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' _-'AB'STRACVT‘-

The purposes of the present study were to' determlne whether or- ‘mot "
/there ex1sts a’ relatlonshlp between the attltude of teachers toward the
/

language laboratory,:thelr profe551onal preparatlon in. 1ts use and'the'

}~ manner in wh1ch they use it. In addltlon, 1t was hoped that the study

: e
would reveal the. nature of future pre- serV1ce and in- serv1ce programs

.

in language laboratory technlques S f”'_':.j'. ' _'- A7"x‘
The questlonnalre used to obtaln this 1nformat10n con51sted of f1ve :
parts wh1ch dealt w1th the actﬁal teachlng 51tuat10n of the teacher

the teacher s profe5519nal preparatlon and experlence the teacher s

K

. attltude toward the language 1aboratory as. measured by the semantrc

dlfferentlal scale, the manner and frequency of laboratory use, and_i"
general 1nstruct10nally related 1nformat10n regardlng laboratory use

Here teachers were also asked to 1nd1cate 4in- serv1ce top1CS of 1nterest y

to them, and to make further suggestlons w1th respect to the use of the 75,

. language laboratory ;
Thlrty seven schools 1n 17 school dlstrlcts and d1v151ons were g'f'ﬁ‘
”involved.. {thhe 109 teachers quallfylng for the survey, 91 completed
) ,»rv-»° s : ey

questlonnalres were obtalned e

"4

On the ba51s of thelr ratlngs on the semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale,
the teachers were d1V1ded 1nto h1gh m1d and low attltude groups wh1ch

“}» reflected the1r orlentatlon toward the language laboratory

~[§With the. except;on of the type of 1n serv1ce tra1n1ng 1n audlo v1sual



profe551onal preparatlon between attltude and language lagoratory use

ik
and between profe551onal preparatlon and language laboratory use,

Teachers tended to use. the language laboratory prlmarlly for practlslng

‘with the materlals presented in class .and for testlng “In addltlon the

teachers d1d use the language laboratory, the maJorlty of them regularly

The problems Wthh teachers most’ frequently experlenced 1n the

language laboratory were lack of t1me to prepare thelr own materlals
lack of strategles for the effectlve preparat1on of aural oral tests
lack of t1me to complete ‘course obJectlves and malntenance of class o

1nterest in laboratory practlce Poor malntenance of the equ1pment was

percelved to be a problem although the language laboratorles 1n thls ,;
study were rarely out of order. -ﬁ_ A 7 | | T
fIn splte'of.the.problems'whlch‘teachers”hadsexperlenced:ttheyvstill
felt that contlnued use of the language laboratory was Justlfled and

that it helped students to learn French Both pre serv1ce ‘and in- serv1ce

tra1n1ng 1n language laboratory technlques were con51dered necessary

¢

As’ toplcs for 1n serv1ce the teachers 1nd1cated partlcular 1nterest.1n -

F: test1ng approaches the preparatlon of laboratory materlals the"

technlcal and ba51c malntenance of the equlpment and the use of the

language laboratory for 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstruct10n.
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; attltu-_s toward the use .of the laboratory and equal preparatlon bothV

e

was open to question.

“*studles have concentrated ,on pup11 performance, assum1ng as A- Perman )

: Chapter~I

 BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM -~ -

- Introduction
]

A controversy surroundlng the use of the language laboratory in’
second language teachlng has contlnued for well over a decade ;

(Ackerman 1966 HQ&&iEEL_i966 Jarlett 1971 Scrav1n1cky,,1976)

. Because of the/ﬁreat varlet‘ of language laboratory 1nstallat10ns and

the d1verse manner in whlch they are used, attempts to- evaluate their

Y

effectlveness have y1e1ded contradlctory results . many of them negatlvet -

'~ Both ‘the Keatlng Report (1963) and the Pennsylvanla Study by Smlth
(1970) reported that the language laboratory generally proved 1neffec-
t1ve in contrlbutlng to the students' achlevement 1n the1r llstenlng,
speaklng, and readlng skllls In a study carrled out in the prov1nce
of Alberta Touchette (1969) reported that the non laboratory students

scored h1gher on the 1966 audlo comprehenslon examlnatlon 1n French 30

than dld'the laboratory students However, the dlfferences between the

group means .were not statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant and his research\design l

s

o

v

The results of . these and 51m11ar studles are dlsconcertlng as tens

of thousands of dollars ‘have already been spent on language laboratory

1nstallat10ns in ‘the secondary schools of Alberta v Most of these

(1966 5) suggests they appear to do ”that all teachers have similar”



\\\\to 1nterpret the research flndlngs with -any degree of accuracy. - Yet

.'.l

. Ackelman (1966), Hocking (1966), Smith and Lit

the. school, 1t was be1ng used as part of the program

1nstruct1on in . th1< )rov1nce is unknown at the present t1me The = . -

3

. the studies have assumed that because there 1s a language laboratory in:

Slnce none of the 1nvest1gators in the studles c1ted prev1ously
sought to determlne the attltudes of the teacﬁers toward the language
laboratory, thelr profe551ona1 preparatlon in its use, the manner -in

wh1ch they actually used it, or their: expectatlons of it, it is d1ff1cu1t

© these same teachersﬁagtors are the very aspects whlch educators such "as

ietd (1 and

.Jarlett (1971) feel are so hlghly essent1a1 1n any eﬁfectlve use of the

Ianguage laboratory - . : . I f}_‘,7 ' v .('

: Need for the Study.

-
i

A great deal of money has been spent on language laboratory 1nsta1- T

latlons in Alberta hlgh schools The1r contrlbutlon to second 1anguage

&

,

' present study, by asse551ng the actual use of the language laboratory

and the attitudes of teachers 1nvolved in its operatlon, attemptSfto‘meetl

',thls problem

G1ven the monetary 1nvestment in language laboratory 1nsta11at10ns

. and that the only ex1st1ng report wiin respect to the language laboratoryv-‘

Sin Alberta d1d not assess teacher 'ttltude profe551ona1 preparation in'-

f‘laboratory use, “or actual laboratory use this. study hopes to clarlfy

. (é(-:

some d1rect10n for pre serV1ce and in- serv1ce tralnlng in language

uthese aspects of the problem In addltlon thls study ‘may. prov1de

'Vteacher tralnlng 1nst1tut10ns and school dlstrlcts and d1v151ons W1th

» ,
laboratory methods and materlals S : ; s



.

Stateménf*bf_the Problem

Th. oroblem to be Stodied'is‘whether'teacher'attitudes‘toward the'ﬁf'

language laboratory and thelr profess1onal preparatlon 1n its use

affect the actual 1mplementat10n of the 1anguage laboratory in Alberta

hlgh school French programs .

Purpose of»the_Stody-rv’

The purpose of thlS study is fourfold

Y

A1) to determine 1f there ex1sts a relatlonshlp between the att1tudes."'

s toward‘the‘language laboratory ahd the;r profe551onal

preparatidn in-its -use;

2) to.determine if there exists a relationship'betWeen.thefattitudésP._

'of teacheré toWard the language laboratory and‘the{manner:lnvyhieh they “
oae‘it;. o -

‘3)lto determihe'if there existe ; relationshlp betweenhthe profes-i
. sional prebaratiohyofjteachers‘in-the.use_ofvthe langoage laboratOry and4
the manner in‘whleh.theyopée it, and:y e
'1'4)vto'determihe'the natore_of’foturetpre-aervioe‘and inFSeryice
:prOgrams in language laboratory:techniqoes:

o

'Assumptions
For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that:
1. The teatherS"who respondedﬂto'the’queStiohhaire are in fact
f u51ng the language laboratory to a degree wh1ch allows thelr assessment B

tovbe accurate. oo



I'r1nformat10n about the factors related to’ language laboratory use

“selected Alberta school dlstrlcts and d1v151ons wh1ch had h1gh schools:f_

: . S :w
the teachers who use the- language laboratory, but an attempt to gathern

The sample con51sted of 91 h1gh school teachers of French 1n

]

"w1th audlo act1ve compare language laboratorv 1nstallat10ns.(‘

The teachers responded to ‘a questlonnalre con51st1ng of flve parts

',These were: i a)’ actual teach1ng 51tuat1on b) profe551ona1 preparatlon

and experlence c) the semant&c dlfferentlal attltude scale d) manner

of 1anguage laboratory use, and e) general 1nformat10n and suggestlons"'

for.1n-serv1ce - ST e e fv.'« - g-;\\\K N

The semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale is frequently used to assess the B

- d1fferences between people in. the connotatlve meanlng (as opposed to the

e

‘denotatlve or d1ct10nary def1n1t10n meanlng) Wthh they ascrlbe to a’’

,;g1ven symbol word or: concspt (Osgood 1969 133) Second language‘ 7T

v react to it in terms of thelr attltudes or feellngs 1s another matter

—

vteachers generally agree on what a language laboratory is, but how they

x ) -

The semantlc d1fferent1a1 1nstrument was’ con51dered approprlate to

'thls study because its approach to. att1tude assessment represents a

dsubtle way of approachlng generallzed affect . It was felt that use of

P
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more convent10na1 ratlng scales or questlonnalr/s to elicit teacher

v

attltude would reveal to: the respondent the 1ntent of the questlons thusd
1ntroduc1ng the p0551b111ty of response bias The . semantlc d1fferent1a1
ylelds a strong evaluatlve factor a result deslrable,ln view of the
purposes of th1s study in that comparlsons between hlgh and low attltude

teachers in the1r 1nstruct10na1 approaches were sought ‘In ndd1t10n
It .
the semantlc dlfferentlal technlque is. con51dered to be cf acceptable»,

rellablllty and 1s relat1Ve1y easy to admlnlster and to- score
On the ba51s of their total scores on the semantlc d1fferent1a1 .
_ . N : . 5
scale “the. teachers were grouped into hlgh m1d and low attltude groups.

{;The follow1ng stat15t1ca1 procedures:§>§e used factor ana1y51s on the

- semant1c d1fferent1a1 scale a one-way analy51s of varlance on the total

scores of the semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale Ch1 square for selected

\._\

‘varlables and the Frsher z for 1ndependent'proport10ns on selected ";._“;‘
-For. the’ descrlptlve data on, the questlonnalre the frequenc1es and
percentages of’ responses Were tabulated by the 1nvest1gator Suggestlons‘

o regardlng in- serv1ce and general comments regard1ng language laboratory

use were summarlzed and categorlzed

Def1n1t1on of Terms

» For the purposes of thls study, the follow1ng deflnltlons apply
. attztude - a varlety of def1n1t10ns of att1tude may begfound 1n the
11terature However for the purposes of thls study, Osgood's v1ew of
"1 attltude as a learned evaluatlon varylng 1n both dlrectlon and 1nten51ty

i

toward some subJect or. concept w111 be. used (Osgood Suc1 and}A



_Tannenbaum, 1957:190); Attltude is- deflned o erat1ona11y as ‘the 1nd1v1du—
'al's scores on the semantlc dlfferentlal scale'developed for thlS study

.vZanguage Zaboratory - .an electronlc 1nsta11at1o in wh1ch a student, f

w1th1n the prlvacy of a booth is able to. llsten and respond to a master

'recordlng W1th llttle out51de 1nterference and w1nh only the teacher
. (

, belng able to monntor h1s responses . ,‘u 'h |-
D R -
audzo—actzve compare Zanguage Zaboratory - sometlmes referred to as a
: e
: record playback laboratory, 1t has ‘a tape recorder at each booth p051t10n

. or 1n a remote automatlcally operated pos1t10n enabllng the student to

’ hear ‘the, drllls record hlS own responses, stop and compare these
' vresponses w1th the master recordlng . : o

. ——— \s\ s y : T
cher attttude toward the Zanguage Zaboratory = red15p051t10n of

: 1nd1v1dua1 teachers ‘to evaluate the laboratory ina favorable
: unfavorable manner

hzgh attttude teacher -'one whose score ‘on the semantlc dlfferentlal
scale used 1n thlS study 1s 49 or less

mid attztude teacher —.one whose score on the semantic d1fferent1al scalef

b

’:used in thlS study 1s 50 to 59 ';j n i' o f R e
-Zow attztude teacher - one whose score on the semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale .-

used in thls study 1s 60 or more.

. S . :
‘profbsszonal preparatzon = 1ncludes years of tralnlng, number of French

language and 11terature courses currlculum and 1nstructlon courses in
: second language teachlng, type of tra1n1ng completed 1n language labora-:tf
' itory and audlo v1sual methods and materlals |
teachers of French - those teachers teachlng any French course(s)

‘ approved for use in Alberta h1gh schools by the Alberta Department of

Educatlon, 1nclud1ng those who may teach other hlgh school courses

(



. . : - . S /f/
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urban schools'~ those schools'located»in'Alberta cities; that is, centres

L

of populatlon numberlng lO 000 or more. o
~ . . . J .
.

rural schools —‘those schools located in Alberta towns that is, centres.

of populatlon numbering less than 10 000

Delimitations . =~ L
T -~ . The following delimitations haveibeen imposed on. this study
¥ 1. oOniy. selected Alberta school dlstrlcts and d1v151ons wh1ch had

' hlgh schools with audlo actlve compare language laboratory 1nsta11at10ns
. R A» . . .

L were 1nvolved

2. Only those‘teachers teachlng French courses durlng the 1971 72‘
school year were 1nvolved Those teachers 1nvolved in- the teachlng of
: languages other than French.that year were not 1nc1uded unless French
‘was one of the languages they“taught

13.. The study 1nvolved only those hlgh school French courses offeredf

. in these schools durlng the 1971 72 school year L

a

.Limitatiohs

The follow1ng 11m1tat10ns are acknowledged

v

1. The semantlc dlfferentlal attltude scale called for value Judge-
K ments on the part of the respondents A number noted that ey found
d1ff1cu1ty in completlng the scale as’ some " of the adJectlve palrs d1d not
*\\;_ appear to be related to the1r attltude toward the language laboratory
T~
-2, \\A number of respondents falled to complete parts of the questlon—
' T
' nalre resultlng ‘in incemplete data wh1ch placed a further 11m1tat10n on

aﬁthe conc1u51ons drawn by the 1nvest‘gator




3.“Slnce the teachers of French in this study could also be ;
teachers of other second languages, the1r responses on the questlonnalre
,gould have - been affected by their language laboratory exper1ence in .
those language classes. = I

4} The’v1ews toward the language laboratory are those of only the
teachets respondlng to the quest10nna1re ‘and should therefore be applled
to all language laboratory teachers w1th -care. |

[

Hypotheses

The follow1ng null hypotheses are tested ' It is hypothe51zed that

d
There is no significant reZattonsth between teacher attttude toward '

. the Zanguage Zaboratory and

1.1 the number of'years of trazntng compZeted beyond htgh sehool
,7 1.2 the number of'years of expertence in- teachtng French
*1.2 the number: of‘years of access  to a Zanguage Zaboratory as a -

teacher : k""- L,

-:l.g‘the number of‘Freneh Zanguage and/or Ztterature courses com;
f:ipzeted at the unzverszty Level . | .
.fluS'the number of currzculum dnd tnst}uctzon courses completed in:
%;second Zanguage teachzng ‘ | » »
'1.6'the type of tratnzng compZeted in" Zanguage Zaboratory methods
”and materzals ~

°the type of tratnzng completed in audzo—vzsual methods and

matertals



Overview of the Study

3

The f1rst chapter introduted the problem, prOV1ded a ratlonale for

" the need for ‘the . study, and defined its scope The second chapter

;n

presents a.review of’ the related 11terature The thlrd chapter presents a

the de51gn of the study The fourth chapter presents the analyses of
" the data and the 1nterpretat10n of their results The fifth and f1na1
chap'-r presents the summary, 1mp11cat10ns and recommendatlons of the

4' o
B -

study.



