wolfdarin lag, denn selbst in einer weiRen
Nachthaube sieht ein boser Wolfeiner Grofmutter nicht &hnlicher als der Metro-
Goldwyn-L6we dem Prasidenten der Vereinigten Staaten. Deshalb nahm das kleine
Médchen einen schweren Revolver aus seinem Korb6und schoR den bdsen Wolftot.

The folloving answers were accepted as correct™:

Item number Case Reason
1. (ein kleines Médchen) nominative subject
2. (diesen herrlichen Korb) accusative ‘direct’ object (as demanded by 'bringen’)
3. (ihm) dative 'indirect' object (as demanded by sagen)
4. (in den tiefen Wald) accusative 'in" with motion (towards a goal{takes
accusative

5. (seiner Grofmutter) genitive denotes possession .
6. (aus seinem Korb) ative '3us' is a preposition that requires the dative
*The information in brackets did not have to be provided in order to be awarded full points.
Student answers o this question are shown intable 5.8.
Table 5.8
Item intext Correct case plus Correct case plus Incorrect case No answer

correct or no reason "incorrect” reason plus "incorrect” or no

reason

rel abs rel abs rel abs rel abs
1 47 41 2 2 33 29 17 15
2 56 49 8 7 13 1 23 20
3. 68 59 1 1 9 8 22 19
4. 52 45 10 9 14 12 24 21
5. 49 43 6 5 16 14 29 25
6. 67 58 6 5 3 3 24 21

Less than 50% of students identified the nominative case correctly (. item D), with
almost a third of the atire cohort stating an incorrect case. The most frequently given
incorrect answer was "‘the accusative cas2'’, the form forwhich s, ofcourse, in this
instance idertical with the nominative case. One possible explanation for the
misidentification is that students expected the conjunction "ce?” 1o introduce an dbject
and not a slbject. Another explanation is that students associate the verb “warten™ with
the accusative case sinoe, 1fused as a prepositional doject with “auf, itis indeed
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followed by that case. This latter hypothesis isboime out to some extent by the error
analysis findings discussed under Section 5.2.3 below. Results there suggest that the
presence of averb requiring the accusative case leads learmers to put most other
conceivable elements inthat sentence INto the accusative case aswell.

Just over halfthe students idatified the genitive case correctly (item 5), with most
studerits who provided an incorrect answer stating that thiswas the dative case (again,
there isno morphological difference). The accusative case inboth dbject (item 2) and
direction complement (item4) was identified correctly by considerably fewer students
than identified the dative case (items 3 and 6).

In partb. of this question students were asked to identify reasons for the particular
word order inthe fol loving sentences:

Eines schdnen Nachmittags wartetel ein wilder Wolfin einemfinsteren Wald darauf,
daf ein kleines Madchen mit einem groRen Korb voll mit vielen Lebensmittelnfiir
seine GroBmutter vorbeikommen wiirdeIL. Enalich kam auch das kleine Mé&dchen,
und der bose Wolffragtelll es: "Bringst, du diesen herrlichen Korbzu deiner liehen
Grofmutter?". Das kleine M&dchen sagteja, und der Wolffragte es mit einer
weichen Stimme, wo denn die liebe GroBmutter wohnt. Das kleine Madchen sagte es
ihm und er liefschnell in den tiefen Wald.

Als das Madchen die Tiir des alten Hauses seiner GroBmutter ffneteV/, sah es
jemanden in einer weiRen Nachthaube im grofien Bett liegen. Das Médchen war noch
keine 3 Schritte aufdas groRe Bett zugegangen, da salt'l es, dal nicht seine alte
GroBmutter, sondern der base Wolfdarin lag, denn selbst in einer weiRen
Nachthaube siehtvn. ein baser Wolfeiner GroRmutter nicht &hnlicher als der Metro-
Goldwyn-Lowe dem Présidenten der Vereinigten Staaten. Deshalb nahm'1L, das
kleine Madchen einen schweren Revolver aus seinem Korb und schoR den bdsen Wolf

Answers are shown intsble 5.9.
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Table 5.9

Item number and reason Correct answers Incorrect answers No answer
rel abs rel abs rel abs
IT- verb second 41 36 2 17 3 34
Flace/mversmn
I. - verb end after 55 48 10 9 34 30
conjunction ‘daf’
[11. - verh second place /no 40 3 13 il 47 41
inversion after ‘und'
V. - verb first place in 5 46 14 12 3 29
question
V. - verb end after 44 38 pal 18 36 3
conjunction ‘als'
VI.- verb second 24 A 18 16 57 50
lace/inversion
I1. - verb second 7 6 36 3 57 50
lacefinversion
[11. - verb second 47 4 8 7 45 39
place/inversion

As sobvious from table 5.9, a considerable number of students did not answer erther
the entdire questiion or individual parts, most likely for lack of time.

It should also be noted that quiite a few incorrect answers were probably prompted by
the full stopswhich had been inadvertently placed at the bottom ofthe lire insteed of
the top, together with the respectiive number.  Thiswould appear to be especially
relevant in the case of item number VI1. which shows a striking number of incorrect
answers (36%/30). Inview ofthe low number of replies, an interpretation of the
above results does not seem prudent.

Answers to the firal questionwhich included aspects of”ngUiStiC knowledge will not
be considered since the overall number of students who attempted this questionwas
quite small.

In the questiomaire, students were also asked about the interface between explicit and
inplicitknowledge. They were asked o state ifthey found itdrfficult o apply
grammar rules inanon-grammar cotext, for example when writing an essay. 80% of
students said that they found itdifficult indeed. About halfof these added that they
were very insecure when itcomes to using their granmatical knowledge.

Students were further asked to give reasons as towhy remembering grammar rules in
free compositionwas difficult. The most frequently given answers are shown intable
5.10.
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Table 5.10

Statement Answers

rel abs
The concentration is more on vocabulary and content, so you forget about the 23 2
grammar aspect
Grammar is taught in isolation, i.e. separated from other aspects of language 2 19
learning (the context is often lacking):
There is a lack of continuous practice of newly acquired rules 16 14
There is too much to be remembered 10 9

The firstanswer confirms the emphasis on lexical issues insecond level language
leaming and the view ttat, iInmany circunstances, the goplication of grammatical
knowledge isof secondary importance. Response number two indicates thet, whille
aurrentt leels of learmer knowledge may justify the introduction of a dedicated
grammar class atthird leel, grammar issues covered in that class also need to be
pointed out Inather aress of leaming. Thus students™ attention needs to be drawn t©
grammar issues inreading and listening comprehension exercises aswell as inwritten
and oral production to counteract canpartmental isation and to demonstrate the
importance of grammatical awareness inall instances of language use. Firally,
answers three and four indicate that students need extended practice to use the elicit
information gathered inthe course of thelr grammar learming effart.
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5.2.3 Levels ofAccuracy in Learners' Written Production

Students were asked towrite an essay entitled: Meine 4 Jahre an DCU - Hoffnungen
und Erwartungen. The recommended length of the essaywas 300 words. Students
were advised that the purpose of the essay was to ascertain the level towhich they
were able to apply grammatical knowledge in free production and were therefore
urged to pay attention to production accuracy. Ifand to what extentt production was
guided by eqlicitor mplicit knowledge was not examined, although thewritten,
rather than the aral, med 1um was used to give students a better chance to apply their
eplicitknowledge. As Hulstijnand De Graaff (1994) point aut, inplicitknowledge
is "atheoretical costruct, not directly accessible by means of language tests”® (ibid:
106). Thus R. HIis" (1993) claim that an ervor analysis shows up gaps inthe learmer’s
Implicit knowledge cannot be upheld. For lagistical reasons, studerts had to be asked
towrite the essay autside class-time.  Students were allowved to use reference
materials ifthey wished but had to indicate ifthey did so.

The rationale behind this part of the researchwas to put to the test the Inpressionistic
evidence that levels of accuracy among school-leavers were wanting. Ifthey were
indeed low, two aspects had to be established: firstly, common core gaps in learmer
knowledge had tobe idetified for inclusion in the German grammar programme and
secondly, error sources had to be detected. The amalysis ofaccuracy levels focused
primarily on three types of error category -morphosyntax, particles (i.e. the use of
prepositions and conjunctions) and spelling/orthographny.  Although the rationale
behind this part of the research was to asoartain, above dl, accuracy leels, fluency
lewels and the ability to conmunicate ideaswere obviously also put to the test.

Results

Message-communicationwas achieved Inmost casss, with some impressive
performances. Syntactically, most students adhered to fairlybasic structures,

avoiding structures which are perceived as diffiallt, such as relative clauses, aswell as
the use of conjunctions and adverbials (presumably because of implications forword
orter). There was accordingly little sign of syntactic variation.  Several essays also

revealed considerable reliance on set phrases which form part ofthe Leaving
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Certificate repertoired. The firstperson singular pronoun "idT™ formed the subject of
the overwhelming mgjority ofphrases. Other pronouns featured hardly at all - inmost
instances nouns were simply repeated, just as there were widespread lexical
repetitions ingereral.  Diffiaulties of amorphosyntactic and lexical nature manifested
themselves when students attempted to express ideas without resorting to Leaving
Cartificate type vocabulary or sstphrasss.

The distritution of the most common |€XiCal emors isshown intable 5.11.

The reaults for the most com m on grammatical errors in the three categories listed
above are shown intables 5.12 and 5.13 respectively. Intables 5.11 and 5.12, each
enorwas counted as 1 errar; intable 5.13 each errorwas counted as 0.5. Percertages
were calaulated out of the total number of incorrect occurrences in each category.
Where an idattical structurewas repeated incorrectly more than once, only one error
was counted.

As isobvious from the tables below, the total number of lexical emorswas far lover
than the number ofmajor grammatical and orthographic ernrors (314 lexical compared
10 879 granmatical and 160 orthographic enrars). Whi le those semantic errors which
occurred frequently willl be considered inthe comtext of the German language
programme, theywill not be discussed in any further detail in this rescarch.

Table 5.11:Lexical errors (otal number of errars: 314)

Cateeorv Y% Examples of the most common errors

Adverbs and adjectives 3 ich vermisse meine Familie viel: heimwehkrank sein: flieBlich Deutsch sprechen
Verbs 3 Freunde machen: bei einer Familie bleiben: ieden Tae 5 Stunden studieren
Nouns 29 Sozialleben: ich habe keine Idee

Fischer”™s listoftypes of error sources include the folloving: LI transfer (according to
Fisdher, the biggest source of enrars, cf. Fisdher, 1990), L2 overgereralisation, lack of
attention, L3 trasfer and attempt to avoid an L2 structurewhich is idatical with the

L1 for fear of imterference.  Looking at the lexical errors produced inthe essay, it

2AExamples of these set phrases are: "Ich freue mich, die Gelegenheit zu haben, ..." and "Wie du schon
weildt,..." - both are standard phrases with which students would have been familiarised in their
preparation for the the Leaving Certificate examinations. Neither phrase is particularly appropriate in
the present context.
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became clear that in the categories ofVerhs and NOUNS, most were indeed due t an
incorrect L1 trarsfer. As regards a0jeCtives and adVerhs, students seemed tohave
been

influenced t some degree by the L2, using suffixes that they wou ld have come across
before in that language (e.g- the suffix -lichon the adverb *flidiad™ which
subsequently became *fliddid™). In another (frequent) error, L1 and L2 lexical items
were amalgamated to create the adjective “heimvehkrank® .

Table 5.12 shows themain gramatical errars, while table 5.13 shows the

orthographic errors.
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Table 5.12: Grammatical errors (total number of errars: 879)

CateEorv

1 Verbal «mrase _
1. Verb and tense formation; use of the
tenses

2. Valency of the verb *'

3. Verb/noun agreement

Total % number oferrors inverbal
phrase

Il. Noun Dhrasc

1 Gender of nouns *'

2. Declension of nouns, articles and
pronouns  use of articles

« plurals

3. Formation, declension and
comparison of adjectives and adverbs *'

Total % number oferrors in noun
phrase
111. Prepositional phrase

Government of prepositions

V. Syntax

1. Word order of the verb in main
clauses

2. Word order of the verb in subclauses
3. Word order of adverbials; word order
surrounding infinitive clauses

Total % number of syntax errors
V. Particles
Prepositions
Conjunctions

Total % number oferrors involving
particles

Other errors accounted for less than 2%.

%

16

31

12
10

41

woo ot

Maost common errors

ich werde besser bekommt, ich muB arbeitet; separable verbs; Pretente
forms such as schreibte and fande\ modal verbs'in the present tense and
the preterite, e.g in der Schule mRten wir immer...", ich méchte immer
Deutsch an der Uni machen' the verb werden; the use of Past participles;
omission of auxiliary verb (‘ich gesehen’); incorrect auxiliary verb (‘ich
haFe Kluhs heitreten’l: use of the pluperfect: in der Schule hatten wir viel
gelernt

ich setze Prof&e Hoffnungen auf diesem Kurs; ich weif nicht viel Gber der
Geschichte von Dtld.: ich treffe hier mit vielen Leuten: ich méchte diese
Leute helfen: er war einen sehr guten Lehrer;

ich Elaube, daB diesen Kurs schivierig ist

die Familie wohnen; ich kennt; die Studenten macht

ein gutes Zeit: das Gelegenheit; das Umgebung: die /das Kurs: ein autes
Beruf; dig Jahr . .

im Laufe des.4 Jahre; das 3. Jahr dieses Kurs_; am Ende die 4 Jahr.; das 3.
Jahr meines Studium.; ich mdchte meinen_Kenntnisse verbessern; eines
gutes Wissen haben; alle vs alles: wir machen alles_unsere Hausaufgaben;
jeder vs jemand: das weiR doch jemand; in der Schule

die Freunden/Leuten/Jahren;

alle Lehrem: elf Studentin: Computers . .

viele ArbeitZeit: mit andere.Lcutc: die heste.Studenten; ich freue mich auf
mein dritten_Jahr; ich hoffe, da ich mein ndchste.4 Jahre geniefen werde;
sie sind alter als ich

mainly adverbials of place (cf. examples below)
violation of'verb secondlrule

violation of the 'verb end* rule .

the position o f'auch’ which in many instances appears at the end ofa
clause; embedding of infinitive clauses, e.g. 'ich habe Fremdsprachen zu
studieren beschlossen’

various

als vs. wenn, e.g." wenn ich 15 war, bin ich nach Deutschland_ gefahren’;
\f/v?]nn vs. wenn. e.e. 'ich freue mich auf das 3. Jahr, wann ich ins Ausland
ahre'

Tablle 5.13: Orthographic errors (total number of errars: 160)

Category .
1. The use of capital letters

2. General spelling

%
bl

39

Most qommon errors i
no capital letters on nouns; the use of capital letters on the pronoun 'lch'
other than at the beginning ofa sentence; capital letters on adjectives
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A few points need to be made with regard to an analysis of the above student essays.
Firstdy, certain types of potential errors could not be investigated because of the topic
of the essay (e.g- some aspects of the verbal phrase such as the imperative mood). All
other aspects of the vertal phrase, aswell as aspects of noun phrases and prepositional
phrases could however be investigated since there was a sufficiettnumber of
examples. Itshould also be pointed out that the envor anallysils does not take into
account the fect that some students used relatively simple structures successfully,
while others tried out more elaborate ones and failed.

In the interpretation of error sources, there isa diffiaulty regarding a classification of
emorsmarked G tre Valency ofverbs, gender ofnouns aswetn asdeclension of
nouns, articles andpronouns, the declension ofadjectives and adverbs and the
government ofprepositions). The source of error in these instances isnot always
obvious. Inotherwords, itisnot always possible to identifywhether itis the case, the
gender or the actial declension that isnot known -or a corbination ofthese. For
instance, inthe phrase "'das Ende von dieser Absatz" itisunclear whether itisthe
cae, the gender or both that are unknown to the producer, likewise with phrases such
as "mit andere_neue Studenten' or "'ichmochte alte Leute helfen'” (case, declension or
both?). Other examples would appear to confirm inpressionistic evidence that
learmers are actual ly erther unaware of the existence of organising principles inthe
target language grammar, and/or have leamt to "survine™ without fullly grasping these.
As emerged inthe course of the Interviews, tomany students, the features trat make
up German grammar appear fairly arbitrary which leads them, intum, to adopt a
haphazard approach when using the language. For instance, learmerswould appear to
be completely overwhelmed by the use of Umlaute (inparticular in the formation of
verts), aswell as by what they perceive as the ever—-changing nature ofwhat
intervienees referred to as "word edings". Even allowing for the concept of"non-
systematic variatdan” (cf. Chapter Two), itisinmany instances quite difficult o
uphold the notion of a rule-govermed interlanguage system: forhow does one i
language use thet is "non-systematic”™ from one which isutterly "random™? To give an
example, ifa student produces as articles for the noun "Zait” not just "d€” and “dar™ but
also "ds’, dl inthe one text and all forwhat is supposed to be the nominative case, it
may be that his/ner interlanguage system isnot somuch inneed ofbeiing leStructu red

191



as inneed ofbeing StrUCtU red intre firstplace. Thus, knowing the declension of
articles (1.e. recalling that "dr™ changes 1o “dan” in the accusative) s obviously only of
benefit to the language user 1fhe/she also knows when to use the accusative, 1e
which verbs and/or prepositions reguire the accusative case. As a consequence of this
lack of understanding, students adnitted inthe interview that they were not very
confident and often frustrated when they find themselves in a situation ofhaving to
apply whatever grammatical knowledge they have been taugit.

As regards the vast majority of errors under Prepositional phrase, these did not occur
in connection with fixed prepositions but with adverbials of place or time involving
double-track prepositions.  Examples of those include:

1 Ichméchte eine gute Zeitindas erste Jahr haben.

Ich hoffe, dal? ich gute Noten inmeine Examen bekomme .

In die 4 Jahre hier hoffe idh, viele Leute zu treffenund kennenzullemen.
Ich méchte Fremdsprachen aufdieUni studieren.

. Ichmochte meine Fertigkeiten inmeine 2 Sprachen entwickeln.

Aber erstmuf ich die Prifungen in das erste Jahr bestehen.

N o oo AW N

. Vor das Examen satze ich mich uter viel Druck.
8. Inmein ditaes Jahr hiermul? ich ins Ausland fahren.

In alll of the above clausss, an overgereralisationwas made with regard to the use of
the accusative case: in sentences 1. 1o 7., the presence of a trasitive verb woulld
appear to have prompted many students to put not onlly the dbject complement into
the acousative case, as requiired, but also all otrer elements, including adverbials of
time and ofplace. similarly, insentence number 8., the accusative case of the
direction complement is extended to the adverbial oftime. Thus, no distinction is
drawn between COMPIEMENS on the one hand and adverbials on the other inany of the
above clausss.

A statistical amalysis of the overall number of grammatical and orthographic errors
reveals that the mean, which was calaulated out of the number ofmistakes made per
100 words, 112.29. As isobvious from results in teble 5.12, the highest number of
errorswas made with regard to aspects of the 10UN phrase (41%), followed by the
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verhalphrase aws). Errors involving Syntax andprepositions accounted for 11%
and 8% respectively, while the number of enrors involvingpal'tides amounted to 7%.
Although themean of 12.29 isquite high, itmust be stressed that this can by no
means be taken as an indication ofweak learmer performances across the board,
regarding all grammar structures: the high Standard Deviation of5.07 clearly
uderlines the heterogereity of learmer performance leels. A look at the distribution
of errors reveals ttet, whi le certain areas indeed caused difficulty to a large majority
of learmers (notably those aspects included under NOUN phrase aswell as the concept
of Verh vaIency), enor rates inother aress are driven to theirhigh leels by amuch
smaller number of studets. Thus, aswas suggested previously, aspects which
received both strong coverage and regullar ervor feedback at second lewel, such as
besic elements of the VErbal phrase and tre use of CONJUNCLIONS (F. tzbles 5.3 and 5.4
above), tend to be less problematic with strong or fairly strong students, although they
are nonetheless most problematic for a sizesble number ofweaker studets. The use
ofprepositions wou ld appear to be an exception since itwas both emphasised strongly
atsecond level and produced errors across the entiire learmer spectrum.  However,
considering that the main source of these errors was the use of prepositions in
adverbialphrases orplace and direction complements itmay be suggested tet,
perhaps, these features did not receive the same coverage as other aspects of the
prepositional phrase (e.g. the use of prepositions with fixed cases).

Correlation testswere carried out between student results for the definition of selected
terminology (illustrated in t2ble 5.6 above) and the number of errors leamersmade In
Treestyle conposition. Results reveal a correlation between these two categories,
sigiificat at the 95% leel. The same testswere also conducted between results for
the 1dentification of selected terminology (illustrated intable 5.7 above) and the
number of errors made in freestyle canposition. No significant correlationwas
established between these two categoriies. Correlation reaults between Leaving
Cartificate German results and metalinguistic knowledge on the one hand, and
Leaving Certificate results and essay performances on the otter, revealed a correlation
atthe 95% leel.

Finally, although this error analysis gave some indication of gereral learmer
weaknesses, itdid not provide lecturers with a sufficiently accurate picture of each
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student™s individual strengths and weaknesses.  Since studentswere alllowed to use
reference books, twas not possible 1o gain an insight into their “unaided” performance
leels. For this reason, itwas decided that future essayswhich aretobe used as a
diagnostiic instrument for identifying individual student strengths and weaknesses
must be produced in class (. Chapter Eight).
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5.3 The Chief Examiner's Report of the 1995 Higher Level Leaving Certificate
Examination for German

A brieflook will be taken at the report ofthe 1995 Leaving Certificate examination,
as itwas the exam which was taken by the presernt subject group.

The reportwas compi led on behalfof the Department ofEducation in order to give
teadhers an indication of the performance of candidates in thaet examination and to
assist them inpreparing their senior cycle students for future examinations. The
report states that approximately 68% of candidates sat the Higher level paper but
points out that **'some candidates would have done better to choose the Ordinary level
paper’” (InshDepartment ofEducation, 1996¢c: ).

According to the report, the Listening Comprehension yielded some very good results,
although few candidates achieved full marks. As regards the cloze-type test in the
written paper, the report states that this analytical testwhich requires a top-down
approach to discover exactlywhich lexical and grammatical markers are to be filled
into the blanks *is not popullar with the majority of pupils and teadhers™ (ibid: 4)25 .

As regards written production, the report atticisss the over-use of chunks of leant-of f
material which, itwas pointed aut, was not always appropriate inboth the letter—
wriiting and the elaboration of notes. The report states that “[sjinple, correct German
would be welcomed inplace of staltedpurple passages'” (ibid: 5, underlining in
original). With regard to the lewel of accuracy Inwritten expression, the report
expresses concem "'that levels of accuracy and appropriateness of language seem to be
worsening™ (ibid: 8). A look at the Iistofthe most frequently made mistakes

compi led by the ChiefExaminer reveals tratmany of those mistakes are indeed
identical wirth those detected in the error analysis under Section 5.2.3 above. The
report thus confirms the Inpressionistic evidence many  in the teaching profession
holld with regard to effects of the communicative approach: accuracy leels leave
much t be desired and students tend to rely excessively on ready-made chunks. With
regard to the compositional exercise which isthe other dedicated grammar exercise in
the paper besides the cloze-type test, the report notes that candidates performed well

B This is presumably one of the reasons why it was removed from the paper under the revised
examination regulations.
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in this questiion but continues to state that *'[ejxaminers commented thetword order
was good in this guestion, in contrast to questions 2. and 3. [the letter-writing and
elaboration of notes, my explanation] (where there was ahigh level ofword order
enars), indicating that candidates practiice [sic] focussing [sic] on word order inthe
canpositional exercise DUt d0 not transfer or apply that to writing ofafreer nature"
@bid: 11, underlining inorigiral, my talics). The report also states that " ijdeal ly this
exercise should lead to greater accuracy inwritten eqression’ (ibid). The
fragrentation of grammatical knowledge as demonstrated by students in the above
exercises should, ofcourse, come as no surprise atall inview of the

compartmental isation established by the examination requirements themselves.

With regard to the oral examinations, the report notes that some candidates failled t©
produce the plurals of such nouns as "Brader™ and "Schwester™ correctly and that some
candidates recited material that they clearly did not understand. A reminder is issued
that It is important to constantly practise speaking the language incless. As regards
the roleplay, the report remarks that " [tlhe wholle question of accuracy/inaccuracy in
use of language continues tobe aproblem™ (ibid: 21).
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5.4 Conclusions

Itwas the aim of this chapter to establishwhat impact the Leaving Certificate teaching
syllabus and examination requirements have had on second level grammar leaming
from the students™ point ofview. What then are the most pertinent results from this
investigation for third level teaching? Looking at students”™ knowledge and
performance leels, itwould appear that few students have a thorough understanding
ofgrammar. Most seem to have have the kind of limited knowledge required for the
Leaving Certificate examinations, while some would appear to owe their good
Leaving Certificate results 1o sklis thathave littleor nothing to do with grammatical
knowledge (cf. Lofmark, 1990 for similar cbservations inBritain).