Chapter 11

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
‘.‘P’. . } )

ThevLanguage Laboratory

The language laboratory is’ ”an 1nsta11at1on of - electromechanlcal
equlpment wh1ch prov1des the ‘student w1th the opportunlty to practlse‘n
the audio-lingual aspects of language learnlng” (Crosble 1965 1.
:There exists a var1ety of language laboratory 1nsta11at10ns the

’51mp1est con51st1ng of a- headset for .each 1nd1v1dua1 student, cOnnected

-

‘to a tape recorder or other audio source, and the most complex con--

f
o

‘ ta1n1ng a headset mlcrophone, and complete recordlng and playback
- facilities for each 1nd1v1dual student Regardless of the type of ':

1nsta11at10n 1t 1s, the language laboratory is. an a1d, and not the \

-

central component of teachlng
Ladu (1963 10) compares the language laboratory to the sc1ence

laboratory where students are glven aanpportunlty to- practlse what they'
Khave learned in- the classroom -I 11ke the record player or: f11m T

24

,prOJector, is- another teachlng tool and no more .

o / }
‘ Hutchlnson (1961 9) WIltes that the greatest cohtrlbutlon of the

FEERY

v.’language laboratory is made as an 1ntegral part of a program 1n wh1ch

}the audlo llngual 1nstructlon forms the ba51s for the develoPment of all

the language skllls, that s, llstenlng, speaklng, readlng, and wr1t1ng ‘_f

The language laboratory strengthens fore1gn language 1nstruct1on 1n a -
' ,number of ways It 1ncreases student partlclpatlon in llsten1ng and

speaking, makes avallable to the students a greater number and varlety

——

—

of natlve speaker%, relleves the teacher from the ted1um of dr1111ng,



o

thereby g1v1ng Him more- t1me to help 1nd1V1dua1 students who aTe hav1ng

problems It prov1des pravacy, less dlstractlon, and greater opportunlty

/

for concentratlon and helps those teachers who may be deflcrent 1n

tc 1nson does warn that the language

L

audlo 11ngual tralnlng Howe v
/v,

i

laboratory weakens forelgn language 1nstruct10n when 1t 1s expected to

do more than help to, develop and ma1nta1n llstenlng and speaklng skllls, o

‘ when the teacher must develop language laboratory programs vwhen it 1s '

used for enrlchment, and when it 1nterferes w1th the relaﬁlonshlp

o . . -

betireen the teacher and hlS students
: Effectlve use. of the language laboratory exposes the students to
lengthy doses of the target language Sollohub (1977), in dlscu551ng

some of the ba51c notlons of language laboratory teachlng, wrltes that

the ma551ve exposure to the language is very benef1c1a1 1n 1tse1f ‘ The,

ear becomes tra1ned in sound patterns,.accent and 1ntonat10n are -

AN
. ’

1mproved and one's command of the vocabulary is extended and: consolldated

R

The Teacher and the Language Laboratory o

It is- generally agreed that several factors contrlbute to the

_successful operatlon of the language laboratory : These 1nclude the

amount of class tlme regularly devoted to laboratory practlce, the type:

of equlpment used the types of learnlng materlals used and ‘the attG/’

tude, enthu51asm, and sk111 of the teacher as a cr1t1c model and gu1de
@

tralned to use the language laboratory as. an a1d in second language

teachlng (Bergens 1971 Crosble 1965 Jarlett 1971 Lorge l964;

Rubrecht 1977 Strashelm, 1966; Turner, 1964).



v]lto Autft‘e equ1pment to good use. When used properly, the language E

€ laboratory requlreS*'

Crosble (1965 21_g§;gtg1nsﬂthat the la

better prepared teachers , as well as conductlng a class, must be able,-

laboratory can greatly 1ncrease the effectlveness of a good teacher k

whether or not that teacher 1s a'native speaker of the target language

It is not the equ1pment but the materlaIS\andithe manner in. wh1ch they

Wi ' \‘ /’»' -

. are used that 1s the key to forelgn language/:nstructron and learnlng;- _

IR

’j”In thls Ladu (1966 10) agrees with Crosble Accordlng to. her the .

"Wlshes to achleve then choose the materlals accordlngly

_ students ‘

~dc1assroom He wrltes

language laboratory is only as effectlve .as the teacher makes 1t_

e rlght t1me, schedule '

_student pr ct1ce se551ons systematlcally, and work w1th 1nd1v1dua1

Bergens (1971),-‘ belleves that the ch01ce of the rlght

_materlals is' a key 6 success The teacher must dec1de whlch goals he e

/; o i B - .
In a 51m11ar ve1n Turner (1964 1) states that the teacher 1s the‘

”cr1t1ca1 factor" 1n the correlat1on of the language laboratory and’ the -
oy

: Unless‘he [the teacher] .. . . is emo 1ona11y as well

7 - as intellectually - aware of the unique contributions to

' .. language learning which can be offered by the language
'laboratory, broken equlpment will not be. repalred, o
voluntary attendance will dwindle and student attltude .
“will provide an accurate mirror of the 1nd1fference or .. ¢
hostility towards ‘the 1aboratory wh1ch 1s sensed in’ the v
»classroom o TR _,.- AT : L

‘Turner further states that the teacher makes a p051t1ve contrlbutlon to.

1

ranguage laboratory practlce by selectlng approprlate materlals care- - -

- fully schedul1ng laboratory perlods, progranmlng materlals to’ be

/ L

: gpresented both in class and ‘the laboratory, careful monltorlng, and :

fi'u51ng the 1aboratory for testlng, ;
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/ - -Hutchinson (1964 14 15) relnforCes the Statements concernlng_the————"“‘

'/
A 1mportance of the teacher by wr1t1 g t at no. 1nnovatlons show themselves

AN
’ to be. as 1mportant as the teacher who is a perceptlve observer of his

‘///(/ L students The contrrbutlon wh1ch the teacher makes - in relnforc1ng the o
"students' self~correct10n and practlce is. 1ndispensab1e As:a result

'.;Hutchrnson stresses the 1mportance of the preparatlon of teachers 1n'" .

fllanguage laboratory use AThe teachers must be 1nterested in gettlng the

. most out of the equlpment and the materlals, and they must have some
fsklll in the effectlve use of these alds in order to help students
idevelop llstenlng and speak1ng skllls : A good teacher he belleves, can-
make up for any. def1c1enc1es 1n the materlals o | |

Accordlng to Rubrecht (1977), the language laboratory must be an

-

'1ntegra1 part of the currlculum ‘and 1t must- have meanlngful and - Varled
materlals used in 1t Close superV1510n and 1nd1V1dua1 gu1dance on the

 part- of the teachers are essentral in keeplng the students motlvated to "‘f~"

<

“work in the language laboratory
| Although 1t is an aid- to teaChlng, the language laboratory does not . ’ho_

s_lessen the work load of the teacher f0r as Hllton (1964 127) points.

- .
out, ”1mag1nat10n, resourcefulness and spontanelty are in greater demand-f

. V1n the - laboratory than elsewhere " Barcelona (1963 3), too states that..
:athe language laboratory presents a challenge to the creathe and 1mag1na-
}tlve teacher for 1t is only as valuable as the materlals that go through s

' fhlt;v In her surVey of 130 second language teaChers u51ng the language .f

'°'_1aboratgry for at least four years prlor to her study, Barcelona found |

'that the needs of these teachers were tq understand the value and 11m1ta—'

tlons of the 1aboratory, the ab111ty to use 1t, and a general knowledge.f‘



.\&/

®

>

N}‘ ) . i | .. ’ . E L

o«

- of technologlcal advances The language laborathf xbe concludes, needs

el -

competent teachers who are ready by attltude and tfgl\gng to use any

electromechanlcal equ1pment as 4. teachlng a1d 'ht ;ﬁ,pot enough to have

teachers accept and understand its operatlon Th%y ﬂ\ﬁt be able to see

ot

*the educatlonal opportun1t1es the equlpment offet\ gﬂh be w1111ng to

take advantage of them with Sklll and 1mag1ﬂ&t1w\

-

‘

Strashelm (1968 17) flnds that teaCherS who uﬁ§ \pe language

laboratory successfully tend to be well- lnformed,lp %{} 1deas relatlng

to second language teachlng, that 1s ¢u1tu1e 11t5%%\¢re, 11ngu1st1cs,

: and so forth v These teachers are usually more 1ﬂmpwﬁ\yve in the

A

laboratory Strashelm states that these\teacherﬁ V&}l¢ve the followlng

about the 1anguage laboratory‘ P sy o L S
= : : 2

The amount of speaklng practlce is greaﬁq/ Ny reased

¥ ' Recording and. ‘comparing responses aSsisty ﬁ%h&ents in .

~eliminating errors and fixing language AVAVAY IS
Students gain a high degree of Self*Qonf\g@ﬂQg through
laboratory Practice.

- ‘Students may pr0ceed at thelr own rate. A '
-The teacher is free to work dlrectly w1ﬁ51a¢Qh student .

The teac her must know the capabllltles of the eqd\wﬂgﬁ Strasheim
(1968 4) wrltes,v-, .. 11ke any tool or lnstrumehw,,tke language

1aboratory is most useful in the hands of a Craft§m&h wﬁo knows how ‘to .

v
s

- use it skllfully v B : \ '

CLa 2 AN [’\ I
. / Although the language laboratory, when used F\Ob hﬂy, oan greatly

fa

have doubts as to 1ts value. Hocklng (1966 8) wrlwﬂs \f a "rather

=Y

general dlsenchantment" w1th the* language 1ab0raﬂ§ﬁ' ﬂe mﬂlntalns that
thls is hecause audlo llngual 1nstru0t10n 13 beln&tﬁhVQpcted to a

counter revolutlon one a5pect of whlch 1s a Teactqﬂh \%alnst the™

.
'a' { 'I' 'S

language laboratory A number of reasons are glveh /\faggerated clalms

2 o , v . . e -

L / e K L e, B a e e Ry . s

v - Ll R e R

14

‘ia551st the second language teacher in h15 teQ&h1n§: 8. ond many teachers,"'
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. ang expchatlons for the laboratory, poor equ1pment, 1nadequate mainten-

ancge, Door materlals, the teachers' opposition to 1t, the1r lack of

tlme, Qﬂd most 1mportant of a11 thelr 1ck of training in laboratory

¥

tthh1ques Both the equlpment ‘and. the mattrlals have contlnued to

1mD10ve but teacher9 5till find they lack the time and knowledge to

F,USQ the 1aﬂguage laboratory effectlvely

A nuyber. of problems in addltlon to lack of . teacher skill and

‘tfalﬂlng 1ﬂ language 1aboratory use do contlnue to ex1st These include

the Opeyathnal malnt@nance of the laboratory, the lack of personnel

»

‘asslghed to, ity 1ts USe as both classroom and laboratory, and 1ts prox-

’

1m1ty tQ the Classroom In a recent report on the language laboratory,

‘vRubrtht (1977 2) 1lists thTEt further problems or compla1nts These

are the physlcal layout of the laboratory 1tse1f “the very h1gh

tether~pup11 ratlo 1ﬂ the laboratory, and the 1rre1evance of laboratory

. math1315 to classroom work Perhaps it is still as was found by

SQhQ{er (1965: 335) thgt if language" laooratorles do not meet the ' d o -

expectatlonq of thejr users, it is largely because of a mlsunderstandlng

‘of thelr Use., Sawyer (1971 9) feels that the varlety of functlons that -

the 13hghage 1aborator7 holds has not been exp101ted or fully developed

-~

>

Too wich egfort has beeh put into- one or two functlons

The sglutlon to 1mprov1ng 1nstruct10n w1th the a1d of the language

' 1aboratory 1ies in more 1nten51ve pre serv1ce and in- serv1ce tra1n1ng

of tethQrS 1n laboratory technlques In prov1d1ng such tra1n1ng,

HOcklﬂ& and Bllckenstaf$ (1965 393) suggest that two obJectlve be kept
in mlﬂd The teachers must understand the funct1ons andlpotent1a1 value
of thg language labgrathy, and they must be able to ma1nta1h 1t As

/



‘ Strasheim (1968:4) vrites .o, it is the. teacher who has had some
k1nd of formal tralqing beyond Just fam111arlzat10n w1th the equipment
5] :

who f1nds the language laboratory an asset ‘to his teachlng

The Effectiveness of the Langu_age Laboratory S

A . . -

There exists a good deal of research on language'laborat%ry effgcj
_t1veness .‘Thls.effectlveness has usually been measured by the achiéve-
'_ment of students who used the language laboratory in second language
“1nstruct10n Unfortunately, much of thls research has been 1nadequately

_ controlled and the flndlngs have frequently been deceptlve R

‘yarea school dlstrlcts for the language skllls.of readlng comprehen51on
:and speech production. "Heifound that.only-in speech productionldid the
laboratory’students"o‘t—perform thehnon;lahoratory_students.. However
'j'muoh cr1t1c1sm has be n levelled at thlS study Stack (1964) is - '
"crltlcal because Dr Keatlng made no: attempt at standardlzatlon of . the_d
' equlpment or the- mater1als used. - The study says nothlng ‘about what was,
: actually done 1n the language laboratorles _ Grlttner (1964 210) wr1tes'
.fthat the study measures'”fallure to use. the laboratory rather than the
'use of 1t U and that this 1n 1tself‘15 enough to dlscred1t ‘the whole :
report.. Ackerman (1966) and Porter and Porter (1964) questlon the
1nstruments used to test the students"language SklllS

Yet in sp1te of these flndlngs a number of educators stlll f1nd

the results encouraglng Stack (1964 193) belleves -that the language -

vlaboratory is d01ng prec1sely what is expected of it. He wr1tes

", S the language laboratory is- most effectlve 1n ‘the beglnnlng

/o
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courses in teaching and speaking skills.h-Stud nts that use it are

superior to those that do not in this regard."

vThe*Pennsylyanla’Study, a large-scale experiment undertaken by
- R S o o v . N
Smith (1968), sought to evaluate the relative effectiveness of three
modern second language teaching methods and three.language laboratory

systems‘ No 51gn1flcant dlfferences were fouha between the traditional

and fundamental sk1lls treatment students, except that the tradltlonal
- N .

17

‘group surpassed the functlonal skllls group in readlng ab111ty, and thatu

'the functlonal SklllS .group scored better on a.test of oralvmlm;cry.
: The study concluded that a language 1aboratory of any type used tWice-

dweekly, had no notlceable effect on achlevement Valette (1969: 400)

~,'wr1tes that the: fallure of the pro;ect to demonstrate 51gn1f1cant

' dlfferences among the three‘strategles-does not necessarlly-support the

hypothesis‘that‘Such‘differences do"not exist. Sheﬂquestions thev
'gappropr1ateness of tﬂi measurement 1nstruments used wh1ch she feels
t were too d1ff1cu1t when adm1n1stered after one year of language study.
In,addltlon,vno 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstruct10n 1n the~1anguage'laboratory
-'was‘usedt Valette:says_that.it is'npt surprislng;hthen,-tha: tpe
‘ differences between-the laboratory strategies.and»the tape recorder'in
~'the classroom technlque were not 51gn1f1cant |

Touchette (1969) 1nvest1gated the contrlbutlon of the 1anguage
laboratory to French language 1nstruct10n in 37 Alberta high schools
‘Uslng the June, 1966,_French_30 Departmental Examlnatlon_for aud107

'f .

vcomprehensionvand writing skills, he found:that.the,nonelaboratory

" group scored higher Qn-the.audio-comprehenSion'examination than either

of the laboratory groups. The differences betweén the means were not
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' statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant however On the wr1t1ng skllls examlnatlon

/

——

-the non laboratory students had the highest mean score No effort

however, was made to- determlne teacher preparatlon in language laboratory

" use how the language laboratory was used, or in fact whether 1t actuallyg

. was used As thls study was carr1ed out 1n 1967, 1t would have been E

1nterest1ng to note the length of t1me schools 1nvolved 1n the study had
b -d thelr language laboratory 1nsta11at10ns, and whether the French 30
students had’ used the laboratory in their beg1nn1ng French courses

The results of two studles carrled out in New York C1ty hlgh schools

1by Lorge (1964) are more encouraglng Her flrst study, comparlng

o

7'showed that students u51ng record playback equlpment da11y made the

U grea{;st garns 1n ach1evement

\l\u

;:laboratory students w1th .a.non- laboratory control group, showed that
' beglnnlng students u51ng the laboratory were S1gn1f1cant1y better 1n,,’“‘

' overall speech productlon than ‘the non- laboratory students Students at L

h1gher levels of 1nstruct10n §howed llttle oTr no 51gn1f1cant dlfference_

” between the laboratory and control groups The 1mportant conclu51on here

1s that laboratory students ga1n as. much trad1t10na1 sk111 ‘as those

students in standard classes w1th the added ab111ty 1n speaklng SklllS

S

‘Lorge s: second study, comparlng types of language laboratorles used

)
»

ckerman (1966), 1nvest1gat1ng language laboratory 1nstruct10n in-

-Florlda and the achlevement of f1rst year students of Spanlsh found that

only in the- llstenlng sk111 was there a 51gn1f1cant dlfference in- f

-achlevement for laboratory students ‘He d1d 1nd1cate that profe551onal

1preparat10n and the experlence of the teacher is a 51gn1f1cant factor in

)’all language skllls for botH groups._f L ?;

N
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C0ncern1ng the teacher and the’ language laboratory, Lorge (1964)

: also reported that the prlme factors in the effectlveness of laboratory
Fwork and the attjtudes of the students toward 1t were the teachers'
tattltudes toward language laboratory se351ons thelr development of new.
:ftechnlques and their ease in handllng the equ1pment Slmllarly, b
Hocklng (1968) in an lnvestlgatlon of the _use of the 1anguage 1abora-1'
. torytand 1ts evaluatlon by students teachers and ‘the superv1sor 1n a
blarge suburban school dastrlct dlscovered that the students' evaluatlonf
of the language laboratory revealed ;he strengths and weaknesses of |
:thEIT teachers The students' reasons for 11k1ng the language labora—;g‘”
‘tory reflected the teachers’ understandlng and proper use of the labora-
tory, whlle the reasons for dlsllklng the language laboratory reflected
.;fthe teacherC' ack of understandlng of the laboratory, the1r unfamiliar—
Cedty with good laboratory technlques and thelr fallure to fam111arlze ;

. the students w1th the mater1a1 before uslng it In addltlon department
chalrmen and superv1sors; after v151t1ng many of the classroom and
glanguage laboratory se551ons found that if the teachers d1d not like-

: lthe language laboratory,_th1s attltude was reflected in the students'-ari:
fattltude toward'it' The teachers who recelved the h1ghest ratlng werel,e'
those who' handled the equlpment well and who saw the value of u51ng the ’
laboratory as an 1nstruct10nal dev1ce rather than as a substltute for

’ . ! .

J classroom 1nstruct10£ : 'ﬁ'z‘_ »ﬁf f .:x'fp:" = *,.“-/':‘

Sm1th and L1ttlef1e1d (1969),_wh11e 1nvest1gat1ng the relatlve |

Anstruction in French, German, and Spanish,” also SOught'-in_f_Omati,on‘

i regardlng the role whlch 1nterests and attltudes play 1n second language,




20

- ' - .

vlearning. They reported that beyond the students' 1nterestAand motlvaj
»tion or- attltude orlentatlon the teachers' attltudes tOWard the o
conce\t of tape use and medla in second language learnlng, and sk1ll ln“
the appllcatlon of the materlals to the fac111t1es,»contrlbuteito:the;
lsuccessful operatlon of the langhage laboratory |

-A small scale study of teacher attltude toward language laboratory
:equlpment and materlals carrled out by Sm1th and Woerdehoff (1970)
found a p051t1ve orlentatlon toward language laboratory learnlng
Teachers Judged language laboratory practlce tapes to be valuable and“
jthe laboratory equlpment to be generally good However when the
aelectronlc classroom (an in- class fa0111ty) and the convent1ona1 lab-
oratory were compared the electronlc classroom was preferred although

,' it was actually used less frequently than the language laboratory

'=dThe 1nvest1gators concluded that although the ratlngs were. somewhat

"".;p051t1ve the teachers d1d not reflect strongly p051t1ve or negat1ve -

RN

.attltudes toward the medla they used in thelr classes In addition,

”att1tude toward med1a was not related to the teachers( use of the ‘equip- °

LA

ment or the tapes
Although the effects of attltude toward medla were found to be

negllglble in thlS study, Smlth et aZ (1970 35) wr1te o
. Id

. . -oOne must conclude that teacher attltudes st111 I N o o

~ remain as potential contributing factors to error S AT :

..variance in educational research; .No matter what . : 4 e

variables bétween treatment conditions one measures AR - Lo

it is important to be able. to estimate the effects y ’ '

- of attltude where human factors are 1nvolved

~



Chapter I1T o T

DESIGN OF THE STUDY .
) | _ ‘

'bThe flrst chapter 1ntroduced the problém and prOV1ded a ratlonale
“for the need for thls klnd of study " The second chapter presented a,
.'rev' - of ‘the l1terature and research related to the problem Th?,
thlrd.chapter 1mcludes a descrlpnlon of the populatlon the sample
'Lthe questlonnalre the val1d1ty, rellablllty, and stab111ty of the
'1nstrument the procedure used for collectlng the data ‘the tabulat1on
ilof.the.data,‘and the statlstlcal analyses used to treat the data

Uy

Ce o . The Populat1on

\ . . S S | _ o

‘-The'\opulatlon for the study con51sts of teachers of French in
' selected iihool dlstrlcts and d1V1s1ons hav1ng a school or schools with

‘audlo actlve gbwpare language laboratory 1nstallat10ns

The Sample o | el “’»,_li _T S
| The sample con51sted ofbl7 rural and 78 urban teachers teachlng

'AFrench durlng the 1971 72 school year: Four large urban school d15tr1cts
:'were selected and the1r superV1sors of modern languages were telephoned
‘to determlne Whlch schools had audlo actlve compare language laboratory‘
’ “1nstallat10ns The superlntendents of l6 rural and urban Alberta schodﬁ
d1v1s1ons and dlstrlcts were contacted by mall or telephoned ‘to determlne'
Q&; the1r h1gh schools had th1s type of laboratory 1nstallat10n Of the
’ 20 selected school d15tr1cts ‘three d1d not have this type of laboratory

. s
-'1nstallat10n in thelr schools

A At e siAn a7 o e TV

ciaaia e
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The number of schools hav1ng these. 1nstallat10ns was 37, of wh1ch
13 were rural and’ 24 were urban Every school was represented in the
returns;' |

- Table l presents the number of teachers approached in each school

4

~and the number of teachers who responded Of the 89 urban teachers

approached 78 (87 60) responded . Of the 20 rural teachers approached

-17 (85%) responded , Four teachers, a11 of them urban had to be

e11m1nated because’ they had not completed the semantlc d1fferent1al

thereby reduc1ng the number of urban teachers to 74 (83. 16) of the total

r

“urban teachers approached
W .
The_Q'uest_ionnaire T
The 1nvest1gator s maln concern in de51gn1ng the questlonnalre was
'-to gather as much data as p0551ble w1thout taklng a great deal of the
‘teachers' time. The questlonnalre (see Appendlx B) con51sts of f1ve
‘parts where, w1th the except1on of Part I, responses, can be checked
Part I con51sts of seven 1tems deal1ng w1th the actual teachlng
lsituatlon. L
Part IT con51sts of elght 1tems dea11ng w1th years of teacher tra1n-
ing, experlence and access to a language laboratory, the number of French'

'language and/or llterature courses completed the. number of currlculum

h and 1nstruct10n courses completed in second language teachlng, the type

3

\

22

of tra1n1ng, 1f any, completed in language laboratory and in audlo v1sual"'

fmethods and materlals, as well as part1c1pat10n 1n other act1v1t1es B

I3

whlch may have 1mproved the teachers' knowledge of the French language

1hand/or methodology
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Each Schoo1 .

TABLE 1. The Number of Teachers—Responding from

Ufban Schooisi(n = 24) S Ruréi<Schools‘(n =‘13)’A:
o Number . “Number _;;' Nuﬁber. . Number
School =~ - ~ Responding- Approached ‘\Rssponding . Approached
1 6 6 1 1
2. 4 5 . 1 2
3vf 6 7 1 1
4 e 4 2 2
s 3 3 1 S
6 4 4 1 2
7 s R 1 1
8 3 3 1 1
9 5 : s 2 2
10 2 2 2 2
S 11 5 s 1 1
12 5 5 .1 1
13 2 2 2 3
14 3 5
15 2 ‘ 2 B i
6 1 3 ‘ |
17 2 3
18 2 2 . !
19 2 2
20 2 ~ 4
21 2 s 3 . '
“22 3 3
.23 2 2
YR 4 4
~Total: 78 g7 65 89 17 85,08 20
"Eliminated: = . 4 .;i;i Lo , : S
| 74 83.1%
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Part IIT consists of the semantlc dlfferentlal scale to determlne ‘ .

. the teachers' att1tude toward the language laboratory ) -

Part Iv con51sts of eleven items deallng with language laboratory

a3

use and technlques

'ves in teachlng French the frequency and

‘actual amount of laboratory use; the proportlon of time used‘for-§tﬁaentf—-4«5~;

recording; the proportion of t1me the laboratory is: 1noperable ‘the
: . .

»-proponmlon of t1me ‘teachers devote to preEaratlon of laboratory materlals,
' » !
where these materials are obtarned thé helpfulness of the laboratory 1n

)/f”’ff‘g.developlng language skllls and the probiemf experlenced in its use. v
. : ~
\ Part v, con51st1ng of eight 1tems seeks general 1nformag10n about

4the language laboratory — how it affects the teachérs' 1nstruct10n-and

n

thelr work load as well as the students'ulearnrng of Frénch; Whether.the |
teachers have laboratory aldes 1n thelr schools, whether the contlnued
.use of the laboratoryrls Justlfled and whether pre serv1ce and 1n—service
P educatlon in its methods 1s v1tal Space is prov1ded for teachers to
ylndlcate the toplcs they would llke to see dlscussed at 1{ servrce
By se551ons, workshops,-and 1nst1tutes 'and to make. further comments and-

,euggest1ons regardlng the use of the langUage laboratory

\la]_idi't_y of the Questionnairef
The content va11d1ty of the: questlonnalre ‘was establlshed by con-
‘ sultlng four profe551onal educators 1nvolved w1th the teachlng of French
~and w1th language laboratory 1nstruct10n The Judges were two assoc1ate ‘
S
» professors of the Faculty of . Educatlon at the Unlver51ty of Alberta the

- Director of Langu e Laboratorles at the Un1ver51ty of Alberta, and the

Superv1sor of Modern Languages for the Edmonton Pub11c School Board

- e Lo . >
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~ The prellmlnary draft of the quest1onna1re was . presented to the

u

'k'Judges who were asked 1f the 1nd1v1dual items dealt with issues of con—d

'.cern to~French teachers who had- access to a language laboratory They _/ i
were also asked to make suggestlons regardlng the complex1ty and the
c1ar1ty of 1nd1v1dua1 items on the questlonnalre

Mf“—‘ﬁﬂff_h—‘“ﬁThe primary concern_expressed by the Judges was w1th the Lgngth of

o -

-the questlonnalre However, it was felt by all the judges that 51nce

-

all the, 1tems on the questlonnalre were of - 1mportance to - the study, the

;questlonnalre should retaln a11 the 1tems in the prellmlnary draft A
.suggestlon made and 1ncorporated into the. final. draft of the questlon-

naire was the addltlon of the wordsv"as adteacher” to questlon 3 of
 Part II ‘ R o . R 5\;:?::i - o e
_ Coples of the questlonnalre.were éent to the\modern language con- .

"sultants or superv1sors of/the large urban dlstrlcts and to the super-
. 1ntendents of thé small urban and rural school d1v151ons for thelr

approval A1l but one of the dlstrlcts and d1v151ons approved the

..\

questlonnalre. The recommendatlon made was that both- Ecouter et PUrZer I

and Chez Zes Francats be treated -as part of one course _that is, the
'Audlo L1ngua1 Ser1es or the Holt Rlnehart Serles -This reeommendatidn

was carrled out by the 1nvest1gator : o o i__‘v" -

'Reﬁabﬂity 'of the Semantic. D‘i ffer 4n_ti"a1"'

The semantlc d1fferent1a1 technlque has been establlshed as.a means“
of asse351ng how people feel toward various concepts It allows one to -
'compare dlfferences in. attltude between groups and dlfferences in’ attl—

L tude across t1me y1e1d1ng 51m11ar values or scores when the cond/taohs are’

”

"dupllcated .

A
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' Osgood (19695136) writes that test4retest studies have yielded an’

R ayerage reliability.coefficient of 0.80. HlS flrst factor analytlc study

o - . o _ l///,/~/”f'v
as descr1bed.1n Osgood et al. (1957 126 127) 1nv01ved 100 college'/ S

“students who rated 20 concepts such as mother, fraud tornado symphony,’

)

Amerlca, and feather on SO descﬁlptlve scales,.thereby-generatlng a -

”,1000-item'test form. In'order to ascertain the reliability of the SCales

—~~-~m40 1temsswere chqggn_at random from the or1g1na1 1000 1tems and repeated

iiat the end of the test A re11ab111ty cjeff1c1ent of 0.85 was produced
' : N ‘ -
~ The semantic dlfferentlal technlque has been used to. study the

attltudes of both teachers and students toward 1nstruct10nal ‘media in

- second language learnlng (Smlth and L1tt1ef1e1d 1969 Smlth and :
Woerdehoff 1970). Unfortunately, rellablllty‘coeff1c1ents were.not "*f
reported‘for'these'studies “As the reliability'of the-semantic differen?

t1a1 technlque had shown 1tse1f to be suff1c1ent1y hlgh, it was dec1ded.
for purposes of the present study it would be admlnlstered once only
: Wlth a ma11 survey where teachers were assured of the1r anonymlty,

: second admlnlstratlon would have been very dlfflcult

Further dlscu551on deallng w1th the semantlc d1fferent1a1 w111 be

Bl .

:presented in the.follow1ngkchapter. S

»

Stability of'the QUestionnaire a

Slnce thls study 1s descrlptlve and much of the 1nformat10n is - LS
procedural.ln,nature the 1ack of a test of stab111ty — such as.
~ . administering it'twlce — was not deemed necessary : Ba51ca11y, thls 1s'

S a status'study,“ A partlcular settlng at a partlcular tlme is descrlbed{
’ . R

No. generallzatlons are. made about any other settlng



The descrlptlve part of the questlonnalre 1tse1f asks questrons
CEE bearlng a 51mllar1ty to one another 1n several 1nstances Teachers are
asked how they use the language laboratorv what technlques of teachlng
'they use in it, 'and what thelr obJectlves are in teachlng French
later questlon asks the teachers to 1nd1cate how helpful the language
laboratory is. in, develop1ng partrcular language skills. Teachers are

.also asked to 1nd1cate how frequently the laboratorv 15 1nnnetahle, ﬁgg =

much preparatlon t1me they devote to laboratory mater1als, and where

n

they get the*maféfials they use A 115t of problems experlenced 1n the

language laboratory appears 1n a later questlon These problems 1nc1ude

a

language laboratory malntenance and the preparatlon of laboratory

materlals

- ‘Co11éctihg!the~bata

' For the.collection'of the-data the 1nvest1gator ma11ed the o .

questlonnalres to hlgh schools th51de of the c1ty of Edmonton and-

.~

Bl
dlstrlbuted them in person to those Edmonton hlgh schools 1nvolved in

/ﬂf_h\\\\the study, p1ckrng them up one week later : 'Q e L VA o

From the 109 teachers 1n the ‘37 schools 951(87 Za) of the questlon—

' »nalres were returned Of the 96 questlonnalres 4 (4 2%) had,the' f: _ﬂ : \\\»;

,semantlc d1fferent1a1 left blank As a result these 4 questlonnalres

-

could not be used reduc1ng the total populatlon part1c1pat1ng in the

o study to 91 (83 ) of ‘all those teachers approached

Tabu]at1on of the Data

.
Upon completlon of the data collectlon the questlonnalres werei‘

B a551gned 1dent1f1cat10n numbers..:The,semant1C'd1fferentlal sCale‘scores

/
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 were transferred to -IBM cards and the total scores fof each subjeéct were .
. . : . X . . . . s g - . . c
. \

»
M . . ' Y

calculated by computer..
Numerlcal values were a551gned for 1nd1v dual- questlons pf,Parts 11,

v, ‘and 'V of the quest1onna1re The frequenc1es of responses to the
/l : ' ’

.varloug categories were calculated by the'investigatOr.and put into

. NN . ) \ . ° ”‘;' i N ) o " ;

table form. New cards were‘generated by/computer in order to record-- -

qthe'frequency;of_responses for key QUest%ons (Part'II; Questions 1 to 7 *

inclusive) in'preoaration for specific statistical treatment . S oy
. o . Statjstica1 Treatment of the‘Data . T o 3
The 21 adjectlve pa1rs on the semantlc d1fferent1a1 were separated" . Qh

by rating scales numbered I\{most favorable) through 7 (least favorable)

" $otal scores for the 5ca1e_were generated. Teachers w1thi§66res~ofm50d, ;" o

"to 59 whith‘fellvinto the most‘freqUent category were designated the mid

attltude group, those w1th scores. of 49 or, less were de51gnated the h1gh

k“attltude group, and those w1th‘scores of 60 or more were de51gnated the
IOW’attltude»group The above cut- off‘p01nts were’ %hosen because they

.drrided the total group\lntO'three approx1mate1y equal.groups. »
The 21 itemé;Were-factor—analyzedfto generate the-primary‘}actOrs; :
.A‘one—way analyeds‘oflyarianee-was carried out{on‘the total scbres‘of
Jthe'semantic'differential.. ??1 Squanp contlngency tests were carrled
;out,forvthe oomparlson of the h1gh and low - attltude groups for selected

8
’

variables. The Flsher 2 test was used to test the 51gn1f1cance of

»

‘difference between 1ndependent proportlons on,selected,questlonnalre

- items.



Chapter 1V

DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS
o o '
The aims of thlS study are fourfold

1) to determlne 1f there ex1sts a relatlonshlp between the attltude
'of teachers toward the language laboratory and their profe551ona1 prep-

aratlon 1n its use;

2} to determlne 1f there ex1sts a relatlonshlp between the attitude
of teachers toward the language laboratory and the -manner in wh1ch they s
huse it; . : ;[g' o oo

-3) to, determlne 1f there exists a relatlonshlp between the profes—

‘sional preparatlon of teachers 1n the use of the language laboratory and

~ . the manner\1n wh1ch they use 1t' and c » L
4) to determrne ‘the nature of future pre serv1ce and 1n serv1ce

. rograms in language laboratory technlques

The results'o ‘the data - analyses are presented in four sectlons

The first sectlon presents the analy51s of the semantlc d1fferent1al data
[ 2o

The ‘second section presents the analyses of questlons dealing w1th thie

profe551onal preparatlon and exper1ence vn second language teachlng

The th1rd section deals with the actual teachlng‘51tuat10n : that 1s, |
the manner in which the 1anguage laboratory is. used the frequency W1th
wh1ch it 1s ured and other 1nstruct10nally related data The?éogrth

sectlon deals w1th the suggestlons made by teachers of" French %br

A oa
- . % -
in- serv1ce tra1n1ng as well ‘as further comments or suggest1ons regardlng

o

language laboratory use. S e
' N
B o



l.:been one. of the constants in the1r work w1th thlS technlque

The Semantic Di%fér‘eg_t%.é] Tec_hn‘i‘que
The.Semantic}differential developed by Charles E. Osgood and
described in Osgood,et-aZ (1957), is a type of_ratlng scale whlch
measnres the affective and cognltlve aspects of attltudes It essentl-
ally 1nvolves repeated Judgements of a concept aéalnst a set of b1polar
adjectlves ’ | | |
Osgood ‘Suc1 .and Tannenbaum (1969 58) wr1te that in order to
_ determlne one's attltude toward a partlcular subject or concept ‘it is’
necessary to present.a selectlon of alternatlve responses in order that
the "meanlng” of a. stlmulus sign be gradually 1solated This seIection
vof alternatlve responses, usually‘adjectlves is preferable to the -

reliance upon a spontaneous em1551on of adjectlves from the respondents

toward a subJect or concept The sen51t1V1ty of the 1nstrument is

30

"1ncreased by the 1nsert10n of a’ seven- p01nt scale between each adJectlve.