Notwithstanding individual student differences, there are discemible difficulties
which are common to the mgjority of studats:

1 Most students® terminological knowledge does not exceed rudimentary leels. The
vast majority of concepts put to students in the course of this researchwere erther
confused with other terms, given an overly narrow interpretation or were quite simply
not known.

2. Due to inaufficient student responses In the questiomaire, results regarding elicit
linguistic knowledge levels are largely inconclusive. However, results from the
‘teacher survey give some indication as to the levelswhich can be expected from
sdhool-leavers. As was pointed out in Chapter Three above, the requirements for
grammatical competence, under both the 1983 and the 1995 examination regulatias,
are very limited in both the range ofFknowledge to be displayed (1.e. requirements are
confined to some besic aspects of the VErbal phrase and word orger, including the use
ofCONJUNCLIONS) and the need for its gpllicebillity. Thus, alithough teachers® answers in
the 1997 questiomaire suggest they do not believe that students can score erther As or
Bis or B2s without a fairly sound knowledge of besic aspects of 10U and
prepositional phrases, many teachers inthe interviens for the 1983 syllabus
maintained that thiswas in fact quite possible: according to these teeders”
experiences, very slective teaching can secure students high marks in the relatively
narrow context of the Leaving Gartificate. Consequently, teachers inthe interview
repeatedly warned that a good performance in the Leaving Gertificate could by no
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means automatical ly be equated with a sound overall knowledge of even the most
besic German grammar concepts.
3. Error amalysis findings would suggest that there are fundamental grammar areas
which pose diffiaulties to students across the board (for example, the concept of
valency, most aspects of the N0UN PNIase aswell as aspects of thePrepositional
phrase), while other aspects, such as besic elements of the Verhal phrase and syntax
proved to be problematic for a sraller, albeit sl sizeeble, number of learmers.
The results ofboth the student and the teacher suney, and inparticular the ervor
analysis reaults, are confirmed by findings in the 1995 Examiners® Report.
Furthermore, the annual examination reports published inthe bulletins issued by the
German Teachers® Association (GDI) bear ample testimony to the fact that lewels of
accuracy among many second level school-leavers are indeed far from satisfectory.
An investigation of the 1995 syllabus and examination requirements would suggest
that not much change can be expected inthe immediate future.
Findings inboth this and the previous chapter would suggest that the approach to
grammar acouisition and usage which has been adopted at second level has at lesst
three major inmplications for third level language leaming. Airstly, aswas discussed
above, both the 1983 and the 1995 German Leaving Certificate examinations (and
therefore, aswas established inthe teeders® survey above, teaching practice inthe
average classroan) give overall preferantial treatment to the aim of
comunicativity’ . Requirements for granmatical competence are not only very
limited intheir range, they are also confined to specified parts of the examination,
thus fostering an utterly inconsistant approach to the use ofgrammar. Under both old
and new Leaving Cartificate regulations, grarmatical knowledge and accuracy are of
overriding importance in certain instances (cf. the claze-test in examinations under the
1983 syllabus and the “Angewandte Grammatik®™ question in examinations under the
1995 syllaas), of limited importance in others (cf. the "AuRerung zum Thema" and
“Schrifdide Produktion®™ under the new syllabus) and ofvirtuallyno importance inthe
rest (. the reading comprehension questions under both syllebr). Learmers are

XIt may have to be stated again that full recognition is taken of the fact that, for the majority of
teachers, the pursuit of the aim of communicativity does not lead to an abandonment of grammar
emphasis.
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effectively told that 1t ispermissible to Ignore grammar when doing certain exercises
inthe foreign language (e0- the reading comprehension), while concentrating
exclusively on aspects of grammar inother eercises. What this approach fails to
underlinre isthe fact that grammar does not serve a purpose in ftehfbut that itisan
integral part of efficient and effective comunication at all iMeS @F. the chief
Examiner™s Report, 1995). Many (ifnotmost) students have therefore adopted the
view tret grammar isuseful only indedicated grammar exercises and when there isan
eplicitcall for accuracy (as ifaccuracy were agoal in itself). According to this
conception, “granmar” s separate Trom the rest of™ languege™, just as accuracy s
separate from communication. Thus, although on the Tace of it, students acknowledge
that grammar has some role to play in language leaming, they are not surewhat
exactly that role is (. statement 15 intable 5.4). The recognition of the importance
of grammar wou ld thus appear t© be of a rather theoretical nature, since the majority
of students fail 1o see s true purpose.

A second featurewhich seems tobe common tomany second level classrooms isthe
fairtyminimal analytical (cognhitive) challenge and concomitant widespread reliance
on non—creative formulaic speech (. again the ChiefExaminer™s Report, 1995).
Although 60% ofteachers inthe 1997 questiomaire stated that they engaged their
students in regullar parsing e@rcisss, itisclear that this practice is confined to the
very limited requirements ofthe Leaving Certificate which, aswas established eardier,
do not demand an overview or In-depth understanding of German grammar. Results
from the student survey confirm that the average student does not have a thorough
knowledge of erther the underlying structures of or the ratioale behind the target
language. Thus both grammar acquisition and usage remain largely unreflected and
are superseded In their importance by memorised leaming instead (. Skehan, 1994).
Although 1twas probably the furthest thought on the minds of proponents of the
communicative approach, this practice would appear to have helped bring about a
leaming environment which isnot altogether dissimilar to that prevalent under
behaviourism. On the face of it, both seem to be characterised to a large extent by
rote leaming and the use of sstphrases. There ishowever one cnucial difference
between the kind ofFgrammar knowledge acquired under behaviourism on the one
hand and the conmunicative approach on the other hand: vilified as they may have
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been, thas been argued thatpattem drillls actually helped learmers to produce an
infinite number of original® sentences, whille some communicative leaming contexts
allow students to rely on *'a cluster ofhollophrases useful for everyday survival'”
Mitdhell, 19%4a: 97). Leamers thus instructed can “holgohrase”™ theirway through a
limited number of sstpieces, and are denied the chance to become truly linguistically
"aesatie™. Rosier sums up the approach at second level 1o the handling of language
leaming in gereral and grammar inparticular by pointing out that e stérker
Lemziele [-.]nidit aus Sprachverwendungsgriinden heraus bestimmt sind, sondem
durch ineiner Institution zu absolvierende Prifungen, desto stirker bestimmen sie,
Was, und zum Teil auch, Wie gelemtwird” (199%4: 4, my italis). As long as the use of
ready-made chunks of speech and the lack of analytiical abilities do not affect Leaving
Cartificate results adversely, the average language teacher may therefore have little
choice but to continue to rely heavily on those features, inview of the plethora of
demands and pressures arising from the examination requirements aswell as
classroom circunstances (cf. Chapter Four above). The resultof this approach s
similar to that regarding the gpplication of granmatical knowledge: amalytical salls
are, by and large, only “activated™ when the signal for accuracy iseplicitly given, ie
indedicated grammar eercisss, while the remainder of the time they are put onto the
back burmer.

Both the compartmentalised approach to grammar usage and the lack of
understanding the underlying structures of the language have undoubtedly contributed
o the sense of inseaurity which many students display towards the gpplication of
gramar. Thus, inthe student survey grammar was singled out as the most diffiault
aspect of German language leaming (. table 5.3) and the use of eplicitknowledge
was reported by 80% of learmers to cause considerable difficulty in freestyle
production. As aconsequence, results regarding learmer motivation reveal, not
surprisingly, that only aminority of students are intrinsically motivated to leam
German grammar, while, atthe same time, virtually all students showed an
intrirsicallymotivated interest in the acquisition of German language as such (cf.
table 5.4, statements 3 and 2 respectinely).

Leaving the soecific issue of grammar acquisition at third level aside for amoment,
there can be little doubt that the general psychological impact of the transition
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between second and third level isperceived by many students as amost daunting and
sometimes even traumatic prospect. Thus, afteryears of "spoon-feeding® and
compulsory class attendance which provided many learmerswith a great sense of
searrity, students, upon entry into university, are forced to develop organisational
sllson ahitherto unknown scale. The move from second to third level isknown to
be even more unsettling formany (although likerating for athers) who have had to
leave their parental home Inorder to attend college. The above facts are often
overlooked by those who claim that embarking on anew life (which life at university
undoubtedly i) isnecessarily fraugit with difficulty and that there isvery little trat
can be done to remedy the sittation.

ithardly needs to be stressed that the above dbservations do not costitute a critician
ofthe instrumental ly-driven leaming approach displayed by the majority of learmers -
itwou ld be unjust to reprehend students forwishing o secure an opening into their
chosen careers by trying to performwell intheir school-leaving examinations.
However, there are two issueswhich cannot be ignored: firstly, the erroneous
assumption needs to be challenged that a good performance inthe German Leaving
Certificate examination equals a good command of the language -good marks can just
aswell be the result of a successful match of selective teaching and selective attention
(toname but one gotion). Secondly, IEtmust be pointed out that as a consequence of
the exam-driven teaching approach, examination requirements are al lowed to dictate
the classroom content inmany, although obviously not all classroons, to an extent
that can only be described as alarming Interms of foreign language pedagogy -

If, as predicted, student numbers at second level do indeed fall inyears to come, thus
removing some of the pressure of gaining entrance into third level institutions through
the highest possible Leaving Certificate score, amore process-oriented syllabus might
Just stand some chance of suocess.  Considering the present demand for third level
places, changes inthe immediate future seem unlikely. Similarly, recommendations
regarding altermative assessment modes, as suggested in the 1987 CEB rgoort, would
appear to have little chance ofbeing implemented.

Finally, some ofthe above conclusions may be unpopular in certain circles and should
not be isolated from the undoubtedly many merits which the introduction of the
communicative approach has brought about. Nevertheless, there can be little doubt
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that this approach and its ramifications continue to present third level with anumber
ofmajor diffiaulties, as will become evident in the next depter.
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Chapter Six

The Role of German Grammar at University Level
from the Lecturers’ Perspectives
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Introduction

The total number of studentswho in 1998 were taking German as part of their tertiary
studies amounted to approximately 5,600 (Goethe Irstitute, 1998). This figure
comprises all years (not just firstyears) inall third leel institutios (e Institutes of
Technology and universities) and includes those who startGerman atab initio level on
entry into collegel. Studies aonsistof elther " German Studies™ degree courses or studies
such asApplied Languages, Applied Computational Linguistics, International
Marketing and German, Law and German, Engineering and German,
Commerce/Business and German or European Studies and German. The length of
degree courses with German varies between three and four years, with some colleges
offering an optional year abroad between the lasttwo years of study, whereas others
prescribe a compulsory year during that time. When comparing the figure of 5,600 with
the number of studentswho sitthe Leaving Certificate examination each year, it
becomes obvious that fewer than 11% of school-leavers continue German atthird leel.
As pointed out under Section 3.1.3 above, entry Into an Irishuniversity isusual ly gained
by applying through the Central Applications Office (CAO) . Points requirements for
degree courses involving German go up as high as 550 points, with the majority of
courses demanding pointswell inexcess 0F400. Minimum entry requirements for
language degrees involving German range from aB2 inthe Leaving Certificate German
examinationtoaC32.

Although the main focus of this thesis Ison the role of German grammar inthe firstyear
programme atDCU, the situation atother Irishuniversities (but not Institutes of
Technology) was briefly examined aswell. The ratioale for thiswas to ascertain
whether or not the abovementioned changes with regard to school-leavers® competence
and performance lewels were also perceived 1o be problematic at institutions other than
DCU. To this purpose questiomaires were disseninated in October 1997 among first
year co-ordinators of German atNU 1 Dublin, NU I Maynooth, NUI Galway andNU1

1Due to the increasing availability of German at second level, most universities have ceased to offer ab
initio courses (e.g. Trinity College, University of Limerick, NUI Maynooth).

21t should be noted that many of those students who achieve the highest Leaving Certificate results in
German often opt for the most popular degree courses overall, such as medicine, veterinary studies or
law, rather than languages.
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Cork, Trinity College Dublin, the University of Limerick. Colleagues from all but one
oollege replied. Al lecturers involved in the firstyear German language course at
Dublin City University (five in total) were also asked to complete the questionnaire and
were subsequently interviened. Section 6.1 presents the reaults for all uninersities,
including DCU, while Section 6.2 focuses on conclusions drawn from the findings by
the btter.
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6.1 The Role of Grammar in Post-Leaving Certificate First-Year University
Courses

As stated under Section 3.2 above (language policy), due to the autonomy of the third
level sector there are no common rational syllebi at that level comparable to the second
level Junior or Leaving Certificate sAlabi. The majority ofuniversity faculties however
issle students with wrirtten guidelines for their specific degree courses. Questions inthe
questiomaire aimed at ascertaining the expectations at university level with regard o
students” previously acquired grammatical knowledge aswell as establishing the status
ofgrammar instruction and methodological approaches to grammar acoquisition inthe
university context. For a copy of the questiomaire see Appendix D.