~

pair. Accordlng to Osgood et aZ (1969 79), the ‘seven- p01nt scale has

. The respondents' task 1s to 1nd1cate on each of the seven‘p01nt
'scales the dlrectlon.and 1nten51ty of assoc1at10n ‘to a glven subJect or
concept | | - | R |
An examplepof an adjective.pair wonld beé‘=.b

1

-igood : .'f‘-‘éﬂ : i bad
Because the adJectlve scalesuare frequently regarded as d1ff1cu1t

or unfamlllar to the subject or concept presented respondents are
encouraged to mark the scales as. qulckly and as honestly as p0551b1e:

W1thout puzzllng over . any partlcular adJect1ve pa1r

V4



The adJectlve scales con51st of a number of polar adJectlve palrs

-In scorlng the semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale values or welghtlngs are
~assigned to each scale p051t10n and these 1n turn ‘can be converted to

‘1nd1v1dual or group mean scores and presented in proflle form.

The correlatlons among the responses to the adJectlve pa1rs arev

, usually factor analyzed and tend to cluster 1nto three pr1mary groups

labelled by Osgood as evaluatlve potency,'and act1v1ty factors The

evaluatlve factor 1s made up. of adJectlves which are affect laden and .

|

31

1nd1cate how the subJect feels about the concept e.g. good bad The

4

'potency factor is. made up of adJectlves concerned w1th power e g.,

Y

' strong‘weak The act1v1ty factor is made uﬂ'of adjectlves whlch are

1

assoclated w1th rlgor rapldlty, and agltatlon e.g.; actlve-passive.

In Chapter 2 of The Measurement of Méantng, Osgood et aZ (1957)

'descrlbe f1ve factor analytlc studles to determlne the maJor factors An
. essentlally 51m11ar factor structure reappears The evaluatlve factor
Jtends to account for one fourth to one th1rd of the total var1ance

. Thls 1s approx1mately tw1ce the total varlance accounted for by the.

potency factor whlch in turn accounts for approx1mately tw1ce the total

varlance accounted for by the act1v1ty factor
The rellablllty of the semantlc d1fferent1a1 is usually hlgh Test

retest studles have ylelded an average rellab111ty coeff1c1ent of 0.80

:to the scales (Osgood "1969; 136)

- The semantlc drfferentlal is’ c1a1med to have a number of advantages

>

'over other types of attltude measures

1. It provldes a comprehen51ve plcture of the connotat1ve mean1ng

of a concept or subJect The language laboratory can .be looked



’ updn favorably by‘many, but can be reacted to d1fferent1y in
terms _of act1V1ty, helpfulness c1ar1ty, and so forth
2. It av01ds stereotyped responses toward a concept or. subject
3.T It e11m1nates the problems of questlon phra51ng
4. It 1s a qu1ck eff1c1ent mearis of gettlng at both the d1rect10n
‘and the 1nten51ty of attltudes toward a subJect or concept
5. It enables one to compare dlfferences in attltudes between
groups |
f:6.: It enables one to.compare dlfferences 1nvatt1tude across t1me

The semantlc d1fferent1a1 for the present study con51sts of 21

32

,.soales used- by other researchers in, determlnlng attltude toward instruc-

| t10na1 medla (Smlth and Hocklng, 1969 Sm1th and Woerdehoff 1970)
'The concept to be assessed is the attltude teachers of French hold
‘toward the language laboratory Each scale presents ‘a seven step proe
' gre551on from one polar adJectlve to 1ts oppos1te Each step 1s

"asslgned an arbltrary value (1 2 3, etc ), progre551ng from 1 at the

"left to 7 at the r1ght “The d1rect10n of the polarlty of elght of the‘~p1:"

R

_vscales ‘was alternated as .a precaut1on agalnst response b1as : The cheeksv

made by the respondents are then scored accordlng to wh1ch step in: the

';scale is checked PR jV‘ T "",‘.*-“- o 7:' ",_'

A SR
°

Ana]ys1s of the Semant1c D1fferent1a'l »' L ; V

Table 2 presents the frequency d15tr1but1on of the semant1c d1f- ‘

;ferentlal scale scores for the 91 respondents Flgure 1, a h1stogram

h‘ppresents a. graph1cal report of the d1str1but1on of’the scores.»

Y

o
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~

. TABLE 2,' FrequenCy'DisffibufidhFOf,SemanticvDifferehtiaI'Stale Scores

 Interval " Frequency .

LRI R
| »lgb-ggf"f  R i, R ‘
60-65 - 20
Cos0-se . t - L m |
d0-49 o R 18
'Solég | - E | |
© Total

= joe




"requency | - '

15

25

20} .

10t

30|

I m—

34

30

40

50

60

70
Scores

30

PP

90

1000 110

;,Figﬁre_l._jHistdgram 6f'the.sémantic;difféfentialiScale_scores;

-
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The semantlc d1fferent1a1 scale scores could range from 21 to 147,

:In thlS study, the scores actually ranged from 32 to 103 w1th .70 (76. 9%)
-'of the scores falllng in the range of 40 to 69 The scores of the
- respondents were skewed to the p051t1ve 51de, rndlcatlng‘a.positive o
_or1entat10n toward the language laboratory |
fThe most frequent category, 50 to. 59, was 1nd1cated by 32 (35 2% )

vof the respondents On this ba51s these 32 respondents became the m1d

..attltude,teacher group The 26 teachers with scores of 49 or: 1ess became
" the high attltude teacher group, and the 33 teachers with scores of 60 -
dor more became the Tow attltude teacher group. o | “

, _ . L

Falcto:'r *Ana_lysls ‘_of the ’S‘clales .

The 1ntercorrelat10ns among the 21 scales for the 91 subjects were
b"subjected to:a pr1nc1pa1 components ana1y51s followed by a varlmax
rotatlon ‘ Table 3 presents the results of the pr1nc1pa1;components
:ana1y51s based on the 1nd1v1dual ratlngs (subJects x scales) for the
rtotal sample of subJects. Three factors emerged and accounted for 50°
'.of trace° Factor T accountlng for 52 of common Varlance, Factor II for
‘290 of common varlance,.and Factor III for 18 of 18 of‘common varlance

| Factor I loaded hlghest on good bad Valuable worthless, meanlngful-.
-meanlngless,‘rewardlng punlshlng, helpful unhelpful, and def1n1te-; e
:_uncertaln These adJectlve pa1rs appear to- reflect the evluatlve,
dlmension Factor I1 1oaded hlghest on personal 1mpersona1 graceful-
: awkward powerful weak gentle v1olent andrprofound superf1c1a1 These
IadJectlve pa1rs appear to reflect ‘the- potency dlmen51on Factor III

: 1oaded hlghest on restlng busy, lenlent severe, complex 51mple and
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 TABLE 3. Varimax :Rotat"i‘on' of Principal Axis FS.olution "

'

'Factoré

Variables | . Communalities -~ =~ 1. II | 111
o . , . [
1

I bad'- good . .66 81 -i020 0 -.09
© passive - .active o "’:46 " ‘.' .54 ¢ 40 . -.06

. T 'boring - iﬁterestiné- o .38 » .60 .08 11
 III relaxed - temnse . . .39 .16 .30 .52
‘ IIT "complex -_simple' l R 37 ©o-03 ';.él‘f .57
IT powerful - weak 55 .33 .66 .08
1 helpful - unhelpful : . 60 .69 .37 .00
1 ‘rewérdihg -:punishing o © .59 _”". - .70 29 .08
:>I pleasing - aﬁnoying 5 .55 - v;62i - .36 s A19
' Untimely'—ftimely ‘ e 32 4 ..:5.24“ 497 .15
11 awkward -,gﬁaceful v | .49 o387
" o3 - threatening . .37 .42 .39
iI' personal - - imbérsongi = . .51 : ‘{ ;17 ';69
II1 resting - busy S oes .. 26
"1 clear - hazy a8 66 .21

" IIT lenient - sévere .43 .08 .00 .65
" I »meaﬁingless f heahingfulf' - >71 o i;.rjv,$1; f .22  \.7 .01
1T superficial - profound . Coclag A 51 .20

I worthless - valusble ~~ /.71 .88 .17 =05
11 gentle --violent - 43 .03 - .52 . .40
I ‘definite fjuncertain.- . .53 . .70 13 a4

T

" Percentage of Trace = ©10.66 - 5.54  3.14 1.9
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‘ relaxed-tense; These adjective pairs appear to reflect the activity
dimension,
’ . . 0 Y . ’ - N ' ’ .

The results tend to support the factorial validity‘of the semantic
ﬂidlfferentlal scales as’ 1nterpreted by Osgood when the 1nstrument is |

1

Iapplled to the measurement of attltude toward the language laboratory
. ‘, | S : ‘ ‘
The'Differences in the Groups

‘ Table'4‘presents the‘means'and'variancestfor the'three teacher
‘ groups Table 5 presents the data for the one-way ana1y51s of varlance
of the total scores on- the semantlc dlfferentlal for the h1gh m1d, and .

low attltude“teacher groups This table also contalns the xz for the

'*homogenelty of variance between the dlstrlbutlons of the three groups

v

Table 6 presents the-probab;llty matrlx‘for Scheffé S mult1p1e comparlsonkfg

"mof‘meansrforlthe threelteacher groupst(Feréuson,h19713270-271). nNot
'Tunexpectedly;‘as a resultﬂof thermiddle one-third oflthe7semantic'dife

'Tlferentlal scaie scores falllng 1nto one ten- un1t 1nterva1 (see F1g ij,
' the’ ‘variances of the three teacher groups lacked homogenelty maklng
',further comparlsons'v1a.ana1y51s of variance scmewhat questlonable..'

The numerlcal results are presented but must be viewed with - extreme'

cautlon regardlng the1r stat15t1ca1 valldlty

The means of the three groups were 51gn1f1cant1y d1fferent (p <. O 001).

 Since all the group means dlffered 51gn1f1cant1y from one another, one
. .

_can be Justlfled in c1a1m1ng that these three teacher groups did. 1ndeed
:v1ew the language laboratory dlfferently The teacher group'w1th the
hlghest mean (71 09) tended to view the language laboratory as betng
“reZattveZy Zess valuable, while the teacher group w1th the 1owest mean

1

- (43 42) tended to v1ew it as betng reZatzveZy more vaZuabZe.
. : .
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TABLE 4. Means and Variances: 'Semantichifferentia1 Scale Scores for

the Three Teacher Groups

Group : n._ ° Mean ' Variance

1 (Low Attitude) 33 71,09 115,15

2 (Mid Att%ﬁffsi//’ 2. ¢ sigs e 8.01

3 (Higﬁ/A{fitu &) 26 . o342 65
. [ ' ' -  ’ ‘ ’ '. ‘ D . v

: 9] L 57,47 . 176.58




TABLE 5. One-way Analysis of Variance for the Three. T-éaéher Groups -

39 -

‘Source - ss . oms

df

E

P

~Groups ' 0.11 5736.69
,.ErTor' . 0.46 . '52.22:

- Homogeneity of variance

. 109.86

.04 p=<0.001

< 0.001

o
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Scheffés multlple compar1son of" means revealed 51gn1f1cant dlffer-d.

ences between the three palrs of means; that is, between-high:and mid,

m1d and low and hlgh and low

" On the ba51s of the . analy51s Just presented the mid teacher group ’

’

was dropped from further statlst1ca1 analy51s because though 1t repre—'

‘ sented approx1mate1y one- thlrd of the total group, comparlsons of the.

two extreme groups were con51dered more llkely to reveal measurable

“a -

-adlfferences -in &nstructlonal a roaches related to attltude ‘Further-
. pp .

'

y more the groups were to be ‘of suff1c1ent 51ze to allow‘meanlngful

descrlptlve data “the m1d attltude group was retalned

generallzatlons to be made For the presentatlon and dlscu551on of the

2

]

N % - 0

Inter-group Comparlsons

o : :
In order to compare frequencles to responses on key questlons the

cChl square test (Ferguson 1971; 182 184) was used to compare the h1gh

and low attltude teacher groups . 'The Ch1 square test 1s used to compare

"the frequenc1es of respondents in various categorles The level of

. is 0. 001

=

51gn1f1cance for the reJectlon of the null hypothe51s of 1ndependence

ﬁor null hypotheses l 1 1. 2 l 3 1. 4 and 1.5, the Ch1 square

' test was used, to compare the hlgh and low attltude groups on profe551onalv

n

“preparatlon and experlence

f"

e Y
Hypotheszs 1. l refers to the comparlson of the two teacher groups:

on theﬂnumber of years of tra1n1ng completed beyond hlgh school that

there 1s no 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between attltude toward the E

language laboratory and the number of years of tralnlngjcompleted,beyond



o
e ™

high school The ana1y51s of the d1fference between the two groups is
"

'presented 1n Table 7. The dlfference between the two groups was ‘not

i

i.s1gn1f1cant - The number of years of tralnlng beyond hlgh school and the

%

vattitude the teachers held toward the language laboratory had no 51gn1f-A

' 1c39m relatlonshlp to- one another o h .

“

: Hypothe51s l 2 refers ‘to the comparlson of the two teacher groups PR
'fon the number - of years of experlence in teachlng French that 1s there
'15 no. 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between attltude toward the language

.laboratory and the number of years of experlence teachlng French

';-Table 8 presents the results of the ana1y51s Agaln no. 51gn1f1cant

tory as teachers* that 1s, there 1s no 51gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p between
'attltLde toward the language laboratory and the number of years of |
.access to the language laboratory as teachers Table 9 presents the

results of the analy51s No 51gn1f1cant reIat10nsh1p was found to ex1st

:between att1tude ‘toward the language laboratory and the number of years T

- of teacher access to 1t ’i; .

,\‘

11terature courses completed at: the un1ver51ty leh

hthe analys1s of the Tesults, fhe flrst three categorles of

u
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TABLE 7,

42

Compar1son of the High and Low Attjtude Teachers

[Wars of Tra1n1ng Beyond High "School -

Semantic Differential _Years of Training .
Scale Stores 2 -3 4 5+
o } ”"};
Loy 2 1 15 15
~, High- 0 1 8 17
: L R P ‘.'{11 ‘ " ;
X2 = 3.47 o df = _3 P = 0.32
|
F
TABLE 8. 'Chi -square: Compar1son of the H1gh and Low Att1tude Teacherc

. and The1r Years of Exper1ence Teach1ng French

Sy

e

Semantic D1fferent1al

-d‘

—

__Year's of.Experience

Scale Scores 1 <2-4. 5:8 9%
'o # y ”( . L)
» . Low. : 6 9 7 11
~ High 0 ) - ST 10
X2 ='5,30. df = 3 S p=o0.15



“TABLE 9. vChi—square:{ Comparisdn of the High and Low Attitude Teachers

a

and Their Years of Access to a Language Laboratory $

43

Semantic Differential

Years of Access to a Laboratory

Scale Scores 1 . 2-3 K 4-5 6+
Low 12 S 73
High 5 9 7 4
| \
x? = 2.16 df = 3¥ p = 0.54

TABLE 10.. Chi-square: Cohparison’of the High and Low AttitUde Teachers

~

and the Number'bf French Language and/or‘Litera;ure'Courses

Comp]éted

¥

I.f/ Semantic'Differentia1

.. Number of French,Lénguage and/or

‘Litegature Courses

Scale Scores .} 0-2 : ‘ 3+ N
— A W - - . )
. . : . ! : o . "
Low  6 , N 27
x? =.1.24 - df .

n
—
ael
o
L=
L.
N
N |



T o

' ‘44

[

of courses (none, 1, and 2) were comblned into one category as the number
of . teachers in these three categories was very small The,majority ofij
teachers fell into categoryh4 (3 or more‘courses) Thus for the purpose

2
of this test the teachers were categorlzed as those having completed

two or less courses, and those hav1ng completed three or more ‘courses.

It is noted here that the high and 1ow groups were reversed No 51gn1f-

icant relatlonshlp was found to exist between attltude toward the

,language laboratory and the number of French: language and/or 11terature -

courses completed

¥

' Hypothe51s 1.5 refers to the comparlson of the two teacher groups

i

- on the number of courses- in currlculum and 1nstruct10n completed in

second language teachlng, that is, there is - no 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp

between attltude toward the language laboratory and the number of

: ¥
N
currlculum and 1nstruct10n courses completed in second language teach-

»ing., Table 11 presents the results of the analy51s No- 51gn1f1cant'
‘relatlonshlp was found to. ex1st between attltude toward the language

laboratory and the number of currlculum and 1nstruct10n courses com-

o]
pleted an second language teachlng

The Flsher 2 test- (Ferguson 1971: 173 174) is used to test the'

*'51gn1f1cance of dlfference between two 1ndependent proportlons .The

crdtlcal values for the Flsher Z test are 1 96, 2 58 and,3.29 for‘the

. 0. 05 0. 01 “and O 001 levels respectlvely

- For nul1l hypotheses l 6 an ﬁ 7, the Flsher Z test was used to.

‘compare the hlgh and low attltude teacher groups

Hypothe51s 1. 6 refers to the comparlson of the two . teacher groups

~ on the type of tra1n1ng they have had in language laboratory methods and

L

&
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. "TABLE, 1.

/ C

'aﬂd theéNUmber of Courses Comp]eted in Curr1cu1um and

Instruct1on in Second Language Teach1ng \

@

45

1£hi‘équare- Compar1son of the H1gh and Low Att1tude Teachers

Semantic Differential

Number of Currlculum and Instructlon

‘ Courses in -Second Language . Teachlng |

Scale Scores S 1 - 2 "3+
' Low 2 1 9 T 11
High 1 3 3 18
X% = 8.66

df =3 p = 0.03
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"_materials. ‘The results of the ana%y51s are presented 1n T%ble 12 ~ No
51gn1f1cant dlfference was found to exist between the k1nd Qf ttalnlng
b-taken in lafguage laboratory methods and materials for e1ther the h1gh

b.or the ﬂow asfltude teacher group : ’-;

Hypothe51s 1.7 refers to the comparlson of the two teacher groups

on the type of tra1n1ng they had in audlo v1sua1 methods and materlals,.~

Lle
4 e -' . -

_The- results are- presented 1n Table 13. No 51gnrf1cant dlﬁference was .
found to ex1st between the klnd of tra1n1ng (pre serv1ce verSus in- serv1ce)

'taken by ‘the hlgh attltude‘group However -a 51gn1f1cant dlfference in-

._;the proportlon of low attitude teachers reportlng pre serv1ce ahd

An- -service tra1n1ng emerged (z ' 1 99 p 23 O 05) The results suggest

that the nature of the tra1n1ng may have a- bearlng on’ attltude The low

attitude group reported a stmewhat hlgher 1nc1dence of “in- serv1ce tra1n1ng
co

whilé the hlgh attltude group'appears to ‘have recelved more pre serv1ce

. R S Vo R , 4

tralnlng in audio- v1sua1 methbds and materlals ' PRS N\

\

' e The Descr1pt1ve Data of the Quest1onna1re -

\ .

o Attztude and E&nguage Laboratony Use .",\-li;‘,” R
' -;(3“ s y
To determlne the manner of language laboratory ‘use, teachersrwere

. asked a) how they used the language 1aboratory, b) the technlques of

i)

.teachlng they' used 1n ity c) the1r obJectlves 1n teachlng French, and

o

@) the actual amount of time they used the language laboratory

" The . teachers were asked to 1nd1cate thelr responses on- the ba51s of
. , .

uthe courses they taught “The: three courses*taught in the 37 schools .

were Voix et IMages de France (VIF), Audlo Llngual Serles comprlslng -"_ "

v

.Ecouter et ParZer EE&P) and Chez Zes Frangazs.(ch Fr ), and Audzo-LGguai

.': ’

Y

Y
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Mbteriale (A¥LM) Teaiﬁers who - taught Ehrier et Ltre were asked to note
it in the Chez les Frgpgazs cqlumn | | | o
The frequenc1es and percentgﬁps of responses to the questlons
regardlng the manner of language laboratory use\wlll be presented for
‘the teachers on‘the ba51s of the subJects they taught, as well‘as-on the
h ba51s”of thelr attltudes toward the language laboratory., As well, they“
hw111 be’ presented 1n the follow1ng order |
‘rlj teachers’ obJectlves 1n teachlng French
2) anount of time the language laboratory is used
-r3) how the. language laboratory is used and‘d
: 4)‘the technlques of teachlng used in the language laboratory
.in‘dlscu551ng the1r obJectlves teachers were. asked to prov1de the
1nformat10n 1nd1cated below | |
“Part IV, Questton 3

What are your obJectlves in. teachlng French7

a) oral prof1c1ency in- t@g ;anguage

R:}‘ ’ﬁ - .
N .

~b) readlng ab111ty
g .e)ﬁwrltlng ab111ty ;_.
d)hcomprehen51on of the spoken language
'ef preparatlon for the study of 11terature
Lf) others (please spec1fy) | o
Tables 14 and 15 present theifrequenc1es of responses to this
questlon ’ ,.‘ ‘ B ; . ‘wf'
~In all the courses taught the majorlty o; ‘the teachers chose the
tflrst four obJectlves most frequently of the 37 VIF teachers‘ 36 |
i (97 3 ) 1nd1cated obJectlves 'a' through 'd' Of the 62 EGP teachers

57 (91 96) chose obJectlve 'a', 55 (88.7 ) chose obJectlve 'b' . 50.



36 97.3

36 97.3
36 973
36 97.3

11 29.7

57
50

60

19

80.6
96,

.30,

3

8 -

6

2

47.5
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“the 46 Ch.Fr teachers, 39, (84, 8%) cho§f 6bjédwdu@f*f"'}”
‘objective 'b', 42 (91.3% ) chq@e objectlve et and 4% €93‘56

‘ ' . ; 4 : " ‘ b
objective 'd'. All of the A4LM’teaohers chose the first four-obﬁecti[

| i

( 51
- (80.6%) chose objective’ ‘¢!, and 60&6 80) chow obJectlve "‘d%Of , :

a.‘ . .r' X
x A

"t T

A number of the ‘teachers who 1nd1cated that they had other obJec—
tlves in teachlng French unfortunately d1d not spg“jfv what these

objectives were. Three te chers d1d 1nd1cate flnal exam re aratlon as
jecti % prep

\b

an objective, - . ST ‘ ¢

When comparlng the teachers on the ba51s of thelr attltudes toward

the language laboratory the maJor1ty of the low 'mid, and hlgh attltude

'teachers 1nd1cated the flrst four obJectlves most frequently

| W1th respect to utlllzatlon of the laboratory ‘the allotment of
t1me uséd was’ as: shown below
| 'Part IVJ Queatzonst4 and §
How manybneriods per week do.yiur classes usually use the lah?
a) one perlod | | |
"b) two perlods _‘ e
‘é)‘three periods
:d)‘four-periods
’e)_fiVe,periods
" f) other arrangements (please snec1fy)

AHow many m1nutes of actual lab work is done in each @erlod llsted

a

rn answer 4?7
a) 10 mlnutes or less . R | - %ﬁjiujﬁ
b)Y lO - 20 mlnutes |

‘.c) 20 - 30 m1nutes

d) 30 m1nutes or. more
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%bTE: How long are the class per1ods in your school? _ :
For Tables 16 and 17, the responses to: questlons 4 and 5 are com-
bined} The ‘number of periods ' the language laboratory was used/;ach week

is broken down by the actual percentage of t1me spent in the’ language

laboratory durlng the pei&od Thus, 1f the language laboratory was used

10 mlnutes or less out of an 80- -minute perlod, the percentage‘time is_
‘less than 20%. ‘

Because a number of the teachers 1nd1cated other arrangements for
thelr t1me in the language laboratory, the number of teachers appearlngs
in the’ tables is smaller than the actual nu?ber teachlng each’ course.

.. Of the 37 VIF teachers one never used the language laboratory It -~
_should be noted- here that thlS teacher was one.w1th a low attltude
toward the language laboratory

Of the 62 E&P teachers 59 used the language laboratory on a: regular
basis. oOf: the three who d1d not ~one used it for testing; another used
1t frequently but- 1rregu1arly, wh1le the third used it only a few perlods
per year, | ) | | | |

Of the 46 Ch Fr. teachers‘ 38 used the language laboratory on a

; regular bas1s Of the eight who did not, two used 1t once per un1t two
used it frequently but 1rregularly,‘three rarely used it, and one never
used it. The Ch. Fr teacher already referred to, who never used the”

. language laboratory 1s also the VIF teacher who did not use 1t hOf“the

_ three teachers who rarely used the language laboratory one p01nted out

“that it never seemed to work Properly.

‘ Whlle two of the A~LM teachers_indicatéd daily:use:of the language =

laboratory two 1nd1cated that thelr students used the - language labora— -

ftory for 1nd1v1dua1 progress

‘
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TABLE 16. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Amount-of Language

. Laberatory Time per Week Used by the Teacher

s of‘Specific

"moré than;éof

Courses ’
| | .
No. of Percgntage Time »ViF  o E&P Ch.Fr. - A-IM
Periods - of Period n = 35 n =\53’? n = 38 n;va
F " OF {%’ F . % F 5
1 lessthan 205 1 2.7 ., 17 1 2.6
20-40% 3 83 3 5.1 4 10.5
{ 40-60% 4 11.1 8 136 8  21.1
more tham 60% 3 8.3 7 119 § ' 21.1
L oS S S e mememecmeolo
2 less than 20%
| 20-40% 19.4 8 13,6 5  13.2
40-60% 6 167 5 1.9 '3 7.9 ,
" . more thaﬁ 60% 2 © 3.4 ‘
R S I S S S S, '_-___-_;;__-,-;___,_-..-'_‘_'__.':__
3 less than 20% )
20-40% . 2 5.6 5 118 4 10.5
40-60% 1 2.7 3 s ;
m - than 60% 1 2.6
4 less thaﬁ 20% ;
20-40% B 2.7 6 16.7
40-60% 1 2.7 3 5.1
m e than 60% .
L I B O
5 less than 20% . " oL n'ki' .
. 20-40% - 7184 07 11,903 7,902 50.0
- 40-60% e | .




54

- Ly - ’ L j
. L - /f woo.mmcu axou .
: . LI T T . - %09-0¥
I 1 I T T g z A S | %07-0z - E
| \ - o 50z Uey3y ssef . g

.. ...oA.ON.‘

%02

%09

- %0v-02

%0%-02 _
ueyl ssay .- ¢

woo_:mnw sxou

%09-0p

. %07-02
%07 UBY3 SSST 2

uey3y oIow

%09-0%

%0v-02 - .

UBY3l: SSof I

£I=u 9l=u

MOT PIN  YBTH

p=U-

pZ=u zz=u gT=u

L ST=U - 0T=U TR
Mol pm B P

TLYD

~ po
MOT  PIW  YBTH - SUTL
C o dIA. N

.7W>»¢Mk

d83

mvoﬂwwm

1204 Jo
_ 30 *oN

a8e3juediad

O

[

n 4

- ,‘wrn Nn

®

“,w;mcumwmnmcp AG pas() YoM Jad mswh;>g0pmponm4 mmm:mcm4_mo.uc:os<4

:59su0dsay Jo -sal

~.x $3SUN0Y JL4

T 4
wuummmmvu..,

- - Mw ,. .
ucm:cw;uAA.mﬂ 479V.L-



-55

It is 1nterest1ng to note that with the exceptlon of one teacher
'all the teachers in the study used the lanéuage laboratory Two teachers .
rarely used the language laboratory, while two used 1t rarely for Ch Fr

but regularly for E&P

The teachers who used the language laboratory on a regular ba51s

tended to use it one or two perlods per week Thls trend was espe01a11y
, Ly T w

apparent for th; Ch. Fr teachers W1th the - exceptlon of'one teacher

whose Class perlods were 67 mlnutes rin length all the teachers who used

B

the language laboratory four or f1ve times " per week had 80- m1nute class —
perlods Tak1ng a portlon of an. 80 -minute class period for language
~ : N

laboratory practlce may add var1ety to class work - ' t,

W1th respect to

al use Q; the language laboratory, the following

;informatlon,was‘sought:.

. ] o . .
. °Part Iv, Question 1 ; r S " e o _
How do you use the language laboratory? ,
. _ : 5 S o T
va)vas a regul T c? sroqm,gv i, . .
> i\_,n . @ i 3 _
b)”as a practlce lab. . . 7 .= g
‘ oWy T A
“CJ'for oral testﬂng T g"ﬁg?%n‘

oy
‘.Q_\
P Ve :

d) for. studeQ;Suwho are preparlng or recordlng oral comp051t10ns

'e3‘for students who are. pursulng 1nd1v1dual pro;ects

-

ol '
v ) as-an- 1ntegral part of the classroom (lab work ‘is 1ntegrated w1th

T

'the course)

g)’asvajlistening room only
o A e Q0]

‘ others,(pﬁease_SPecify),'
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*TABLE 18. Frequencies and ?ercentages'of Responses: Manner 6f Language
| lLaboratory Use By.the Teaéhers of Spécific Courses:. .
VIF Ch.Fr. A- 1M
Use' n =37 62 n 46 - 4
F % 'F{ B F % %
a. 5. 13, 13 20.9 ) 7 15.2 ;fno_ 0
b. 3389, 54 87.1 59 84.8 100
e 29 784 52 83.9 34" 73.9 f‘ 100
d. 13 351 16 258 13 28.3 ; “ ' 75&
e, . io' 27. RETS 19.4 9 - ig.sy | 100
£ 32 86 55 88.7. 33 71.7 v;déx |
g. 2 5, 3 4.8 .f2 4.3 /'o"
h. 3.8, .4 6.5 4 8.7 0
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~ the majority of the teachers’ as a practlce lab, for oral testlng, and as.hﬁn .

an 1ntegra1 part of the classroom It was used as a pract1ce lab by 33

(89.2%) of the VIF teachers, 54 (87.1% ) of the E&P teachers 39 (84.8%) .
- N

of the Ch.Fr‘ teachers and all four of_the ‘A-IM teachers . It wad used

for oral testlng by 29 (78 4%) of the VIF teachers 52 (83.9%) of the E&P

.teachers 34 (73 9°) of. the Ch.Fr. teachers, and a11 four of the AJLM

L 3

* teachers. As an 1ntegral part of classroom work,,1t was used, by 32

"d(86v50) of the VIF teachers by 55 (88 7%) of the E&P teachers, 33 (71 7%)

\v ®
Ay

‘gf

of the Ch Fr. teachers and all four of the A LM teachers

A number of teachers added that they also made use of f11m strlps
, o,

- j
maga21nes, recordlngs, and even rad1o broadcasts in the language labora-

tory in order to fac1l1tate conversation between students Several also
indicated that they used the language laboratory in order to give the
students ext#a r”hdlng pract1ce ' v: . . ; ' : ‘

When .comparing the teachers on the ba51s of. their attltudes toward

‘the language laboratory, the three attltude groups used the laboratory

- primarily as a practlce lab, for oral testlng, and d4s an 1ntegra1 part of

. classroom work,

'follow1ng questlon

The actual language laboratory aetmvxtles used were sought in the -

T . ‘\'
Lt T e N

Part TV, Question 2 _' B o

What techniques/of teach1ng do you use in the language 1ab° .
a) pronunc1at10n and 1ntonat1on drill
'b) aural dr111 for the comprehen51on of the spoken language

_ c) aural drlll/?repetltlon of’ phrases)

. +
d) memorlzlng mdkerlal for. conversatlon

* '

E
[



S

T’

s €) dictation - ' | o : pf* o
'f) show1ng ofifllns'v S ; ‘ , | Ef.ﬂf'lﬂ
. g)'shOW1ng of Vlsual materlals |
h) use of readings for cultural purposes
vi) aural-oral tests and examinations.* .Avh | 1v'vﬂ~ e
jl,aural—oral tests for readfng comprehension .
‘.'k)_others (please specify)'

* The frequenc1es of the responses to thls questlon are presented in

Tables 20 and 21. The maJor1ty of ‘the teachers in the study ‘used the

language laboratory for pronunc1at10n and 1ntonat10n drlll,‘and for

(aural oral tests and examlnatlons - Of the 37 VIF teachers 31 (83.8%)

‘.pused the language laboratory for pronunc1at10n and ;intonation dr1ll 29

(78.4%) for aural dr111 for the” comprehens1on of the spoken language

- 27 (73 ) for aﬁmal drlll, and. 30 (81 1%) for aural oral tests and
examinatlons F»Of the 62 E&P teachers 48 (77, 4 ) used it for pronunc1— o

-+ ation and 1ntonat10n dr1ll ‘55 (88 7/) for aural drill for the compre—'

"hen51on of the spoken language 51 (82 30) for aural drlll; and 49 (79°)

.for aural- oral tests and examlnatlons _ Oof the 46 Ch Fr. teachers, 30

(65. 20) used it’ for pronunclat1on and 1ntonat10n dr111 38 (82 6% ) for

4

. aural drill for the comprehen51on of the spoken language, 27 (58 7%) for

aural drill, and 33 (71. 7%) for aural oral tests and examlnatlons All

four A- LM teachers used it for pronunc1at10n and 1ntonat10n dr111, aural

] drlll for the comprehen51on of the spoken language and aural dr111

',whlleﬁﬁhree used 1t for aural oral tests and examlnatlons.

, The language laboratory was: used to a lesser degregﬁ%or pronunc1--

fatlon and 1ntonat1on dr111 and. for aural dr1ll by the Ch.Fr. teachers
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"‘TABLE.ZO. ,erquencies and-Pefcentqges of Rééébﬁses; Language ’
| ‘Laborator}wTechniques Used by the Téachersyof Specific

Courses

VIF - Egp Ch.Fr.. ' - A-LM

Téchh’i‘que " n=37 . - n=62 .. - _—1=46 o =4

oy ]
o®
e ]
o o
xs]
oe
1
a°

“a £31 838 48 ' 774 30 5.2 4 100

h 130 351, - 8 12,9 . ‘11 . 23.9 3. 75
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62

than‘by the‘other course teachers. This ‘is understandable as ChQFr. is
a senlor course, and presumably students who haVekreached this'level
have already had this tfpe of.drillfin earliervlevels ovarench lnstruc-
cion. o . | o . \3

? number oflthe teachers used the language laboratory for
aural oral tests for read1ng comprehen51on This technlque was used by
18 ( 8.6%) of the VIF teachers 35 (56 5°) of the E&P teachers, 27 (58.7%)
of the Ch.Fr. teachers, and three of the A- LM teachers

Of those teachers 1nd1cat1ng that they used language laboratory

tec niques other than those 11sted a number‘spec1f1ed that they played

E

\f songs, presented dialogues for initial drill, drilled structures and.

g

grammar, and exercised the students" llstenlng comprehen51on and - fluency.