The firstquestion inthe questiomaire s idattical with that put to second level teadhers
who were asked to indicate the degree of emphasis put on certain aspects of German
language leamiing iin theiir courses.  Perhaps not surprisingly, (faMmar was the course
elenent most emphasised by lecturers, fol loned by Writing, reading, speaking,
vocabulary acquisition, listening anapronunciation. As regards the overall leaming
outcomes of the various firstyear German ocourses, answers confirmed the pursuit of
fairly diverse aims inthe individual universitieswhich left littlecommon ground. The
status of grammar teaching and leamingwas the one notable exception. All lecturers
stated that they expected students to demonstrate a "thorough knowledge ofbesic
German grammar by the end of the firstyear. This includes the ability to analyse and
manipulate graimatical structures and to form phrases that are grammatical ly larcely
ocorrect as well as increasingly complex, without having to rely on ready-made chunks.
An examination ofnon-prompted (i.e. additionally provided) lecturers™ answers revealed
thatmuch ofthe grammar work now done in firstyear university courses is considered
tobe remedial, with many lecturers stating that very "tesic™ German grammar had to be
ocovered. The gereral concurrence was that most of the grammar-related course aims
wou ld previously have been tackled at second, not atthird leel. The shift inemphasis
at second level has thus led to a situation inwhich tis in their firstyean at col lege that
studerts are asked to acquire the kind ofknowledge that, under the grammar-translation
syllaaus, had been achieved prior to studets” entry Into university.
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When asked to compare the importance of grammatical accuracy to that of fluency, the
former was judged to be very important by the majority of lecturars, with three stating
that accuracy was more important than fluency. No lecturer stated that accuracy was
less inportant.

Another question pertained to the degree of coverage certain grammatical items were
expected to have received at second level and the coverage they received in the firstyear
German language course atthird leel. Lecturers were asked to indicate treir answers
on ascale from 15 (1 = no coverage, 2 = suyparficial coverage, 3 = fairly thorough
coverage, 4 = thorough coverage, 5 = very thorough coverage). Answers revealed a
significant variation in eqeectations, with the expected coverage at second level for
most items ranging fromSUPErficial wVvery thorough coverage. The only itemswhich
were expected to have been covered thoroughly wvery thoroughly were:

1 Position ofverbs inmain clauses and questions (average degree of coverage: 4.5)
2. The use of cepital letieys (4.4

3. The position ofverts in subclauses (4.0

4. Formation of regular verts and the use of conjunctions (4)-

Answers would appear to indicate some knowledge among lecturers of Leaving
Certificate requirements where point 1. aswell as points 3. and 4. feature strogly
indeed. One course co-ordinator commented that itwas impossible to give an answer t©
this guestion because of the disparate standards at second leel. A colleague from
another ool lege gave two separate sets of answers to, firstly, what he said he knew ©
expect and secondlly, what he WOUd [1ke tobe able t expect . Yet a third co-ordirator
made a similar point by stating that her interpretation of "eqpect” equalled “Tknow
students will have done ts'.

As regards items at the other end of the scale (ie. items lecturers did not expect to have
covered thoroughly), thesevere:

1 Indirect speech and the conditional (1.6)

2. Valency of nouns and adjectives (1.7)

3. Umlaute on nouns, adjectives and verts 2.1).
30nly the former interpretation was taken into account for the above calculation purposes.
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Depending on the expected degree of coverage at second leel, answers regarding the
coverage at third level varied accordingly. The most common answers for the top end
of the scalle (ie. items trat are covered th0roughly wvery thoroughly atwiversity) are:

1 The passive (4.9)

2. Valency ofverbs (4.6)

3. Separable and non-separable verbs, irregullar vertss, modal verts and past participles
@5

4. Government of prepositions and demonstrative pronoun (4.4)

5. Demonstrative article and adjectival endings (4.2)

6. Regular verbs, verb-noun agreement, declension ofnouns, comparison (4).

Just as with second lewel teaders, aspects of the verbal phrase receive much attention in
among university lecturers, underlining the importance of this aspect at every level as
well as the difficulty many students have in coping with its features. Compared to the
Istof items which were expected to have been covered at second leel, the listof
features thet are covered thoroughly orvery thoroughly in firstyear university courses is
extensive.

The only features which are not emphasised much in firstyear university courses are:

L Indirect speech (1.8)
2. The use of cepital lettiers 2.2).

In anumber of universites, the Tormer would appear to have been moved from first into
second year teaching now, an indication of the shiftofFgrammar teaching necessitated
by the introduction of the communicative approach at second leel. The latter feature 5
expected to have been covered thoroughly prior to students® entry InNto university.
Lecturers were asked 1fthey used reference books when explaining German grammar .
All said they did. The books used were:

Bock etd.: Themenneu 1 -Workbook
AufderstraBe et dl.: Themen neu 2 -Workbook
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Dreyer/Schmitt: Lehr-und Ubungsbuch der deutschen Grammatik
Durrell: Hammer™s German Grammar and Usage

Durrell et d.: Practising German Grammar

Bremner/Jentsch: Grammatik zum Uben
Kars/Haussermann/Hime-Everschor: Grundgrammatik Deutsch
Helbig/Buscha: Deutsche Grammatik

Grebe etd.: Duden-Grammatik

Reimann: Grundstufen-Grammatik

Geschossmann-Hendershot: Schaum®™s German Grammar

Zorach Melin: English Grammar for Students of German.

None ofthe books frequently used by second level teaders, as reported intheir suney,
are consulted or recommended by university lecturers.

As regards methodological approaches to grammar instruction, results revealed tret:

= lecturers both st aside time for elicit grammar teaching and deal witth grammar
points as they arise

= most lecturers practise amixture of inductive and deductive teaching

< al do follovup exarcises, both inclass and as part ofFhomework

< only one lecturer explained grammar through German, most others through a mixture
ofGerman and English

= grammar terminology isused constantly to freguently

- themgjority of studats, according to their lecturars, consider German grammar a
necessary evil, difficult or challenging.

These findings are very similar indeed to the answers given by second level teachers in

thelir 1996 suney. The same istrue ofthe approach to the correction of errors,with dl

but one lecturer stating that they correct Al enors inwrittenwork but only the most

blatant inoral work4. As regards the seriousness of grammatical errars, the folloving

were considered to be serious by all tecwrers:

4The one lecturer who does not correct all, corrects MOSt errors in written work. One outside lecturer and
all DCU lecturers stated that they do not correct errors themselves but ask students to correct them.
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1 Formation of all verts
2. Position ofverbs
3. Declension of cefinite and indefinite articles

4. Personal and possessive pronouns.
The following were considered serious by MOSt lecturers:

1 Tense formation

2. Verb-noun agreement

3. Government of prepositions
4_ Conjunctions

5. Unlaute on verts.

Again, there are significant similarities between these answers and those given by
second level teacrers, with the exceptiion of (efinite and indefinite articles ana Umlaute
on verbs.

Errors judged to be lesst serious (0 to 1 response) were:

1 Indirect speech

2. Valency ofnouns
3. The use of cpital letiers
4. Indefinite pronouns.

Major differences between individual degree courses emerged as regards the allocation
of class time towards the teaching of grammar. This ranged from 20% t asmuch as
75% with the average ataround the 40% leel.

Participants were also asked what assistance they offered weak students with regard to
the studying ofGerman grammar .

Self-aoccess systams, inparticular computing fecilities and language laboratories were
named most frequently as aids given to studaits. Most lecturers also insisted that they
could be approached both inside and outside the classroom to discuss problemns, and
some were even prepared to put on extra classes forweak studets. Some added that
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they placed great emphasis on helping students to view grammaticality not as an end in
t=ebut as auseful tool from which their entire language knowlledge can be expanded,
Two course co-ordinators claimed that the vast majority of students now el into the
category ofdisplaying a ""weak grammatical knowledge™, thus having necessitated
structural changes inthe entire German language programme.  In one uiniversity,
students were atone point streamlined according to their command lewels atentry ino
university.

In a firal question, co-ordinators and lecturerswere asked fthey would like tomake
any other com m ets. Whi le most made comments expanding on some of the answers
given inthe questiomaire, one co-ordinator made the point that the syperficial coverage
some grammar received at second level was arguably worse than none atall sinee, as a
result of it, studerits came to college confused about the grammar they had encountered
and unable to use Itin practice.

To sum up, the resullts show that there iIsunanimity among the German language co-
ordinators and lecturerswho participated in this research as regards generally low
standards of grammar among firstyear university studaits. Grammar would appear to
be the most emphasised feature in firstyear university German courses. A thorough
knowledge ofhbasic grammar isthe onlly feature thet is included in the listof aspired
firstyear leamiing outcomes ofall universities.

Differences as regards the handling of grammar inthe individual universities have

emerged inthe fol lowing aress:

1 The expectations ofwhat has been covered at school
2. The subsequent emphasis on individual grammar points
3. The time allocated to grammar teaching.

Thus while all Irishuniversitieswou ld appear to have taken account of decreased levels
of linguistaic knowledge and performance accuracy, the starting points for third level
classroom teaching, the coverage of individual points and the overall time dedicated t
the teaching of grammar vary quite considerably.
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6.2 Conclusions for the German Grammar Programme at DCU

Turming to the specific situation at the centre of this research, findings among D CU
lecturers™ suggested that the 1tems listed intable 6.1 below should form the basis for the
firstyear grammar course. Lecturers also agreed on anumber of linguistic aims aswell
as one gereral educational dbjective with regard to the acquisition and goplication of
German grammar which ought to be achieved by the end of semester two.

The linguistic course dbjectives are as folloas:

1 Students willl be expected to demonstrate in their oral and written production an
adequate command of the morphosyntactic features listed intable 6.1 below. In order t©
pass the examinations atthe end of semester o, error leels in ertrer type of
production must not exceed specified leels. This isthe only one of the linguistic aims
which isenforced under curreritDCU examinations regulations.

2. Students should be able to display rule knowledge in defined areas aswell as an
understanding of the underlying system of German grammar (= analytical competence).
3. Students should be able to display terminological knowledge of commonly used
terms (e those used intable 6.1).
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Table 6.1

Grammar item
t. Verbal phrase, part | - verb formation, tense formation and use of tenses

the indicativo

subject-verb agreement/finite and non-finite verbs
formation/conjugation of regular and irregular verbs
formation and use of auxiliary verbs
formation and use of modal verbs .
formation of separable and non-separable verbs/prefixes
formation and use of the preterite tense
formation and use of the perfect tense/ formation of past participles
. formation and use of the pluperfect tense
10. formation and use of the future tense

11. formation and use of the ‘present’ conditional/subjunctive T (for identification purposes only)
12. formation and use of the imperative
2. Syntax: the verbal bracket

1mposition of the verb in main clauses
2. position of the verb in subordinate cTausesfthe effect of subordinating and coordinafing conjunctions on word order
3. Valency

the most commonly used verbs and the cases they require (transitive and intransitive vcrbs)/complements/the case system
4. Noun phrase

definition of nouns/the use of capital letters
gender of nouns/suffixes

l.

3. plurals of nouns

4. declension of nouns and determiners (mcl. weak nouns); use of determiners
5. declension of personal pronouns

6. declension of relative pronouns without a preposition

7. deelcnsion of indefinite pronouns

8. declension of possessive pronouns

9. declension of reflexive pronouns

10. declension of adjectives,

I1. formation of the comparative and the superlative

12. formation of nouns (incl. compound nouns); formation of adjectives_____
5 Prepositional phrase

L use of prepositions with fixed cases

2. use of prepositions taking either the accusative or the dafive case

3. use of relative pronouns with prepositions

6. Advcrbinls

1. adverbials of time, placc, direction and manner; the difference between adverbials and complements
2. difference between preposition, conjunction and adverbial (vor-bevor-vorher)

7. Word order

©

Verbal Phrase, part 1

formation and use of the passive
the subjunctive, part two; the ‘past conditiona
the use of the double infinitive

As regards the wider educattional aim mentioned above, itwas agreed that students
should be able to demonstrate both an awareness of treir own grammar leaming
resoonsibilities and the ability to put this awareness Into practice.