When comparlng the teachers on the ba51s of their attltudes toward-

; the language laboratory, the maJorlty st111 used it for pronun01atlon

ProféssionaZ‘Prepardtion gnd'Laﬁguaga Labordtory.Use

-

and intonation drlll aural drlll for the comprehen51on of the spoken

. 1
language, aural drill, and for aural-oral tests and exam;nations.

" The hlgh and the low attltude teacher groups were compared earller .
on varlables related to profe551ona1 preparatlon These 1nc1uded the

number of years of teacher tra1n1ng, the number of years of teacher access

X

to the language laboratory, the number of years of experlence teachlng

French the number of courses completed in. French language and/or llter34

Y

_ture courses, the number: of currlculum and 1nstruct10n cQurses completed

in second language teachlng, as well as the type of tra1n1ng teachers

have had in language laboratory and audlo v1suaﬂ methods and materlals

v
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No 51gn1f1cant d1fferences were found between the Tow and h1gh att1-

tude groups on all the varlables but one.  The h1gher proportlon of
in-service tra1n1ng taken in audio- v1sua1 methods .and materlals was

%‘ t Ry
s1gn1f1cant1y related (z 1. 99 p < 0. 05) to the attltude of the low (’2

‘teacher group'only However, it must be remembered that audio- v1sua1 .
methods and materials does not necessarlly 1nc1ude language laboratory yi ’
tralnlngi )

For comparlson utf teacher att1tude and thevactual manner of
language laboratory use, the m1d attitude teacher group was 1nc1uded
No d1fferences were found to ex1st among the three teacher groups in the '

&
i@hf language laboratory

: manner in wh1ch they us'
. ‘Slnce no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences were found to exist between attl—.:'
‘tude ‘and profe551ona1 preparatlon and between attltude and manner of
‘use, it can be said that profe551ona1 preparatlon of the teachers in thlS

study d1d not 1nf1uence the1r use of the. 1anguage laboratory

a

Instructtonally ReZated Data Pertatnzng to
the Language Laboratory

The frequenc1es and bercentages‘of responses w1ll be presented and
dlscussed both for the teachers as a total group, and as the hlgh m1d
and Iow att1tude groups o | | | |

- To determlne the extent ‘to wh1ch teachers' profe551ona1 knowledge d
' w1th respect to the language laboratory had been 1mproved the follow1ng
quest1on was asked _ : - ’ |
| Part. II Questton 8

In Wthh of the follow1ng aot1v1t1es related to 1mprOV1ng your know— '

ledge of the French language and/or methodology have you part1c1pated

ree s R REaN
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during the past five years’> (Check as many as apply)
"’a) summer school and/or evenlng classes
_ b) institutes and/or workshops
‘¢) travel or study in a French;sneaking area
:d) reguiarkreading_of professional journals, research reports, etcd

e) others (please ‘specify)i M

"The frequenc1es of responses to‘thls question. are presented 1n
) Table 22 Of the 89 teachers respondlng to thlS questlon 49 (55 lo)

hhad taken summer school and/or evenlng classes, 60 (67 46) had attended'

1nst1tutes and/or workshops 43 (48 3”) had travelled or studled in a.

g
s

(L‘ !

‘French speaklng area, and 52 (58. 4 ) regularly read profe551ona1 Journals
¥ |

.m..»

;esearch Teports, etc. . -
: i : .
Twenty three (25. 8o) 1nd1cated that they had part1c1pated in other

'

‘act1V1t1es some of whlch con51sted of falrly exten51ve readlng rn

] French taklng French exten51on courses ‘and obserV1ng other teachers
'Several teachers had worked as language laboratory a551stants wh11e they o
were graduate students One teacher had worked for the Natlonal Fllm l

- Board wh11e another had taught in France

"

When comparlng the teachers on the ba51s ofathelr attitudes toward

- the language laboratory, some dlfferences were noted among the groups
: /

Whlle 16 (640) of the h1gh attltude teachers and 18 &&4 5/) of the low

SO )
attltude teachers had attended 1nst1tutes/and/or workshops, 26 (83.9%) .

f‘of the m1d attltude teachers had done so. Elghteen (72%) of the hlgh

attltude teachers regularly read profe551ona1 Journals, research reports,. :

.

et Oy wh11e 17 (54 8“) of the m1d attltude teachers and 17 (51 5 )Nof'

the low attltude teachers d1d so
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TABLE 22. Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: 'Actiyities

" Related to tﬁ%JTéachers‘ Know]edge of the Frencthanguagev.

and/or,MethddoTogy.

| ‘High Mid Low TbtalL";?
Activity n=25 n=31 n=33 n=89
“F % Fo % Fiooo0 % Fooo %

8 16 640 17 F$4; 16 ds.  ‘491 | 551

w”ﬁvv 16 64.0v;; 26‘ ‘ 83?‘ 18 54. -6031; 67.4:
o -_14 56:0 19 , ¢62. 10 30. .43?ff 48.3

S48 7200 7 s, 17 s, 52 ‘,58:4Mf""
e 3 120 9 29 11 33. 23  \;§}8/
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;.—actiwe-compare'language labora-
. tory is its abiiity<to allow students’t iisten to themselves, the
following question was.asked: | |
Part IV, Questéon 6

In general, what proportlon of time your classes spend in the

,/'.'
v

1anguage lab is used for student recording?

a) less than 20%

b) 20 - 40%
¢) 40 - 603
d) more than 60%. . v R ’ ; o Y
\\ : Table 23 presents the frequenc1es of responses to this questlon

No proportlon of t1me for student recording appeared to be used more .
frequently than the others 0f the 89 teachers respondlng to this ques-.A‘
tion, 25 (28 .1%). spent. less than 20% of the1r tlme in the language
.laboratory for student . recordlng, 29 (32 60) spent 20 to 40%, 20 (22 5%)
spent 40 to 60°, and 15 (16. 80) spent more than 60%. What is endouraglng
‘here is that the recordlng fac111t1es were belng used by the students
,Once the students Tecord the master tape, they can then proceed at their -
',own rate | o
Language laboratorles have been, cr1t1c1zed for down t1me . To deter- '
mine. 1f thlS was a valld complalnt the follow1ng question was asked
Part IV, Question 7. | |
' In general what proportlon of t1me is your ianguage lab rnoperable
'(due to mechan1ca1 problems)? | W
a) less than 10% h
" b) 10 - 20% vh" .
&) 20 - 30%

'd) more. than 305 .
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.~ TABLE 23, Frequehcies and |Percentages of Responses: Proportion of

Language Laboratory Class Time Spent for Student Recording

TABLE.zd; FrequenCieg_and.Perbentagés.of Responses: Proportionfof

ije:the Languagé'Laborétory is Inbperabie\

67

_ _ High .  Mid. S Low Total
‘Time n=25  n=32 n=32 n=89
' | : e
F % % F % F %
. SR . ' : '
a 7 28.0 . 7 2i.9 11 34.4 25 28.1°
b 7 28,0 . 12 37.5 .10 = 31.3 29 32.6
ki ' ' '
¢ 20,0 8 25.0 7. 21,9 20 @ 22.5
d 24.0 5 15.6 4 12.4 15 16,8
“ | :

High . | Mid. “Low N fofal
Tine . n=26 ‘n=32. =32 Cn=90""
Foo% ooy P s Fooos
a o 24f'5'9253 i sqy :93;7‘ ’-°28“‘ 87.4 'ng' -91.1'-
b 0 0.0 o 00 2 6.3 2 ':;.?
c 0 0.0 o 0.0 o 6.0 o 0.0
d 2 7.7 2 6.3 2 63 6 6.7




" Table 24 presents the frequencies of responsgs to this question. Of
the 90 teachers responding, 82 (91.1%) indicated tNat the language 1labo-

ratory was inoperable,less than 10% of the'time, two (2.2%) indicated -

‘that it was inoperable 10 to 20% of. the time, while six (6.7%)-indicated

it was inoperable’more than 30% of the time.

" was asked

..1
o

o
~ Two of the teachers who indicated that the language laboratory was

1n0perab1e more than 30% of the t1me were situated in schools where their

13

. , .
colleagues 1nd1cated 1t was 1noperab1e less than 10% of the time. One
7

could speculate here that these teachers had experlenced frequent

. mechan1cal problems and could at tlmes not complete their work. In

i3

actual fact, -one of these teachers d1d 1nd1cate on a latersquest1on that
the equ1pment was poorly malntalned |

»Teachers have complalnedﬁln the past that the effecthe use of the |
language laboratory’requlres a‘great‘deal ofvpreparatlon'time 'bTo:see o

how much t1me is actually spent in preparatlon the follow1ng questron

'Part IV3 Question‘8

What proportlon of your preparatlon time for French do. pou deVOte to
materlals for use in: the 1ab° | ‘

| a) less than 20° ' v .

b} 20 - 40%_.'~.v-_s.- RRCARR Qf;i.. . . ’.l" g ;f‘;

) 40 60° Ll e | | :

‘t”:d) more than 60° -
hThe frequenc1esAof responses to thls.quest1on are.presentea 1n

Table 25 | 0f . the 90 teachers respond1ng, 62 (68 9 ) 1nd1cated that 1ess

than 20% of the1r preparatlon t1me for French was devoted to materlals

for use 1n‘the language_laboratory._ Wh;le none. of the low or‘mld -‘
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. TABLE 25, Frequencies and Percéntages of Responses Proport1on of
~ French Preparat1on Time Devoted to Language Laboratory

Mater1a1s

High Mid  pow o roray

Time - e w2z e - n=90

]
o°

1

ol

oyl

o\

]

o

& e ens 220 687 24 75.0° - 62 8.9

b s 1930 100 3.3 g 25,0 . 23 25.6

€ 3 om0 o0 g 0.0 éci3 3z
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/o ’

attltude teachers devoted more than 40%. of thelr French preparatlon time
Y

-

to laboratory materlals, 5 (19.3%) of the high attltude teachers did.
Availability of software may 1nf1uence the teachers' attltudes

P The follow1ng questlon was asked in an attempt to determine the sources .

of this mater1a1

Part Iv, destion_Qh D o . _. L '
L MWhere do you get the materials yOU»use in the lab?L:(Check as many
e : ; - o ' ' !
. ag apply). N ' , ' ‘ . '
i a) preparedvby,me L v : - » ‘ -\,;v

bj-prepared‘by me in_cooperation with my colleagues
" c) commercialiy prepared recordings T
. d),recordings prepared bY‘my‘schooi‘district'

e) recordlngs made: avallable by the Department of Educatlon 2

f),record1ngs borrowed or rdn;ed from.pther schools

s ' _ S o, R
/ o g) others (please spec1fy) o ﬁ'jg . o ,f‘ N
. ! o ) w} IR . v Tk . )
X - The frequenc1es of responses are presented in Table 26 " Of the 90

teachers respondlng, 82 :(91. lo) used comme[c1a11y prepared recordlngs,

k and 68 (75 6°) p%epared thelr own. materlal Of the 26 h1gh attltude
e .
teachers, 22 (84 6°) prepared thelr own materlals as compared with 22
) e

(68 70) of the nug-attltude teachers and 24 (750) of-the-low att;tudef

4 teachers S . ‘ f.’>’7 S
. = R R L - T -

THe teﬁchers' perceptlon of the utllfty of the’ language laboratory
in ach1ev1ng program goals was’ sought 1n the questlon below

o Part IV Questzon 10 - h*fffﬁﬂn *K». . dy--L.Th l i o

How'helpful 15 the lab 1n developlng the follow1ng sk11157 Please ‘_:'

il .
~

______

use the follow1ng scale. . for nat kglpful
R j : e "2 for.moderately helpful
| ‘ '3 for very helpful = .= R

TR R

T
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,J
g
TABLE 26. .Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Sources of
Language.Labofatory Materials
' High s Mid . Low "Total
< Source n=26 v n=32 ‘n=32 ' © n=90'
F % Fi. % L $ ,. F %
, _ . -
a 22 84.6 22 68.7 @2 750 68  75.6
B 13 50.0 7 21,9 14 . 43.8 34 ,37.8
. ' : : » f.. ) . :
¢ . .'23  88.5 30 937 Y29 90.6 82 . 91.1
d 7 27.0 15 46.9 14 43.8 36 40.0
. : # ; )
e 8 30.8 7 2178 4 12.5 19 21.1
S ) - . : o . : ! . Lo
f 3 115 5 15.6. 4 12.5 12 - 13.3
g 30 11.5 7 0 21.9 4 12,5 14 . 15.6
h 0 0.0 L0 0.0 g 0.0 0 0,0
_ o Bl ‘ ,
/’;\ . e P
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i
ol

\ ) . A
\b) pronunciation and intonation

J -

b) oral facillty ‘ — o ﬂj
‘c) aural fac111ty (understanding the spoken language)
d) oonversatlon |

e) cultural uhderstanding‘

£) reading ability‘ g

g) writing ability

o
4

" h) others_(pleaSe.specifyj.
Table 27 presents the frequenCies of responsea to this questiony/' ' /-
"‘iFor the f1rst three 1anguage skills listed, the maJority of the tea%hers

felt the language laboratory waéhmoderately oT very helpful The low
7

‘ mid,” and- hlgh attltude teachers felt this way about the skllls of pronunc1-

.3_\

'~ atipn and 1ntonat10n and aural fac111ty However wh11e 19. (73 1%) of
the hlgh attltude teachers 1nd1cated thd% the hanguage 1aboratory was.
’very helpful 1n developlng oral fac111ty, 12 (38 7 ) of the m1d attltude

‘teachers and only 8 (24 2% ) of the" low attltude teachers felt th\g to

: ¥
be the case.

In developlng the Sklll of ponversatlon 23 (69 70) of the Jdow _”- B

.

attltude teachers 1nd1tated that the language 1aboratory was not helpful

] wh11e 13 (41. 96) of ‘the mid att1tude teachers, and 6 (23 1%) of the high

/ ~

‘attlﬁude teaqhgzgﬁafreed None of the m1d or low attltude teachers e

found the language laboratory to be very helpful in developlng conversa-'
&

t10n but 5 (19 2% ) of the h1gh attltude teachers d1d Wh11e 23 (74 2%)
_of the low att1tude teachers 1nd1cated ‘that the language 1aboratory was
not helpful 1n develqylng cultural understandlng, nly_ll.({Z,Sf)sof the = ¢

- hlgh attltude teachers felt the same.
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The language laboratory was con51dered moderately helpful in develop-
ing readlng ab111ty by 45 (51 1%) of alL,the teachers but in developlng
wr1t1ng ability by only 21 (23, 90) of the teachers The maJorlty of  the

: [ 8
teachers that.ls 64 (72 7%), felt the language laboratory was not

[

)

- helpful 1n developlng wr1t1ng ab111ty

| A number of other skllls for whlch the language laboratory was Very

helpful were added 'by a number of teachers These were the memorlzatlon
of mater1als grammatlcal structures, and oral examlnatlons

| To determ1ne the problems encountered in: language laboratory use by

the teachers the follow1ng questlon was asked

: : 'Pa_rt-' IV, Questionm,
‘f({‘ - FOlloWing-are som-‘” lems you ‘may have experlenced (or are

exper1enc1ng) in the use. of the 1anguage lab Rate them by us1ng the

follow1ng scale 1 for no problem" !

-

2 for a moderately serrbus problem

3 for a .very ser;ous problem

a) I am not conv1nced of the effect1veness of the lab as a teachlng

P 'y &t " L L L o , 3 o I v Y

P

o a1d : s _” T o o e

e

b) T find 1t dlfflcult to try new ideas, procedures, and technlques

c)’I find it dlfflcult to malntarh d15c1pl1ne whlle worklng at the i
Do console B PO U SRR .;‘ffw o
X ( . K - ; 2 , A . , I ‘- - R ‘\

‘ud) 1 f1nd 1t dlfflcult to malntaln class 1nterest 1n lab practlce

l

v‘°e) I f1nd the lab d1ff1cu1t to operate._- “,f.-'4=7.

d“:. 1‘f1nd the equlpment is poorly malntalned .
.f g) I f1nd that there are not enough booths to. accommodate all the
_ L T
" students in- some of the classes.- FEE
Lo “vfggﬁ.

N7



¥

\

SO R &
. o A :

1) T find the 1lab too far from the:classroom Tesulting .in much time

| loss'for migration. -
3) T find T do not have enough t1me to complete the obJectlves of ‘

the course |

k). I find the lab materials we have in our 5chool inadequate‘
1) T find I do not have time to prepare practlce tapes myself
, m)’Ilflnd it difficult to prepare. aural- oral tests

. n) I find it d;fflcult to 1nteggate lab work W1th class’ work;

19

- 0) I lack the knowledge in effectlve lab technlque

I /
r) others (please spec1fy) P
The responses are presented in Table 28 Not be1‘ conv1nced/of

-ﬂ the effectlveness of the language laboratory presented no prob em for

| lthe maJorlty of the h1gh and m1d attitude teachers *iny 2L/(67 6 ) of

the low att1tude teachers 1nd1cated no problem here Whlle only 2 v

~

(7 70) of the hlgh attltude teachers 1nd1cated that the1r dlfficulty in

presentlng new 1deas procedures, and technlques was a moderately serlous <

R

problem 8 (25%) of the m1d att1tude teachers, and 9 (29 ) of the low -

g attltude teachers found thlS to be a moderately serlous problem whereas

N ~

: ,xS (16 20) of the low att1tude teachers found it to be akvery serlous

e - .
Problem AL » R L L e T

A

l .. . N . Al \,‘
* Y C e - . ( !

iIQer Malnta1n1ng class dlsC1p11he d1d not present a problem‘ibr thé '.“»tj:;’

i'ma30r1ty of the teachers Malntalnlng class 1nterest 1n language .