When comparing these dojectives with sdhool-leavers™ competence and performance
leels (s presented in Chapter Five), itbecomes obvious that awide gulfexistswith
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recai U to average existing leels at the beginning of firstyear and those expected at the
end of ttat year. The isse at the centre of this research s to establish just how best thet
gulfcan be bridged. The approach adopted atD CU will be described in detail in the

next depter.
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Chapter Seven

Design and Implementation of the German Grammar
Programme for Post-Leaving Certificate Students at
DCU
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Introduction

As was stated in Chapter One, the aim of the programme under investigation in this

thesiswas to fecilitate the transition between second and third level educationwith

regard to the acouisition of German grammar, Consequently, the design ofthe firstyear

German grammar programme, as regards both the syl labus conternt and the overall

pedagogical approach, is informed by and based on findings from the fol loving aress:

firstly, some of the theoretical concepts presented and discussed in Chapter Two;

secondlly, research into the framework and effects of second level leaming and teaching,

as presented in Chapters Three t Five; thirdly, research regarding the grammar

standards students are expected to achieve by the end of treir firstyear atDCU, as

outlined in Chapter Six.

The most salient results from the research into learmer backgrounds and DC U course

aims can be summarised as follos:

1 Results regarding second leel:

= Accuracy leels among some students are low to very low invirtually all aress of
grammar whi le the majority of learmers have difficulty with aspects which were not
covered in great cetail at second leel.

= The 1983 Leaving Certificate examination regulations and marking schemes fostered
a fragmented approach to grammar usage, signalling to the learmer that the principal
role for eqlicit grammatical knowledge s its goplication in "grammar eercises”,
whi le in free-style production content conveyance can also be achieved by relying
primarily on lexical knowledge. This view does not recognise grammar as a
communicative tol, but regards as an end in ftselfwhich isalmost reserved for
Sseparate purposes.  Thus, while studentsmay indicate that they are convinced of the
importance of graimatical knowledge, inpractice, they seem unaware of its actual
communicative fuction.

= Although, due to flans in the research inplementation, the present investigation
Tailed o establish exact leels of linguistic knowledge among studernts themselves,
results in the teaders” survey confirmed that the grammatical knowledge required in
the Leaving Certificate examination isvery limited. As was outlined in Chapter
Three above, under both the old and the new sylldas, grammatical knowledge is
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confined to a small range of agpects whi le for the remainder students are chal lenged
lexical ly rather than morphosyntactically. Fairly high results (certainly Bs) can be
achieved by the skiHul gpplication of formulaic speech and by focusing on message
communication, with only minimum requirements for accuracy ina limited number
ofgrammar categories.

= Since Leaving Certificate examination requirements do not exceed a very low leel
of amalytical parsing (and since the majority of teachers confess to adhering intheir
teaching primarilly to examination requirenents), itmust be deduced that the majority
of school-leavers are not equipped to meet the kind of cognitive demands they are
likely to encounter in the course of their university career. Nor do they have the kind
ofunderstanding of theworkings ofGerman grammar which woulld allow them t
recognise the system underlying the structures.

= Since the mgjority of students fail 1o see the rationale behind the German grammar
system, many perceive the system as arbitrary and subsequently adopt an equally
haphazard approach to using it (relying on the *"sounds/looks right” principle).
Confidence intreir ability tomake sense ofwhat they perceive as an insurmountable
hurdle is accordingly low, especially in free-style production.

< The mgjority of students are familiarwith only a fraction of the most basic
terminology -

= Students are by and large unaccustomed to making decisions regarding the
organisation of treir leaming actavities - questions ofwhen, how much and what t©
leam have traditicrally been answered by the teadher and the examination
requirenents, not by learmers themselves.

2. Results regarding third leel:

The folloving dojectives are tobe achieved by the end of year one:

1 Students will be expected to demonstrate in treir oral and wrirtten production an
adequate command of the morphosyntactic features listed intable 6.1 below. Inorder to
pass the examinations at the end of semester two, error levels in erther type of
production must not exceed specified leels. This isthe only one of the linguistic aims
which isenforced under current D CU examinations regulations.
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2. Students should be able 1o display rule knowledge indefined aress aswell as an
understanding of the under lying system of German grammar (= analytical conpetence).
3. Students should be able to display terminological knowledge of commonly used
terms (1e those used intzble 6.1).

4. Students should be able to demonstrate an awareness of treirown grammar leaming
respasibilities aswell as give an indication of their ability to put this anvareness Imo
prectice.

A comparison of second and third level results thus confirms the considerable gap
between what learmers are equipped with on entry Into university and what they are
supposed to be equipped with by the end ofyear one of trelr studies. Thus, therewould
appear to be distinct difficulies which stand between the learmer and his/her leaming
successes and which preverit many leamers from futfilling theirpotettial . Itisthe
dojective of the German grammar programme to assist learmers in bridging that gap by
the end of semester two ofyear one by easing the transition from second to third leel
leaming on an affective aswell as a cognitive and metacognitive leel. Leamerswere
thus to receive both pedagogical and structural assistance in their attempt to achieve the
above third level dojectives. Whi le guidance (both pedagogical and structural) was to
be provided ina weekly grammar class, therewas tobe a strong emphasis on the
responsibility of the individual learmer as regards his/her leaming progress.

More gecifically, the grammar programme sought to achieve the followving:

Firstly, the programme was to help students erther adopt or maintain a positive attituce
towards grammar learming and usage. According 1o research presented in Chapter Two
(. Oxford and Shearin, 1994 and thelr discussion of instrurentality and goal settirng
theories) individuals willl only become fully involved iIn a task Ifthis task isperceived as
meaningful and personally valugble. As was also pointed aut, although, inan ideal
world, learmerswould develop an intrinsic interest in aspects of language leaming
(including grammar acouisrtion), this aspiration isnot always reglistic. However,
research by Ryan etd., 1992 has shown tret, rFlearmersbecome convinced of the value
of, and subseqguently intermalise, an extermally set goal, they will pursue that goal with
the same level of commitment as goals which are of intrirsic interest.  Therefore, while
ultimately aspiring to achieve a positive affective attituce towards grammar acquisition
and goplication, the pursuit ofa genuinely positive cognitive attituee is likely to stand a
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better chance ofmore Immediate success (. Zimmermann, 1995 on these two types of
atatue). As the research preserted in Chapter Five has shown, this goal isby no means
an easy ane. Although the majority of studerits would seem to be convinced ofthe
importance ofgrammatical knowledge, results have shown that this conviction tends to
be of a rather theoretical rature. Many, ot most students attach importance to
grammar leaming and usage for the purpose of applying this knowledge iIn dedicated
grammar exercises or when there isan eqlicit cll for accuracy (es ifaccuracy were a
goal in it=lf). They thus fail to see the importance of grammatical competence for
efficient and effective communication in all receptive and productive language
fuctions. Students must be convinced that grammar isan integral part of
communicative competence, not an awkward extrawhich in free-style production can be
compensated by a good lexical knowledge. Functional and structural language use are
not to be separated.

The programme also sought to help students develop growing confidence intreir
grammar acquisition and application sills. Motivational research discussed in Chapter
Two stressed the L2 learmer™s requirement for psychological security inorder to keep
down anxiety (cf. Oxford and Shearin, 1994). Research by Csikszentmihalyi 1975, and
Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde, 1993, also showed that ifdhallenges are pitched at too
high a leel, the result isfrustration. By providing those students with guidance and
regullar opportunity for practice, itwas hoped that the programme would contribute to an
increase In leamars™ confidence lewels regarding one of the more dreaded features of
German language.

As regards the development of specific leaming strategies, the programme sought to
assist students in all three aress idantified in Chapter Two above, socio-affective,
cognitive and metacognitive. With regard 1o the cognirtive and metacognitive course
aims autlined above, the development and regullar practice of analytical sdlls, aswell as
the monitoring of performance output were to be particularly emphasised (cf. Rubin,
1987). These skills are necessary inorder to achieve what McLaughl in and Heredia
(1996) all "novice-expert shifts® (ibid: 217). On a socio-affective leel, leamerswere
to be encouraged to ask clarifying questions and to engage in group work.

As regarus the role of the current programme in relationto the inmediately relevat
course aims outlined above, itishoped that the programme willl be able to assist the
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greatest possible number of students in thelr attenpt to achieve these aims and thus t©
Tacilitate for these students the transition from second to third level grammar leaming.
However, atthispoint italso seems important to put the programme into awider
perspective: thus the approach must be seen as, above dll, a stepping store, laiddown in
order to help learrers reach Iong-term aims. The course dbjectives for year one must be
seen as an attenpt to sst inmotion something theatmay not come to frurtionuttil much
latler. This gplies to the development of all of the above leaming strategies and
includes the drive for learmer autonomy. The achievement of increasingly higher leels
ofboth fluency and accuracy In production output inparticular requires time. Taking
into account R. HIis™ delayed effect hypothesis (cf. Chapter Two above) aswell as the
postullate put forward by information-processing theories, 1e that only repeated practice
"makes perfect”, there s a distinct possibility that improvements interms of linguistic
competence and performance accuracy might not become fully evident until students go
abroad or even uttal year four of the course. To sum up then, the intdation of the
programme inyear one should be seen as the first step to help change non-analytic,
holophrase-dependent (. Mithell, 19%4a), Iinaccurate and spoon-fed language learmers
into reflective, aeative, accurate and increasingly independent ones.

Section 7.1 discusses aspects of linguistic and pedagogical grammars which are of
relevance for the design ofthe present grammar syllabus. The syllabus iteHfwhich
Tormed the besis of the one hour weekly grammar classwill be presented in Section 7.2
Section 7.3 describes the design of the wider pedagogical programme and mstwo
strands, ad, firally, Section 7.4 outlines the programme™s implementation.
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1.1 Aspects of Linguistic and Pedagogical Grammars

The linguistic besis for the grammar syllabus has been derived from valency grammar .
Based on Tesniere™s "Elements de syntaxe structurale” (1982), dependency/valency
grammar hes, as Gotze (1996) points aut, been didacticised by, notably, Helbig and
Schenkel, 1975, Engel and Schumacher, 1976, and Gotze, 1979 @l quoted in Gotze,
1996). A step-by-step guide can be found InRall/ZBEngel/Rall (1977D. Muller—Kuippers
(1991) provides athorough examination of dependency/valency models, looks at their
gpplication in the classroom and investigates the gpplication of theoretical models Ina
number oftext books for German as aForeign Language . As the author points aut,
most researchers and practitioners concur that valency theory provides a particularly
suitzble besis for German as aForeign Language. She warns against the ad-hoc dealing
with grammar issues as they crop up inthe classroom and postulates an approach to
grammar teaching *'der zumindest fur einen jeneils gut eingrenzbaren Teilbereich der zu
vermittelnden und zu Ubenden Strukturen sich auf ein zusammenhéngendes Model I mit
moglichst groler Erklarstarke fur alle in diesem Bereich eventuell auftauchenden
Fragen bezieht'* (ibid: 163).

The components which form the basis for the syl labus at the cernre of this research are,
firstly, the central syntactic role of the verb aswell as tsvalency, secondly, the valency
of prepositions and, thirdly, the distinction between complements and adverbials .
Results inprevious chapters have shown that students, after having been exposed to a
functional-notiomal syllabus, often fail to realise the existence of an organising principle
underlying German grammar. As research results to be presented in Chapter Eight
confirm, few learmers can be expected to be aware of the cantral role of the verb and the
implications of ftsvalency for the rest of the sentence.

As regards differences between pedagogical grammar and other types of grammar,
notably linguistic grammar, itwould appear that these are not essily defireble.

1A revised version of this book was published in 1985.

2Cf. also Fischer, 1990, on aspects of the didacticisation of valency models.

3The distinction between complements and adverbials and their role in apedagogical grammar is far
from being universally accepted among proponents of dependency/valency grammar. Weinrich (1993),
while acknowledging the pivotal role of the verb (“Verben [...] werden als Organisationszentren der
Texte aufgefal3t”, ibid: 29) makes no reference to the abovementioned distinction in his "Textgrammatik'.
Neither Fischer (1990) nor Brons-Albert (1990) see the pedagogical need to introduce the concepts into
the L2 classroom while they are of central importance in Rail et al. (1977).
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Although there have been multiple demonstrations as towhat a pedagogical grammar
could consist of and how tcan be implemented in the classroom (cf. for example
contributions inOdlin, 1994), asvell as theoretical investigations Into the concept (-
e.g- Rutherford and Sharwood Snith, 1983), definrtions of the concept of pedagogical
grammar itelfare fairly elusive. One exception can be found inRoos (1995) who
defines pedagogical grammar as follois: "'Sie stellt die wichtigsten Gesetzmalligkeiten
der Zielsprache mit Hilfe von —praskriptiv und normativ verstandenen —-Regeln car-.
Auswahl und Anordnung der aus linguistischen Beschreibungen tibernommenen Fakten
und deren Darstel lung erfolgen nach fremdsprachendidaktischen Gesichitspunkten.
Dabei orietiert sie sich an den Lemenden, ihrem Lemniveau, Vorwissen etc.'" (ibid:
290). According toRoos, apedagogical grammar has to take into account *'die

mogl ichen Lemschwierigkeiten und die spezifischen Bedirfnisse der Lemer mit einer
bestimmten Muttersprache’ (ibid: 252). Roos points out that designers of a pedagogical
grammar must also ensure that it includes a description of current language usage
(which may not always correspond to the norm4), and that rules are presented in such a
manner that they can be expanded in future, thus allowing for more In-depth and
differentiated treatment. R. Schmidt (1990: 154) provides a useful comparison between
a linguistic and a learmer grammar. He points out that three crucial psychological
aspects need to be borme inmind when exposing learmers to granmatical rules:
carprehensibility, memorialisability and gplichility. Swan (1994) Iists six design
arfteria for pedagogic rule formulation, some ofwhich, the author points aut, will
axtflictwith each other. The sixaTteriaare:

1 Truth - te stipulation thet rules be tre ismost likely to corflictwith one or more of
the other aiteria

2. Demarcation zpedagogic rules must clearly state the limits of the form in question.

3. Clarity in thewording of the explanation.

4. Simplicity - this ariteria is likely t conflictwith other ariteriasuch as "t and
ity

5. Conceptual parsimony, the conceptual framework available to the learmer must be
taken into account by the teacher —while this framework may have tobe complemented,

4Examples are the current usage of ‘weil’ and ‘obwohl' in spoken German.
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any "intenentdan™ should be kept toaminimum. Again, this aspiration is likely to clash
with that of "truti™.

6. Relevance-, each leamer™s interlanguage systemmust be borne inmind when
eplaining arule. Ifrule explanation Isto be effective itmust be geared directly at a
specific leamerwith a specific need or problem. This includes knowlledge about the
exact source of error.

Taking into account research findings regarding studeits™ background aswell as their
knowledge and performance leels on entry into DCU,  itis clear that the firstyear
grammar syllaous isto a large extent remedial innature. Thus, with the exception ofthe
cartral element ofvalency, most grammar items are likely to have been touched upon at
second leel. As regards the issue of designing a remedial syllabus, Corder (1981)
points out that great care must be taken to not merely repeat items in exactly the same
way as they were previously taught. remedial teaching isto be effectave, "Ttisnot
aufficiattmerely to classify [leamer] errors insome syperficial way [-..] but itrequires a
deeper analysis of the enrar, leading t an understanding or explanation of the cause of
the emar. Only when we know WNY an error has been produced canwe set about
correcting itin a systematicway' (abid: 52, mtalics inorigiral). Like Swan and Roos, he
urges course designers and above all teachers 1 gain an insight intohow leaers tink,
The origins of gaps inboth learmer inplicit and elicitknowledge must be explored
and understood5.

Pedagogical grammar books obviously vary intype —-some are reference books only
@g. Engel"s Deutsche Grammatik, 19ss, weinrichs Textgrammatik der deutschen
Sprache, 1983, ourenisHammer's German Grammar and Usage, 1991), others are
combined reference and practice books (e.g. Gschossmann-Hendershot™s German
Grammar, 1983 (“scheun's™), Hausscrmann/Piepho®s Alfgaben-Handbuch, 19ss,
Brenner and Jentschs Grammatik zum Uben, 1988, Rug and Tomaszewski*s Grammatik
mit Sinn und Verstand, 193, kars/Haussermann/Hime-Everschor*s German Elementary
Grammar, 1993, breyer and samitt, A Practice Grammar of German, 1904). others

5Areas covered in the current remedial syllabus would appear to be much more basic than areas which
have been viewed as being problematic with intermediate learners in some of the literature. For instance,
Weydt, 1993 names the correct use of the genitive and dative relative pronoun as a typical source of
error, as in the sentence "Die Frau, deren (oder der) ich mich erinnere, deren Kind ich gesehen habe"
(ibid: 123). Treatment of this kind of error exceeds the focus of this remedial syllabus.

6The inclusion of this grammar book under pedagogical grammar is debatable.
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agaiin are practice books based on reference books (e.g- Durrell/Kohi/Lofts*s Practising
German Grammar, 1996 which is linked to burrelisHammer's German Gramman.
Pedagogical grammars also vary enormously intheir acosssibility for language learrers.
Neither Engel (1988) nor Weinrich (1993) are auitable self—study grammars for the
present target group and aremore likely to be used by teachers. Hammer's German
Grammar and Usage is considered particularty valugble by the latter, especially by
those of German origin, since itapproaches the German grammar system from the point
ofview ofan English native speaker. twas therefore to be one of the primary sources
of information for explanationwithin the classroom, together with German EIementary
Grammar. Grammatik mit Sinn und Verstand and Grammatik zum Uben provided
useful texts and the latter also provided some useful cartoons. Dreyer—Schnitt'sA
Practice Grammar of German was not used extensively for in-class explanation,
However , itis listed in a course handout as a reference-cum-practice book which, just
likePractising German Grammar and $chaum's', includes an answer book and can
therefore be used In self~study. Another reference book which was 1o be pointed out to
students isZorach and Melin"sENnglish Grammarfor Students of German, 190.
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1.2 The Pedagogical Syllabus

Iitmay seem unusual that the concept which was to form one of the catral parts of the
syllaas, verb valency, was not to be introduced until week 7 of semester one. As will
become obvious, the design of the syllabus is such that it initdially focuses on features o
which students have supposedly been exposed in some detail at second level and then
progresses to less familiar shructures. According toD CU experience, ittakes most
students the best part of sixweeks 1o settle into thelrnew environment.
Disadvantageous and undesirablle as itmay be for students to miss any ofthe classss in
the first sixweeks, itis feltthat theywould have abetter chance of catching up on those
items than theywould ifthey had to figure out the valency issteby themselves. If
leamers were tomiss out on the crucial aspect of valency, most of the remainder ofthe
syllabus would become unfathomable for them.

Whi le dbviously not losing sight of the importance of pragmatic aspects of language
use, theD CU firstyear grammar programme focuses primarily on morphosyntactic
isses. The considerable emphasis on the latter reflects the beliefthat unlless basic
Teatures inthis area are mastered, leamers are inlikely to be able to function
convincingly (both receptively and productively) on an advanced pragmatic and
disocourse level (not to mention grammatical leel): in-depth textual understanding or
ooherent production will not be possible without that fundamental morphosyntactic
knowlledge (. Engel, 1983). While the syllabus particularly emphasises
morphosyntactic features within a clause, some aspects of textlinguistics were also
introduced, such as the structuring of a text aswell as basic elements of syntactic and
semantic cohesion. ltwas agreed that students must at the very lesst realise that an idea
or argument does not end at the full stop and that text cohesion crucial ly depends on the
employment of cartain intratextual cohesive devices. However, the bulk of thiswork
was 1o be dealtwith inyear two of all courses.

The pedagogical grammar includes the familiarisationwith at lesst some terminology,
despite the aversions students regularly display towards mtsuse (. Chapters Four and
Five above). The introduction of terminology isbased primarily on pragmatic, not on
intellectual considerations: classroom discussions require acommon metalanguage

(inrespctave of the terminology students might create for their own memor isation
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berefit) and, perhaps even more inportantly, terminology isrequired forwork with
reference books. Exposure to terminology was, however, to be confined to fairlybasic
oconcepts.

Listed below is the projected time-frame for the treatment of individual grammar points.
Curriculum

Semester One Week

1 Verbal phrase —part ore:

1.1 Subject-verb agreement 3 !
1.2Verb inflectaion, tense formation and use of the tenses 3
1.3 Some gpecial verbs 4
1.4Mood, parti 5
1.5 Position of the verbAverbal bracket (including conjunctions) 6
1.6Valency of the verb 7
2. Noun phrase

2.1 Definition ofnouns; gender and number ofnouns 8
2.2 Declension ofnouns and determiners; use of determiners 9
2.3 Pronouns 10
2.4 Declension of adjectives 1
2.5 Comparison of adjectives 12
2.6 Formation ofnouns and adjectives 12

7Weeks one and two are spent on the diagnostic test and individual interviews - more in Section 7.3
below.



Semester Two Week

Revision Semester One 1

3. Prepositional phrases

3.1 Government of prepositions 2+3
3.2 Prepositional dojects 4

3.3 Prepositional advers (Ca-, wo-) 4
3.4 Relative pronouns with prepositions/

prepositional adverbs in relative clauses 5
3.5 Government ofnouns and adjectives 5

4. Adverbials

4.1 Adverbials and complements 6
4.2 The difference between adverbials, conjunctions, prepositions 7

5. Word order 8

6. Verbal phrase —part two

6.1 The passive 9
6.2 Mood, part 1l (the JEst” conditional) 10
6.3 The double infinttive 1
Revision 12
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The besic class structurewhich will be explained inmore detail in Section 7.3 below,

was as follons:

1 (a@fter class one) revision and feedback on homework
2. advance organisers

3. rule explanation

4. practice session, ol lowed by feedback

5. (homework and feedback)

The only aspect under consideration inthis section isthat of 3., “rule eplaation”. After
the introduction of an advance orgeniser, students were to be asked to state treir
knowledge of the particular grammar rtem inquestion. Ifstudents failled to produce
acceptable rules, teadhers were to step . Teachers were expected to ensure that for
each feature al| aspects listed in the syllabus below were covered.

The exact approach to rule explanation for each aspect in the syllabus was determined
by the ariteria listedby R. Schmidt, 1990, Swan, 1994, and Roos, 1995 above. Some of
the rules differ considerably from those found in standard reference grammars -the
approach makes use of, as Swan puts it, “‘comer-cutting rules of thumb, half~truths and
uscientific terminology'’ (19%4: 54). The grammar studentswere to be exposed 1o In
classwas designed to help learmers to gradual ly recogniise the underlying linguistic
system. Not every single rule aspect of a particular grammar itemwas to be taught, and
most exceptions were only to be taught after a rulle had been firmly established.

The programme also sought to cater for learmers with analytical inguisitiveress, ie
those who need to know exceptions, the firer cetails: they had to be put in a position
that al loned them t© look up things and work out issues independently. The use of
dicticarieswas to become a regular feature of the grammar class after treir initial
introduction inthe context ofvalency .

There now folloas a presentation of the individual aspects of the syllaous, inthe order
inwhich they appear inthe curriculumO. This syllabus forms part of the teaders® notes

80ther than in its initial introduction, the use of dictionaries was not designed to be linked to specific
features in the syllabus below but left to the discretion of the teacher, with the one stipulation that regular
practice sessions be conducted.

9For a detailed version of the curriculum see Appendix E.
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which were given to all colleagues involved iInteaching firstyear intermediate
students10. A number of aspects inthe syllabus were to be brought to students™ attention
not so much to encourage active production but in order to fecilitate comprehension and
o digpel possible confusion (forexample, the use of the subjunctive in reported speech
and ofverbs such asfalren which can take both SEIN and haben in the perfect erss).
Texts were taken fTOM Anspiel (krusche and Krechel, 1984), newspaper articles, studert
work, Grammatik zum Uben ana Grammatik mit Sinn und Verstand.

1. Verbal phrase - part one:

1.1 Subject-verb agreement

1.2Verb inflecdan, tense formation and use of the tenses
1.3 Some gpecial verbs

1.4Mood

1.5 Position of the verb inthe sertence- verbal bracket
1.6 Valency of the verb

Introduction
Brainstorming session —all of the terminology for the verbal phrase (. teble 6.1 above)
will be introduced thisway .

Main aspects to be pointed aut:
1 pivotal role of the verb, due to itsposition and its effect on other elements

DThe full set of teachers' notes included suggestions as to how to proceed with regard to the other
aspects of the grammar programme, such as the selection of texts and exercises and the use of mnemonic
techniques, a small list of which was compiled from Sperber, 1989. As regards the latter, it was left to
the discretion of the teachers, if, and to what extent, they decided to make use of these. As emerged at
the end of the academic year, these techniques were not widely employed. All teachers involved
(including the researcher) felt that the time and effort which would have to be expended into the practice
of these techniques exceeded the potential merits.