‘"flagoratpry pract1ce was a moderately ser1ous problem for 37 (41 5 ) of f‘ ;

.

'the teachers The hrgh attltude group d1d~not f1nd thls to be 'a’ problem,

- However, 19 (59 4%) of the m1d attltude group and 17 (54 8%) of the low ]f B

' ';'group fbund 1t to be a moderately ser1ous problem : ,,;.5 ,';““-1‘3 't\\'

Lo =y
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ment malntenance d1d present a ‘moderately serious problem for 11

:f1nd-th15.to be a problem 10 (11 2 ) found 1t to. be a//oderately

lllf classes take too much t1me to get\to the language laboratory, thgy:

e Not hav1ng enough t1me to complete the obJectlves of the1r courses.

~ may become less frequent

77

The maJorlty of the teachers found no d1ff1culty with the opera- x
tion of the language laboratory, with the lack of enough. booths, with

the schedule, or with the locatlon of the language laboratory Equip-

&
e

"(35.5%) of the low attltude teachers, and a™ very ‘serious. problem for

7 (22, 60) of them Only 5 (19.2%) of the h1gh attitude teachers and

_S-(15.6°) of the m1d attitude teachers considered equ1pment malntenance
a moderately serlous problem It should be mentloned here that al-
d though the number of booths in the language laboratory did,not present‘
.a problem for. 77-(86 50) of all the teachers, 7 (7 9°) foundjit‘to be'

:a moderately serious problem and 5 (5. 60) found it . to be a very

t

*serlous problem. It can be assumed ‘that if a language laboratory has

‘fewer booths than students in a partlcular class that class may use

bthe language laboratory only on days when a suff1c1ent number of

,students is absent The language laboratory s prox1m1ty to the

S

O

..language classroom may have. a 51mllar effect upon the frequency of

-

.language laboratory use. Although 75 (84 3°) of the- teachers’dld ‘not

. S

\,N -

’ serious problema -and 4 (4 5°) found 1t to be a very serlous,problem

...e'.

“may not get to use 1t as.. frequently as they would were it 51tuated LA 3&

“b_closer to the language classroom j".Q:ﬂ wr ('

e .
A ¥

g

'was a moderately serlous problem for 30 (33. 7 ) of the teaohers, and a
'very serlous problem for@ (16 90) One could be Justlfled 1n

_assum1ng that when time is ‘at a premlum use of the language laboratory

e



)
!

The 1nadequacy of laﬁguage laboratory'mater1als was . a moderately B
'serlous problem for 22 (24 7°) of the teachers, and a very serious
problem for 9 (10 2 ) Not haV1ng thebtlme to prepare practice tapes
themselves was a moderately serlous problem for 34 (38. 20) of the
-i teachers, and a very‘serlous problem for 36 (40. 4°). Preparation of
aural oral tests was. a moderately serlous problem for 39. (43 8% } of
the)teachers, and a very serlbus problem for ll (12. 4 )
'-‘ Ddfflculty 1n 1ntegrat1ng laboratory work with class work pre-
sented no problem to the maJorlty of the teachers. The lack of know-
Jledge in effectlve_lamguage‘_daboratory techniques was not a problem
for 22 (84.7%) of the high attitude teachers; whlle it Qas a moderately
'serious problem for 11 (34 4a) of the mid attlgpde teachers and 10 o
: (32 3%) of the low attitude teachers. R 2* ot

L _ .
Only three low attltude teachers 1nd1cated that they had other

’

: very serious problems , These 1nvolved the preparatlon of grammar ﬁ‘
drills the mechan1ca1 ‘and technlcal 1nadequacy of the equlpment and

.the premlse that students would use the equlpment adequately '-mﬁ“

Reactlons of a more gegeral_natpre were sought in the‘folIOWing: .
‘qdestions; ‘ . . _
| Part V, Questions 1, 2, and 3 | R L 7

The results for- the follow1ng three questlons are presented in

. . B
N . ; . g <

"Table 29. ‘pp{ T AP
: ;1{; Do* yOU’feel the language lab causes the quallty of your

| language 1nstruct10n to

.a) 1mprove, ﬁ‘A |

b) deteriorate, ot

' ¥
c) remain the same? .
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The quallty of their language 1nstruct10n was 1mprbved for 82

v A,r

: e(90 lo) of a11 the teachers. While 8 (24.2%) of the ‘low attltude

‘teachers 1nd1cated that the quallty of thelr 1nstruct10n remalned the
‘ -4

~

same, only 1 (3.6%) offmhe m1d attltude teachers and none of the hlgh

attltude teachers felt thls way .No~ teachers felt that the language.'

laboratory caused the quallty of the1r language 1nstructlon to T~"
deterlorate

2. Do'yoo feel the_language iab causesvyour work load toﬁv,
a).increase,
b) decreaSe,,or
'!c) remain the same9 - | »-;_ Y?

The language laboratory 1ncreased the work load" for 38 (41 80) of

“+

‘all the teachers decreased it for 1 (15 4 %), and d1d not. change it.

\:.)

f'for 39 (42 8% ) of them, That more teachers did not- flnd their work

' "experlenced d1ff1cu1ty in d01ng thls work

.‘>'

'1nd1cated that they prepared thelr own practlce tapes, and that they

load 1ncreased 1s very 1nterest1ng as earlier 75 6 of the teachers had

.;3-v %§&y0u feel tHe language lab S R

7 . . a), helps , e f-”-;;fv o

b) h1nders,¢or7.

c) does not affect the 1earn1ng of French for students7

v

E1ghty 51x (93 40) of a11 the~teachers felt the Ianguage labqra—'

. &

'h who 1nd1cated that the language laboratory d1d not. affect the learnlng

-

} of. French for students were all low attltude teachers No teachers

‘ felt thé language laboratory to be a h1ndrance to the students in the1r

learnlng of French

e

tory helped the students to 1earn French The 5 (6 6o) of the teachers_ -



Part U, Queetibn 4
Does your schooi employ a language lab aide?

e)"Yes (fniletime)} |

» bj yes (part—time)
c) ne. | |

-The results for thlS question are presented in Table 30. Of the
91 teachers in thls study, 51° (56 ) had no 1anguage laboratory alde

© 30 (33”) had a part- tlme éﬁde, and 10 (11%) had a full time alde C ‘h
These language 1aboratory a1de< were enployed in 10 schoolsx all of
wh1ch were part of one large urHan school dlstrlct._ Only two .of these

8

“schools employed full-time aides.

(
2 'Part V Questione'S and 6 {
The results for the follow1ng two questlons are pteeented in
'Table 31 | | |
'5;‘ Do you feel thehcontinued use of the'leb is_justitied?_t ;
“‘ o b)-n‘ol. | ' W |
;l:"J ” Eighterighti(96»79) of all the teéchers indicated yes thvf

[

”w,g;unexpectedly, the three teachers who felt that the contlnued use of

Iy k..
&f the language 1aboratory was' not Justlfled were all low attltude teachers
'.-' L 6. Do you feel pre serv1ce ‘and in-service educatlon espec1a11y

+f
'

B devoted to language lab methods and t%chnlques is v1ta1 for second

e ',. I
2. S BEURENN .
gt languagehteachers? - . A .
N - "d~ . . MR . o . < )
.q ’\g R a}.‘yes . ‘ . ‘ .\’\. . N i' / " o . v_ s
oo bY. a-*m D A AP
e )‘3 - S A N

.

i

.\ Elghty two CQO 1%) of all the teachers 1nd1cated yes In answerlng |

_ thlS questlon a number of'}eachers 1nd1cated that "v1ta1” was perhaps
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TABLE 30.  Frequencies and Percentages of Responses: Proportion of
Teachers Having Full-time Aides, Part-time Aides, and No
Aides . .- - ) .
\ High Mid Low  Total
. Aides n=26 i n=32" “m=33 n=9l
. i \ ' : » ’

o F % F 5
Full-time 2 7[5?_‘ 6 188 2 6.1 10 11.0
Part-time 7. 26,8 w10 3.2 13 39.4 30 33.0
: ﬁéﬁe - 17 " 65.4 iéh‘ .50,0 .18 = 54:5 ¢ ﬁési 56.0
Y. R b
K a ’ g
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"'too strong a word, and that wordsé;uqh as "needed" or "important' could

. be substituted.

"

<

on further to suggest that a clear1

- Summary of Teachers' Recommendations T
Lo . . and Comments S

.Recommendations fbrrln-service ' ' S
. ey

The teachers in this study recommended a varrety of tOplCS for o

dlscu551on at in- serv1ce se551ons, workshops,_and 1nst utes on langu-

<

age laboratory use These top1cs dealt with four areas of ‘concern.

]

: The most frequently recommended toplc for dlscu551on was testlng

‘in the language laboratory.ﬁ Teachers wanted to 1earn how to prepare .
laboratory tests and whichutestang techn;ques-werermost effectlve,rn;h

the 1anguage 1aboratory h ; . .;“"t S l;f”irg‘“

The preparatlon of tapes whlch could -add varlety to language lab—_

.

oratory programs was the- second most frequently recommended tOplC A
number of teachers 1nd1cated that they would llke to. learn to COOle—
“nate efforts almed at prepar1ng language laboratory materlals.. A :t'

number of teachers were 1nterested in 1earn1ng to develop materlals

wh1ch would help to st1mu1ate the students' conversatlonal ab111ty,'andﬁ

-

to enhance the students' cultural development. Several teachers went

house for ideas and prepared
materlals for the language laborat ry*be established~at some,centraln,‘

’

1ocat10n enabllng teachers to. make use of these 1deas and materlals,]’

~

‘and to even help\set up a language laboratory materlals 11brary 1n

their own'schools. - SRR o

'




~ ' The techn1ca1 operatlon and ba51c malntenance of the language lab—

A Qratory was another tOplC of 1nterest ' Teachers wanted‘to have dlS—
gcussed;the detaiied instructions about-all the,pOSSiblevfunctions of

the languagevlaboratory, {ecoidlng technlques, mon1tor1ng, and 1dent1fy~

-

ing mechanical prdblems One teacher even suggested that all second

.
language teachers be g1ven qu1ck refresher courses in language labora—
L] . ~
tory malntenance at the beglnnlng of every school year.

The toplc of 1nd1vrdua112ed 1nstruct10n was of 1nterest to a good R
. \\ . SN

Sen

’n’_number of teachers Here teachers wanted to see discussed. the

7fschedu11ng and superv151on of the language laboratory for maxrmum .

~ n

efficlency:for student use both durlng and. outside of . class tlme.

'vAddztzonaZ Comments and Suggésttons

s ,-.4,&'_m~ "y

Many of the teachers took time to make a varlety of-cofinents. and

suggestlons regardlng the use of the Ianguage ﬂaboratory ~ One teacher

3

in partlcular prov1ded a very comprehen51ve list of suggest1ons They'

E)

) 1are quoted here:

Vo

‘We must [as‘a:Systen]{

1) hire quallfled 1ab aides for routine malntenance, ‘ ‘hgﬁ» s
32)fhave regular maintenance from downtown . serv1ce persgh? el; " oo
T3 buy only studentdproof equipment;. = . . =
. 4) consult teachers in a school regarding: 1ayout of the lab; - .
. +5) provide suff1c1ent anc111ary space (storage, recordlng room -
- bffice);. PR
-'6)vrelease 1 teacher/perlod for lab superv151on and- preparatlon
. of materlals, ‘and ,
T 7)'locate all language classrooms in. close prox1m1ty to lab
- (no - stalrs) C - :

The need for assistance with the routlne malntenance scheduling,

and\superv151on of the language laboratory, as well as preparatlon of -

[ .
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: materials for language laboratory use, was frequently expressed. . A
= number are quoted
"o, our school Board does ‘not rea11ze-the time L -
necessdary to ‘develop a funqt10n1ng, efficient lab.
- : Teachers require at least* one 40 minute. perlod
. . together to make tapes, coordinate programs mark
: “tapes,, make oral. comprehen51on 4nd production tests,
‘dictees, etc. : Or a central department could make
. - tapes for us. At any rate at -least one teacher in
" the school should have time to coordinate' the lab
and look-after malntenance (with lab a551stants or
o student .aides) .’ _ : v o
1Y
”Hav1ng worked w1thout a full-time a551stant and with
onie, I feel this is one of the most important factors:
For the,first time we as teachers have been freed from’
-the routine maintenance and technical ‘tasks and can
give our full: attention to helping the students.. Our
asslstant sets up the programs, tapes library tapes
_ for us and does.so many ''little" things that 1t is
_ marvellous' No comparlson to the other years.

A number of teachers 1nd1cated that, thelr equ1pment was good in

e

scope but mechanlcally poor.. Because of thls, a number of booths were .
N . .

L frequently out of order An example of a mechanlcal,problem is

Zl”Fallure “to erase resultlng in reserve programs be1ng
superamposed is a constant curse. About 1/3 of thev
student booths are usually 1nact1ve because of this.'

.y | -

e

‘j‘ It was suggested that students must understand the functlons of

Tl the language laboratory and that the;r tlme there 1s not a play per1od
~

. . B « ?

S ”It seems almost 1mperat1ve to"1nstruct students (durlng
-.the first month of" school) in the eff1c1ent use .of the
ec  ment and simple malntenance chores. _They must be
™ t -zl 1mportapt (pr1v11eged), respon51ble "

< "Th: lab sezms® most satlsfa;;brlly insured if the students .
~he= the rechanlcs and use of 1t demonstrated LLEREEL N '

.s'“fh, Teachers d1d not seem to be partlcularly cohcerned about the Iayout

v

”“, of the 1anguage 1aboratory or the lack of anc111ary space.:_A_number did

.



N

‘complaiﬁ‘ébouf the location of the language labqratdry; and that at

_tihes it was used by teachers of other subjects’such as Eriglish or '

87

~Shorthand. It was suggested fhat-lhngﬁage laboratories would be mere .

o

useful if teachers had been Conéulted about thé equipment beforehand._

Lo . . . !

"In our lab there are expens1ve fac111t1es that are
never used .and some things (such as a master switch
to stop all machines) that do not exist that would
be useful for testlng purposes ! v

o : ’ :
Interestlngly enough a number of teachers felt that 1t is the

Student himself who makes”the 1anguage.1aboratory class-a.sucC§ss.
- o P

-%”Ultlmately it is the student who dec1des Just how
o useful ~the lab will be "to hlm or her " T :ﬂ”

:”Motlvat1on on the bart of the student‘ls the prlme e

factor for correct use of the lab "

"With groups of klds wlth negative or 1nd1fferent ,
“attitudes, it [the: language laboratory] is a-waste
of time." .o o

"In my opinion, lab work. requ1res great patlence,
concentration,’ and motlvatlon (on the part of the
.student) ."" s _ R

-



Chapter V. - ..

SUMMARY ,* TMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ,

AND FURTHER RESEARCH ./
o summay

.Pfocgdure S

The study was undertaken in order to determlne 1f there ex1sts
<
1) teacher attltude toward the’language‘laboratory and their

anr relatlonshlp between the follOW1ng varlables
profe551ona1 preparatron(rn 1t5muse;A'~i
2) teacher attltude toward the language laboratdry'and_the<manner.
B in whlchvthey'use{rtf and_‘-
' 'd.:S)'professipnal preparation'Of‘teachers in:iangnaée_}aboratory '
: use andwthejmanner»in which they yse it; ‘.f
In addrtidn.toithese rthe:stndy sought.to-deternine the‘nature 6f futured
pre- serv1ce and in- serV1ce programs in languagellaberatory technldues

F

A11 teachers 1nv01ved 1n the 1nstruct10n of French courses durlng

3 ¢

- the 1971- 72 school year 1n 17 selected school dlstrlcts or- d1v151ons

nhavrng schools w1th audlo act1ve compare language laboratorf 1nsta11a-
tlons were selected for part1c1pat10n 1n the study In the 37 schools
hav1ng these 1nsta11at10ns, 109 teachers were involved in French

llnstructlon ‘From these 109.teachers,h91-cpmpleted;qnestrOnnalresewere

fbbtainedpki B - '_ e ”_~ C e - h;

The questhnnalre dealt wlthfflve areas of'concern ca) actual

) ﬁff"
£
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‘\

laboratory; d) actual'1aboratory'use,along,wlth other instructional data
relating'to its use, and e) teachers"recommendatrons’for'ineservice
programs 1n language laboratory technlques. - '_-/ A

Teachers were asked to respond to the questlonnalre on the’ ba51s

¢

of the work dOne dur1ng the 1971 72 ‘school. year.' Statlstlcal treat-'
‘ ment .was carrled out on the 21 p01nt semantlc d1fferent1al scale which

'5 measured thelr att1tudes toward the language laboratory, and, on kev

-

questlons related to thelr prof6551onal preparatlon i 1ts use

~Based on the’ range and frequency dlstr1but10n of thelr total

scores on the semantlc dlfferentlal scale the teachers were d1v1ded

“1nto h1gh mud and low attltude groups To obtainfthe factor’scores;

o
-

‘the 1ntercorre1at10ns among the 21 scales were subJected to a pr1nc1palr

components ana1y51s followed by a varlmax rotatlon

o

To obta1n 1nformat10n regardlng the three att1tude groups general

£ \

N mean scores and var1ances were calculated for’ the total scores on the'

- 'semantic d1fferent1al ‘ To uncover dlfferences 1n the means . for the

three groups,_a one-way analy51s of varlance was carrled out SchefféS“

multlple compar150n of means was - carrled out to dlsclose whlch palrs of

- group means were 51gn1f1cant1y d1fferent

In order to determlne the spec1f1c characterlstlcs of the polarlzed

F

attmtude groups, the m1d group was’ ellmlnated from further stat15t1ca1

b8

:analyses to be used agaln 1n the dlscu551on of the descrlptlve data
on the questlonnalre Seven hypotheses were postulated all of wh1ch

dealt W1th the comparrson of the hlgh and low attatude teacher groups

on varlables related to teacher preparatlon 1nf anguage laboratory use.