229



1.1 Subject-verb agreement

Main aspects to be poirnted aut:

1. agreement

2. ocollective nouns and agreement InGerman and inEnglish
3. the difference between finite and non-finite verbs

1.2 Verb inflection, tense formation and use of the tenses
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 verb formation -weak verbs, strong verbs

2. tense formation - sinmple tenses, complex tenses; haben vs. sein in the perfect
3. use of tenses -difference between preterite and parfect, between present and parfect;

pluperfect; future
1.3 Some seecial verts
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1. haben, sein and Werden as axitiaries and as full verbs
2. modal verbs -tense formation with and without another verb; no ZU

3. sgparable and non-separable verts
4. the verbs Kennen and wissen
1.4Mood -partl

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 existence of three moods

2. formation and use of the Inperative
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3. the subjunctive -the “presit” conditional of auxiliaries and modals; indirect speech
1.5 Position of the verb/Averbal bracket
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1. three basic positions for the verb

2. identification ofmain clause and subclause - coordinating and subordinating
conjunctions

3. the use of commas

4. infinftve clauses -usually not embedded
16. Valency of the verb
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1. valency has to be noted in all cases

2. main verb, not auxiliary determines valency

3. complements \s. adverbials

4. the most basic types of complements

5. fuction, distribution and the frequency of cases (leaving aside prepositions)
6. how 1o look up the valency of verbs in a dictionary

2. Noun phrase
Introduction: see introduction for verbal phrase.

2.1 Definition ofnouns; gender and number ofnouns

2.2 Declension ofnouns and determiners; use of determiners
2.3 Pronouns

2.4 Adjectives and adverbs

2.5 Comparison of adjectives
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2.6 Formation ofnouns and adjectives

2.1 Definition ofnouns: gender and number of nouns

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 definttionofanoun

2. gender ofnouns

2.2 Declension and use of determiners

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 difference between English and German regarding the use of cases and the use of
word order for emphasis

2. themain determiners inthe noninative case -definite, incefnite, negative,
demonstrative, possessive and interrogative article

3. declension of some common nouns

4. the use of determiners

5. the diffference between 108N and Nicht

2.3 Pronouns

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 persomal pronouns

2. demonstrative pronouns
3. Interrogative pronouns
4. possessive pronouns

5. indefinrtes

6. reflexive pronouns

7. relative pronouns without a preposition
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2.4 Declension of adjectives

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 the difference between adjectives and adverbs

2. adjectival endings

3. adjectives before countable and non—-countable nouns
2.5 Comparison of adjectives

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1. formation of regullar and special forms
2. the declension of comparatives and superlatives preceding nouns

2.6 Formation ofnouns and adjectives
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 formation ofnouns -prefixes and suffixes
2. formation of adjectives

3. Prepositional phrases

3.1 Government ofprepositions
3.2 Prepositional dojects
3.3 Prepositional adverts

3.4 Government ofnouns and adjectives
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3.1 Prepositions and their cases

Main aspects 1o be pointed aut:

1 inprepositional phrases the case isdetermined by the preposition, plus, with two-
track prepositios, by the verb

2. themost common prepositions and treir cases

3. double-track prepositions —motion towards a goal vs. motion within an enclosed
aree/rest

3.2 Preposttional dojects

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 rules regarding double-track prepositions and thelr cases inprepositional dbjects
3.3 Prepositional adverbs

Main aspects 1o be pointed aut:

1 prepositional adverts vs. personal pronouns

2. prepositional adverbs to refer to thewhole sentence

3. prepositional adverb as connection between main clause with erther infinitive clause
or subclause

4. prepositional adverb as replacement for a relative pronoun with a preposition

3.4 Relative pronouns with prepositions

Mai n aspects to be pointed aut:

1 relative clauses with a preposition or a prepositional adverb
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3.5 Government ofnouns and adjectives

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 nouns with prepositions

2. cases with adjectives

3. adjectives with prepositions

4. Adverbials

4.1 Adverbials and complements

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 themain types of adverbials - tine, place, manner, direction

2. the difference between adverbials and complements

3. cases for adverbials of time with and without apreposition

4. cases for adverbials of place and place complement on the one hand and direction
complements on the other

4.2 The difference between adverbials, conjunctions and prepositions

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 themost commonly used adverbials and their semantic equivalents interms of

prepositions and conjunctions
5. Word order
Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 basicword order rules inthe "MiteHeld"
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2. the position ofauch

3. the position of NiCht

4. the importance of adverbials (and conjunctions) for text cohesion
6. Verbal phrase - part two

6.1 The passive

Main aspects to be poirnted aut:

1 use of the passive
2. formation of the passive

6.2Mood -part Il

Main aspects to be pointed aut:

1 The T=st™ condrtional

6.3 The double finitave

Mai n aspects to be pointed aut:

1 revision ofmodal verbs used with another verb inthe perfect tense

2. horen, sehen and lassen

2. word order in subordinate clauses with a double infinitive

The above points were 1o arstitute the backbone of the inclass programme. The
teaching team consisted of four teaders, two ofwhich had extensive experience in
teaching the target group under investigationwhi le the other two teachers had one year's

eqerience. While the two "experienced” teacherswere in close consultation regarding
the syllabus design, logistical reasons made itimpossible t involve the other two
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teadhers. However, before the start of semester one an intensive briefing sessionwas
held atwhich the syllabus was discussed Indetail. At the end of that session the
syllabus as well as the overall approach were unequivocal ly embraced by all involved.
ltwas agreed that the prescribed order of the syllabus was to be adhered to closely -the
syllabuswas tobe followed in a systematic manner and atno pointwas theretobe a
reversion to an ad hoc treatment of difficukt points as they arose inclass (eg- giving Into
the temptation of explaining adjectival endings before introducing the concept of
valency). twas acknowledged that this decisionwas going to place high demands on
each teader™s disciplire.
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1.3 The Design of the Wider Pedagogical Programme

In the Introductiion to this chapter itwas stated tret, ideally, learmers should identify
wi'th all goals which are set in the course of their studies.  Goal-setting can be teacher-
inftiated (s In the case of the common core syllabus Inwhich students do not have a
), sstby students themselves or arrived at commonly in student-teacher deliberatios.
What is important in all three cases is that students intermalise the beliefthat what they
engage in ismeaningful, useful and ultimately beneficial t treir leaming progress. In
the case of grammar leaming thismeans, firstly, accepting the existence and the content
ofthe grammar class, secondly, recognising the importance ofgrammar in all receptive
and productive language functions and thirdly, as a consequence of the previous point,
working towards building up knowledge systems and focusing increasingly on matters
of accuracy Inproduction. As was pointed out in Section 2.1, identificationwith the
grammar leaming task as amanifestation of extrinsic motivation might be amore
imnediate aim than intrirsicnotivation. Itistherefore the aim of the current
programme o help those who are not INtrinsical |y motivated to engage ingrammar @.e.
apparently the majority of learmers) to at lesst identify with and intemalise the extermal
aims on the evidence of the increasingly strong case made in its favour in the course of
the entiire German language module (e the benefit of grammatical knowledge for all
language use).
Another aspectwhich iscommonly accepted as being of particular importance with
regard to learmer motivation is learmer seH—perogption. While low self-perogption is
undoubtedly an enormous problem, an inflated self—perogption (1e. rating oe’s
competence and performance abilities higher than they actually are) isequally
problematic. This can be the case ifreaults achieved in a school-leaving exam would
suggest to the student that his/her language command isofahigher level than isactually
the case. Studentts must therefore leam 1o reflect in a aritical manner (including Self-
CritiCism) about learming outcomes, both positive and negative. It is the aim of the
grammar programme to help students develop a realistic self—peroggption in relation oall
aspects of leaming German language. While, inview of treir Leaving Certificate
results, many students perceive their "gaeral”™ standard of German isquite good, they
wou ld confess to having difficulty with the grammar aspect of it (. Chapter Five
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above). So the important thing is to boost student confidence vis-a-vis grammar
leamiing by helping them to view itas manageable and as ultimately fecilitating the
aocquisttion process, whi le at the same time helping them t improve (or extend) treir
actual competence and performance. At the end ofthe day, only the latterwill provide
students wirth tangible proof that they have reason to be increasingly confident intheir
language leaming aoilities. To sum up the above aims, the grammar programme must
convince students of the berefits ofgrammar leaming and make grammar aoccessible. IF
students feel that an improvement of their grammatical competence isnot within their
power or that they can get by without this competence they are unlikely to put much
effort into the the leamiing task.

There are two strands to the D CU grammar programme. Strand one costitutes the
common core grammar classwhich provides students with the structure and orientation
identified as crucial inthe leaming process (cf. Ryan etd., 1992). Strand two
comprises the individualised programme which takes ino account differences in
learmars™ knowledge and performance levels aswell as in tteir leaming style
preferences.

Both strands will now be described indetail.
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1.3.1 Strand One: The Common Core Programme

As mentioned InChapter One, the total number ofhours allocated to the German
language module for students with Leaving Certificate German isfive. Three out of
those five hours are contact hours and the remaining two are supposed 1o be used for
preparation and fol lov-up work aswell as independent study. Under the current
approach, one of the three classroom hours was o be dedicated to the discussion of
grammar issues and wittenwork, wirth the other two dedicated to the development of
aral, aural and reading skills on the one hand, and civilisationon the other.  Students
were to be reminded regularly that the overall number ofhours for trat modulle was in
Tact not restricted to the three contact hours but included the two hours to be spert on
the subject autside the classroam.

While Inprevious years far fewer grammar items had been discussed in class than was
now envisaged, those thatwere discussed received fairly thorough coverage and
involved extensive practice sessias.  This meant that students were not asked to spend
much time on grammar exercises outside the classroom. Under the current approach
therewas thus to be a dramatic shift of onus onto students t show increasing sehf-
infdatie. As regards one of the carttral course dojectives, 1.e. to convince students of
the need to adopt an integrated view of form and function, itwas agreed that itwas
crucially important to ensure that regular reference be made 1o those grammar aspects
which had been covered inthe grammar class in other parts of the course (the other two
language classes, the traslation class, In spoken German, in listening and reading
exercises ). While exposing students to formal instruction in a dedicated grammar
classwas considered to be the most gppropriate forum inwhich to pursue the aims of
the overall pedagogical grammar programme atDCU, the need was stressed to extend
grammar awareness beyond the boundaries of the grammar class into all instances of
receptive and productive use.

Iitwas agreed that the standards towards which students were to be asked towork inthe
course of the year (- table 6.1 above) were tobe absolute and could not be modified
accommodate individual target groups. Students were to be informed thet, inorder t©
pass the second semester examinations (consisting of one oral and one written
examination), they had to fulfil cerainminimum requirements.
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Thus the morphosyntactic error rate was not to exceed between 15% and 20% for
written end-of~year work, while the rate for the oral examinationwas not to go beyond
25% t© 30%* 1 For the written examination, studeTts were also to be advised not to
make excessive use of leant-offchunks of text, and to vary treir sentence structure
adquartr—:Iy12 . The content ofboth written and oral production obviously had tobe of
acceptable gality asvell. Once these minimum requirements were fulfillled, marks iIn
the written examination were o be decided on a combination of factors, including the
degree of morphosyntactic correctness, content, range ofvocabulary and structural
complexity.

Students were to be provided with a listof the items which were to form the besis for

the teaching and examination syllabus at the beginning of the academic year. They

were also to be informed about examination procedures and marking aiteria. All
classeswere tobe interactive and studentts were tobe encouraged to ask as many
questions as they liked. Grammar classeswere to be conducted primarily inEnglish, In
lirewith the preference expressed by students in the beginning-of-the-year
questiomaireld.

The procedural sequence in each grammar classwas to be as folloas:

1 (after the firstclass) Revision and feedback on homework: each classwas 1o start
with a short revision of the previous dass.  Students were presented with a deddist,
ie a listofquestions regarding items they had encountered the week before. They
were tobe given a few minutes to discuss the answers with their neighbours, then the
entdre classwas to be asked to provide answers. All questions arising out of the
particular feature under investigationwere to be dealtwith. Next, homework from

the previous grammar classwas tobe discussed. Learmerswere to be givenwritten

1 The greater tolerance regarding oral errors takes into account the heightened demands placed on the
speaker in oral production, such as attention to pronunciation, less time to prepare and to monitor,
increased performance nervousness, awareness of immediate scrutiny by listeners etc. (cf. Horwitz et al.,
1986 on heightened anxiety in oral production).

PFor example, students were to be told to vary the basic subject - verb - object order on at least some
occasions. Thus, while the general error rate allowable was to vary between 15% and 20%b, the precise
cut-off point for each student was to depend on the complexity of structures used, the variation of
structures, whether they displayed systematic or non-systematic variability etc..

BAs Tonshoff (1995) points out, there are at least three reasons why teachers prefer giving grammatical
explanations in the learners' mother tongue: it saves precious classroom time, it is likely to be cognitively
less demanding on the average learner and it helps learners when using reference works which will, as a
rule, consist of explanations in the mother tongue.
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summaries ofthe most salient points from the previous grammar classl4. Ifessays
had been handed up the week before, they were tobe retumed next. Students were
again 1o be encouraged to ask questions and the most common sources of errors were
tbe discussed. A discussion on leaming strategies was to follow, where
appropriatels.

2. The use ofadvance organisers . Tonshoff, 1995, Terrell, 1991), including a
discussion of terMinology: Before turming to content matters, teachers need to find
out iftheir language of conmunication isone that is actually understood by learmers.
Although this seems like an obvious point tomake itisone that isall to often
neglected, especially atthird level where many teachers consiider itunacceptable that
students lack the kind ofmetallanguage needed to discuss even the most basic points.

On introduction of each new item, questionswhich served the purpose ofadvance
0rganisers were to be put to the students 1o raise theiir awareness about the features
under disaussion.  Questions were erther to be asked about the target language Ttself
(. James, 1994) or about a comparative aspect of the target language and mother
tongue (. Hawkins, 1986; df. also Sharwood Smith, 1988 on the potential merits of
a contrastive pedagogical gramar). Students were to be asked towork inpairs and
answers were to be elicited from the entire class, not by asking individual students.

3. Rule explanation: As was pointed out under Section 7.2 above, ruleswere tobe
stated either by students themsellves or by teaders. Where gopropriate, the rationale
under lying a particular rulewas also to be discussed. Rule discussionwas to include
examples of its gpplication to demonstrate itsmeaning in concrete terms. All
students, but inparticular “strag” students, were to be encouraged to become actively
involved in the organisation and the implementation of the grammar class, since it
was believed that if learmers had mastered a particullar item successfully they might
have a better "pedagogical® way of explaining this rulle to their fel lov students than
the teeder. Teachers were tomeet these “teeder-stuoents™ well inadvance of the

HOnly those present received a copy and copies were only handed out in that particular class, not in any
of the following classes.
T Strategies were not discussed in every single class.
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grammar class they were supposed to hold, inorder to discuss content aswell as
procedural matters.

4. Practice and Feedback: An rule introductionwas tobe fol lowed by one of two
types of in-class eercises. IneITOr (etection eXercises studentswere tobe asked o
identafy incorrect versions of the item under discussion and to provide the correct
form. The other type of practice were controlled grammar exercises —transformation
eerciss, gap-filling exercises ..

5. Homework and feedback: After having been discussed in class, each grammar item
was 1o be practised as part ofFhomework. For reasons outlined in Section 2.2 above,
practice focused primarily on target language output (as opposed to input practice).
Itwas stated in that section that control led practice was a necessary first step in order
to help students proceduralise treir elicit knowledge. As a second step towvards
proceduralisation, leamerswere to be provided with regular practice goportunities in
written and oral work which exceeded the narrow boundaries of dedicated grammar
eercisss. Oral practicewas to take place primarily in the "gareral language disss™.
While in semester two written practice was to consist of essay writing, course
regulations in semester one demanded the keeping of a learmer diary as part of the
module assessrent. Students were to be required tomake regular entries into their
diaries, reporting about and evaluating learming ectivities they undertook outside the
class inorder to improve their language sdllks. Learmers were to reflect on their
learmiing progress aswell as their use of cognitive, metacognitve and socio-affective
leaming strategies]6. Diarieswere taken up every threeweeks, giving teachers an
opportunity tomonitor and evaluate the effectiveness (or 1ack) of students™ chosen
strategies and 1o relate their comments to the students.  Students were tobe given
detailed feedback on a range of agpects, such as cotent, the use of leaming
stratagies, the choice ofvocabulary and grammatical accuracy. Teachers were
encouraged to give asmuch positive feedback as possible, acknowledging well-
planned leaming effarts, lexical and pragmatic achievements, the skilul use of
complex structures and increased accuracy In featureswhich had previously
constitutedmajor problems.  This section focuses only on grammatical aspects of the

B6The basic checklist provided in Bimmel (1995: 19) was to be used for the planning, monitoring and
evaluation of activities and strategies.
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diary. Morphosyntactic errorswere marked intwo ways. Errorswhich students
were to correctwere to be marked, firstly, by underlining the item inquestion ad,
secondly, by indicating the source of the error. Onlly errorswith regard to i1tems
which had previously been covered inthe grammar classwere to be marked thisway -
Other errorswere simply underlined but no corrections were required. ktshould be
noted ttet, in linewith Johnson, 1996, no distinctionwas to be drawn between
competence errors andperformance erors -all occurrences ofenorswere o be
marked"’ . Students were tobe asked to hand up corrected versions the next time
diarieswere due. Corrected versionswere to be checked and subsequently be
returmed to the learmars.  Iferrors remained, students were again to be asked t©
correct these and to hand up those corvectias.  In semester two, the diarywas tobe
replaced by essay writing (which formed part of the written end-of-module
assesgment). The correction procedure was to remain unchanged, the only difference
being that studentswere now only allowed to hand up essays Ifat lesst one corrected
version of the previous essay had been handed up.

Crucially, studentts were also to be urged to practise items that had been covered in class

during independent study time. The course designers recognised that the Timited

number ofgrammar exercises conducted erther inthe classroom or as part ofhomework

was clearly not sufficient to induce automisation of eplicit knowledge.

T7There was greater error tolerance in oral production, especially with less outgoing students, due to
reasons hamed previously.



1.3.2 Strand Two: the Individualisation ofthe Programme

As was indicated inthe curriculum above, there were tobe no grammar classes for the
firsttwo weeks of semester one. The slots allocated to the German language module
were to be used instead to draw up individual learmer profiles. Inweek one, a diagnostic
survey was to be conducted for the purpose of Investigating language leaming
backgrounds and beliefs about learming German, aswell as stuoaits™ linguistic
competence and performance. Surveys were to consist of a questiomaire and an essay.
The surveys were to be follonved by one-to-one interviews with all students inweek
two.

Given the differing standards within each target group, this testwas to help identify
strengths and weaknesses of individual members of trat group. As was pointed out
abowve, prtching challenges at the rigt level for each individual is of arucial importance
Tor learmer engagement inthe language leaming process. htwas therefore decided trat
leamerswere to not only work towards the common-core requirements, as defined by
the syllaus, butwere also to be asked to sst individual goals for themselves.  Findings
Trom the abovementioned questiomaires aswell as the essays were to be taken into
accountt when, iInthe one-to-one Interviens inweek two, teacherswere to discuss with
learmers individual strengths and weaknesses of the Hiter. At the end of the interview,
studerts were to be asked to select and note down three skill-elated tasks and three-
grammar related tasks on which theywere to focus inthe course of the year18 - A copy
ofthe "aotract™ was 1o be kept by both the student and the teadher. Students were tobe
informed that progress in the defiined areas was to be one marking criterion for assessing
the learmer diary at the end of semester one.  Prior 1o the interviens, leamerswere to
have been asked to fill in another questionnaire regarding cognitive, metacognitive and
social/affective strategy use. Thils questiomaire was 1o ascertain students™ awareness of
treirown language leaming behaviour and t sernve as abasis inthe interview for
discussing the most suitzble strategies for the learmer in question.

BAlthough the element of choice thus introduced is of alimited nature, it is nonetheless an important
one: aswas pointed out in Section 2.1 on motivation, the development of a sense of self-determination
resulting from decision-making of the above type, is seen as crucial to the learning process. The other
element of choice in the German language module was the selection of topics for the ‘general language
class': each group was asked to choose from a total of eighteen topics the eight they wished to discuss in
the course of the two semesters.
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Responsibi ity for progress in individual ly sst aims was to restprincipal lywith the
student, although the teacherwas dbviously to be available for consultation.  Students
were to be provided with a detailed listof reference works to be used for looking up and
practising individual grammar points (. Appendix F). Learmers were to be informed
that multiple ocopies of the books listed therewere available inthe 24-hour loan section
of the library. Students were also to have access to amultimedia centre, with television
and CALL fedlities.

Itshould be noted ttet, beside the reasons outlined so far, the sstting up of challenging
individual leaming programmes was considered especial ly important for the present
target group because of the perogptionmany students have been shown to have with
regard to the place of the Ianguage class in the overall course programme: since
students have been exposed to German language classes at school, some may be
inclined to focus more strogly on other, newer Sbjects, at the expense of their
language sills. By asking leamers 1o sign a contract inwhich they commit themselves
o pursuing certain goals, they are presented with a focus aswell as a clear respornsibillity
for treir own leaming.

To summarise Sections 7.3.1 and 7.3.2, the grammar programme was to retain some of
the features to which students are accustomed from their secondary level schooling,
most notably the regullar checking ofFhomework. On the other hand, therewere tobe
sighificant differences Inmany other repects, such as discussing the under lying
structure of German, placing the onus on students towork on individual weaknesses

outside classroom time, aswell as stressing the importance of process-oriented leaming.
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7.4 The Implementation of the Syllabus and the Overall Programme

As was stated above, the programme and, inparticullar, the request to adhere closely to
the sequence of the inclass syllabus were expected to place high demands on teaders”
disciplire. However, an examination of teacher diaries and interviens, conducted at the
end of semester two, revealed that colleagues had indeed fol lowed the agreed route
(even though not all points were covered, see below) and that they also largely conplied
wi'th the requirements of the wider programme (for exceptions, see below).

Thus, most aspects of the programme were implemented as had been envisaged in the
design. These included

= survey and interviens Cantracts®)

= theweekly grammar class

= coverage ofgrammar points inthe recommended order

= the availability of multimedia feciliies

= learmer diaries

= feedback procedure for diaries and essays

= the discussion of leamer strategies.

This sectionwill focus on those aspects which, forvarious reasons, could not be
implemented.

Hirstly, due to initial lagistic difficaulties, the student-as-teacher scheme was only
introduced inone group ("Applied Languages® students studying German and French).
Secondly, inall groups some aspects of the syllabus were not covered to the extent thaet
had inftgallybeen envisaged. Whi le all agpects of"verbal phrase, part one”™ were covered
asplanned, coverage took considerably longer than anticipated, with the result that the
extent of coverage of subsequent sections had tobe somewhat arxtailed.

As regards aspects of the "nounphrase”, four areas did not receive the atterntion originally
ervisaged: Pronouns, e comparison ofadjectives,formation ofnouns anaformation of
adjectives. wnirepersonalpronouns, relative pronouns ithout apreposition) and
indefinite pronouns were discussed in cetail, demonstrative, interrogative, possessive
and 'eflexive pronouns were not introduced intheir entirety. In the case of
demonstrative and interrogative pronouns, itwas merely pointed out thet their
declension did not differ from the form of the determiner. As regardsP0SSeSSiVe and
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reflexive Pronouns, theywere not fully declined in class, nor were there any practice
periiods on any of these four types ofpronouns.  The COMParison ofadjectives was
discussed onlly briefly, while theformation ofnouns and adjectives was omitted
altogether, although compound NOUNS were briefly mentioned when discussing the issue
ofgender ofnouns. The coverage of aspects under “prepositional phrase® focused
exclusively on the JOVernment o fprepositions anaprepositional objects -other aspects
such asprepositional adjectives or relative pronouns with apreposition were not
ocovered. While items under “adwerbials™ and “word order® were covered as planned, the
time delay that had by now builtup meant that “vertal phrase, part two™ could not be
implemented at dl.

There are several reasons as towhy the sylllabus progression did not go according to
plan. FAirsty, the syllabuswas very anbitious. Secondly, the degree of difficultywhich
many students displayed with regard to a number of structures towhich they had been
previously exposed had been underestimated. Thirdly, in Spite of constart reminders,
many students continued to display an extraordinary lack of consideration for matters of
accuracy- much time was takenup 1o impress on students the need to pay attertion to
Torm aswell as to cottent.  Thus the changeover from communicatively oriented to
analytical language use proved to be more fraught than had been anticipated.

As a consequence, the sylllabus for the folloving academic year was amended (cf-
Chapter Eight for an outline of the amendments) . However, as the discussion inthe
next chapter will show, the lack of coverage of the above points did not seriausly
impinge on the overall implementation of the current programme.

248