Hypothe51s 1.1 dealt. w1th the number of years of tralnlng beyond hlgh



‘sqhool .Hypothe51s 1. 2 W1th the number of years of teachlng experlence;
_Hypothes1s 1 3 W1th the. number of years of teacher ac;ess to the
language laboratory, Hypothes1s 1. 4 w1th the number of French language’
]and/or 11terature courses completed at\the unlver51ty level Hypothe51s
1. 5 w1th the number of currlculum and 1nstruct10n courses completed in
second language teachlng, Hypothe51s 1.6 w1th the type of tra1n1ng com-
pleted in language laboratory methods and mater1als and Hypothe51s 1.7
"w1th the type of tra1n1ng completeﬁ in audlo v1sual methods: and

mater1als

The Chi- square test was .used tq. test the 51gn1f1cancefof the com-
3
L4

parisons of the two attltude groups on Hypotheses 1.1, l~2 -1, 3 1.4, fb

and 1.5, The Flsher z test was used to test the 51gn1f1cance of the
' dlfferences betWeen proportlons for’ Hypotheses 1 6 anid 1 7.

. For the descrlptlve data on the questlonnalre the frequenCies and

PR
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:percentages of responses were tabulated and analyzed; whenever possible,’

‘\9 S

on the bas1s of the courses taught the ‘thyee attitude groups, and the

total group i e

. Results

As a resuit of the principal: components
- differential sCale,fthree'primaryitact

O . r S \4‘
‘j.trace. ~Factor I appeared to reveal the evaluatlve d1'

}sidn;mFactor II

et

,xthe potency d1men51on and Factor III the act1v1ty d1men51on, w1th the ’

evaluatlve dlmen51on accountlng for over one- half -of the common varl-
ance. This is not surpr151ng as ask1ng the teachers ‘to 1nd1cate ‘their-
attltudes toward ‘the language laboratory was essentlally asklng them to

v

evaluate 1t on the ba51s of’ thelr percept1ons as to 1ts usefulness 1n
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: second language 1nstruct10n

The one- wav analysrs of variance for the h1gh m1d and Tow atti—'
"tude teacher groups revealed a statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfference
between the groups on thelr attltude toward the language laboratory

The results of Scheffé s multlple comparlson of means revealed that all,
@ o

three pa1rs of group means were: 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent - ThHis analy51s

'1nd1cated that the three groups of teachers in fact v1ewed the-language :

4

laboratory dlfferently A llmltatlon here was a lack of homogenelty of

[N

the var1ances of the three attltude groups preventlng further comparr\

son by analy51s of varlance As a result the m1d att1tude group was
hdropped from further parametrlc analyses In order that further
comparlsons ‘between the two remaining teacher groups "be contlnued the

P N

fChi-square test and“the FiSher‘z test had to’ be used.

Attztude versus profésszonal preparatton The comparlson of ‘the
hlgh and low. att1tude teacher groups on the number of years of tralnlng,,
the number of years of experlence teachlng French the number of teacher y

years of access to the 1anguage 1aboratory, the nﬁmber ‘of French

-

‘ language and/or llterature courses completed and the number of curr1-~

culum and 1nstruct10n courses completed in. second language teachlng

revealed no - srgnlflcant dlfferences It can be‘concluded that teacher A
T

‘attttude toward the Zanguage Zaboratory as measured by the semanttc
dtffé?enttal and thetr professzonal preparatton and experrence are not
irelated |
The comparlson of the h1gh and low attltude teacher groups on the_h

ype of tra1n1ng they had completed 1n 1anguage 1aboratony methods and

‘materlals revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in favor of either group;'
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_As no significant differences were found’between attitude and the number
.of curr1cu1um and instruction courses completed in second language
teachlhg wherevsome training in laboratorv technlques is usually glven,

the‘% results are not surprlslng However the compar1son of the hlgh

and Tow attltude teacher groups on the- tvpe of audlo v1sual tra1n1ng

«

r‘they had completed revealed a 51gn1f1cant dlfference ‘for the low att1;
_tude group. ' The h1gher proportlon of the 1ow attltude group hav1ng
*h'completed in-service tra1n1ng in audlo visual methods and materlals
‘revealed a 51gn1f1cant difference: (z -1, 99 p < 0. -05) . One could
Speculate that hav1ng been exposed to the merits of a varlety of 1nstruc—y
.tlonal medla and how they could enhance 1nstruct10nal methods may have
had a negat1Ve effect upon the teachers' or1entat1on toward the language

o laboratory wh1ch was con51dered narrower in stope than other med1a

Attﬂtude and‘@nnquage Zaboratoru use. In order to descrlbe the
_‘sample of the teachers in th1s study as fully .as p0551ble the m1d E
‘ﬁattltude teacher group was 1nc1uded in ‘the dlscu551on of the descr1p¥d”\
»tlve data on the questlonnalre . Regardlng language laboratory use,
"Zteachers tended to respond to the varlous 1tems in a 51m11ar manner

‘regardless of thelr attltudes _toward the language laboratory, or, the

'_actual French course or courses they taught R =

L

' Presented here 1s d summary of thelr'respOnses

"lih The obJect1ves of teachlng French as- percelved by the teachers e

!were‘comprehen51on of-the spoken language oral profrc1ency in the _ ‘f?veg
language -readlng ab111ty, and wr1t1ng ab111ty

2. With the exceptlon of one teacher "all the teachers used the

-

language laboratory, n1ne out of ten of whom used 1t on a regular basls

=
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Teachers tended to use it once or twice per week ‘using from 20 to 60%

wof the total class period to do so. .o an o e
. , @ - : :
3. Teachers uséd the language laboratory most frequently as-a 4

'practlce lab as ant‘ tegral part of the classroom (lab work 1s 1nte—y,
grated w1th the course) and for . oral testlng “' S o d'“-”\

"

i
:laboratory were pronunc1at10n and 1ntonat10n drlll, aural drill for the

. The. technlques of teachlng used most frequently in the language‘

‘ comprehen51on of the spoken language aural-oral tests and examinations,.

' and to a lesser de/fee for aural oral tests in readlng comprehen51on

Tt can be\goncluded that teacher attztude toward. the Janguage

Zaboratoru as measured by the semanttc dszérenttal scaZe and the manner

in which teachers use: the Zaboratory are no+ reZated Perhaps 1t 1s)
that the structure of the courses themselves plays a Tole in how the
'vlanguage laboratory is used W1th the exceptlon of the A-LM. course
whlch empha51zes 1nd1V1dual progress, French courses tend to be hlghly

l structured The material 1ntroduced in the classroom each day needs to‘
" be drllled or practlsed . The place where this. can be done most effl—
C1ent1y is the language laboratory T;e teacher‘cannot give suff1c1ent
practlce t1me to each student in’ the second language class as t1me does
.'not allow it. Oral. testlng in the language classroom is 1mp0551ble as’f
each- 1nd1v1dual nust be tested a humber of t1mes durlng each coursedln

'order that the teacher can’ determlne how well hlS students can perform'

A»"1n the oral aspects of the languagg{ The language laboratory allows the

‘ 'Q{:teacher the oppprﬁunlty to test a whole class in a class perlod, and

-

then check tht 1nd1v1dua1 tapes at a later t1me R uh

~ - '. v ’

Profésszonal preparatton and Zanguage Zaboratory use. On the ba51s :

of the acceptance of all the null hypotheses but 1.7 where a 51gn1f1cant

o .
a0

JTESTO
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d1fference was found to exist for the low attltude teacher group on’ the

n o
5

- in*service tra1n1ng they had completed in audlo v1sual methods and mates
'rlals, and the 51mllar manner of language laboratory use 1nd1c§ied by
'4 the teachers desplte dlfferences in the1r general attltudes toward the "

language laboratory it. can be concZudeé that professtonal preparatzon

.‘zn Zanguaae Zaboratory methods and materials and the manner in whtch

e
i

teachers use the Zaboratory are not reZated The spec1f1c content of the

‘langUage lahoratbry nent of tra1n1ng was not cheEked Itrmay be;

~ that variation in content accounts for- thls lack of effect.

‘-‘The’duestionnaire ls a self—report.. It is very" dependent upon how
.h teachers.interpret the items.‘ There 11kely were dlfferences of usage

1nfluenced by the profe551onal preparatlon of teachers however- the»

. f'questlonnalre in thlS study was not- able to’ obta1n these dlfferences as

' the categorles relatlng to 1aboratory usage were broad | An observatlonal,"

study and/or in- depth 1nterv1ews of teachers in order to determlne drf-.

;.ferent patterns of laboratory use mlght more clearly show a relat1onsh1p

'ﬂ’betWeen profe551ona1 preparatlon and actual manner of language laboratory}:.
'use.f~ . S . :

Addztzonal tnstructzonally related data i In trylng to 1mprove thelr
knowledge of the French language and/or methodology, over one half of the f ~;;.
.teachers 1nd1cated that 1n thellast flve:years they.had_taken summer_{
'and/or evenlng courses and regularly‘read‘Eournals,.research reports;"
‘h‘etc;. Two thlrds of the teachers had'attendedfinstitutes and/or workshops.
| | Commerc1a11y prepared materlals were used by nearl> all the teachers;

- However;::

hree-fourths of the teachers dld prepare the1r own materlals

\.l

- This 1s“mery 1nterest1ng,a&

i
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Athat they §pent less. than 20 of thelr preparat1on t1me for French on
,11anguage laboratory materlals _ It may be that Wpreparat1on t1me for

'NFrench” was 1nterpreted dlfferently bv 1nd1v1dual teachers Some may P
o ; ;
_~have thought of it as the~t1me thev use. for preparatlon for French both

- during and out51de of school time. : fflj_'ﬁr;
The skllls that the majorlt) of the - teachers felt the language
laboratory was ‘most helpful in developlng were pronuncratlon and 1nto-‘ ‘
; ) ‘ s "
vnation» oral fac111ty, ‘and- aural fac1llty (understandlng the spoken
: : ~
language) o

The, problems most frequently experlenced in the language 1aboratory

were the lack of t1me to prepare practlce tapes the preparatlon'of,

awral- oral tests,,the lack of t1me to complete course objectlves,'and‘

1ma1nta1n1ng class 1nterest 1n laboratory practlce Itf%hould be men-
B
taoned that the low attltude teachers 1n partlcular found that they

.

lacked the tlme to complete the course ob]ectlves As well ma1nta1n1ng
. . Y [

chass 1nterest was a probLem for over. one half of the mid and low att1-'g

5tude teachers whlle it was. not a problem for any but one of the hlgh

'attltude teachers R N

-

Equ1pment malntenance presented a problem for one- thlrd of the f' ‘ ,%/‘7.'“'

fteachers Although “the maJorlty of the teachers had 1nd1cated that the \
hlplanguage laboratory was 1noperab1e 1ess than 10% of the t1me they very
lllkely experlenced a varlety of problems whlch coufd be attr1buted to.
Nearly one- half of the low att}tude teachers 1nd1cated that 1t wasv:“
7drff1cu1t for them to try new 1deas, procedures, and technlques, and that

'.they lacked the knowledge in effectlve 1aboratory technlques One could |

. venture to say that because these teachers haye 2 negatlwe orlentatlon

7



"-to learn French V1rtuallv all the teachers 1nd1cated that the contln-

i, Smlth et aZ (1969) 1nd1cated that students' attltudes toward the f"

toward the language laboratory, they canhot experlence success durlng
laboratorv sesslpns As thlS lack of success 1n the laboratory is often ,:,‘
apparent they prgbably feel dlscouraged and 1ne¥fectual -

Only elght of the 37 schools in- thlS study employed language lab— DR
oratory aldes Of these elght schools only two had full time. a1des

,However ‘fhese a1des assrsted four out of ten teachers in’ the study
1 . s .
The majorltv of che teachers felt that the language laboratory

s caused language 1nstruct1ons to improve, - and that it helped the students

ued sue- of the language laboratory was JUStlfled "Interestrngly enough,;{n

teachers were d1v1ded on the questlon of work load w1th four out of

_\ten teachers 1nd1cat1ng that 1t was 1ncreased by the laboratory, ,fd;,m,"

”four out of ‘ten: 1nd1cat1ng that 1t remalned the same

. - Ve . .
. - L

Pre serv1ce and in- serv1ce educatlon espec1a11y devoted to language v,_é
laboratory methods and technlques was con51dered v1tal by the majorlty
of'the teachers‘ As 1n serv1ce toplcs the teachers wanted to see the -

follow1ng toplcs dlscussed testlng, the preparatlon of laboratory

—materlals, the techn1ca1 operatlon and basic ma1ntenance of the equrp- : oo
BN N

-ment and 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstrgct10n 1n the language laboratory ey E
' ' Lo S T St L

b . = S . T R . o . -

f lmpl'icatiions Zand' R’e_co’rrmendja{ti,.o,ns’tl '

SECOHd language educators have:repeatedly 1nd1cated that att1tude

-tgplays an 1mportant role in the effectlve 1mplementatron of the language =
, SR .

”laboratory Studles carrled out by Hocklng (1968), Lorge (1964),. s;‘ ;]5

\ . »t~'1,'~~.‘.'

1 language laboratory were a reflectlon not only of thelr teachers' A

LY
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. . '4),' . .
R att1tudes toward it, but also of the nechnlques of teachlng employed in

|
' ’

it, and the ease with which the equ1pment was handled by the teachers .
Smith et aZ. (1970) assessed teachers‘ attitudes'toward language
laboratory equ1pment and materlals As with the study carried out by.

Smith-et al., the f1nd1ngs of, whlch revealed that the teachers atti- .

. tudes were not related to thelr use of the equlpment the prese?t study
7

’

‘also failed’ to reveal 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlps between teacher atti-

tude and” language laboratory usage Regardless of their attltudes Coe

Y

’.moward it or thelr profe551onal preparatlon in . 1ts use, teachers tended
L

to use it pr1mar11y for practlslng the mater1al presented in class and
R _
'fOr testing. The use of the semant1c.d1fferent1al technlque»to charac—

—m— T

e terlze the teachers 1nto groups -as to thelr attltudes toward the

“‘language laboratory was’ not partlcularly successfur in sort1ng out

v

4;ji, patterns of laboratory usage. ' ,
As the data gatherlng for the present study ‘was carrled outﬁsn the
sprrng of 1972 certa1n factors mﬁst be - cons1d%red The teachers o
1nvolved in language laboratory 1nstruct10n had been tra1ned in the ;’n
hdiaudlo 11ngual approach in second language teachlng Thls approachlv1ews"
the function‘wf.the 1anguage »laboratory as ‘that of strengthenlng.the

'habltsbﬁ' st formed in the class. . Therefore ‘work in the laboratorye

4

frevolves around pattern practlce and structural drllls This approach_"

_was in fact belng used by the teachers » Teachlng tralnlng has subse- - -
o : :

- * A

quently moved to a more eclectlc approach ,

The length of time that the aud1o act1ve compare language labora—.'

- ‘.

tory 1nstallatron ‘ been pn use in Alberta h1gh schools prlor to the_

.data gathering of e present study may be of 1mportancef In 1972,

“a B . -
Yoo s 7
ST
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this type of installation would haye been‘in the highfschoois an average

of three yéars. &he teacher involved in languagenlaboratory instruction

%ad perhaps‘not as yet had.thekopportundty or the confidence to_exploit
s I .

allrthe potential functions of this type of language laboratory. This

may be especially the case in the higher level courses where the mechan-
. ' : . . ’X . . » . ,» )
ical aspects of laboratory work could give way to approaches which’

foster communication-type skills. Whether these’ communication-related
“approaches can be effectively implemented in.the laboratory,'or-whether

" they are in fact‘being implemented is a subject for further folTow- up
/ * - .

research.
L
\

" The results of this study have the following impliéations for - (

educators of future second 1anguage teachers and for admlnlsirators

o

In spite of the controversy regardlng the contrlbutlon of the language

laboratory toward second 1anguage rnstructlon, all but'one.of‘the

’

teachers in this study did use the language laboratory,,the majority
of:them on a regulaerasis - Thls seems to 1nd1cate that the language

laboratory has become an 1ntegral part of the second language program _

in thelr schools It, like many teachlngvalds whlch.prov1de:1nterest

- and varlety to the learnlng process is accepted and used by teachers '

who expect it to be. helpful

No matter what attitudes they ‘held toward the language 1aboratory,

the maJorlty of the teachers indicated that pre serv1ce and in- serv1ce°

training in laboratory methods andfmaterials was.necessary Future

Te

s

second 1anguaée Yeach TS must be made fam111ar with the language 1abora—

2

tory and shown e e ct1ye_Use of 1t, _The respon51b111ty_for do1ng
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courses in second language teaching. These courses must devote a suffi-

cient amount of time t&instruction in effective language laboratory

techniques. They must prepare~teacherstto work with the lamguage

laboratory as a.purpoSeful instrument of learning. Indeed, future.

A
,/

teachers should spend a portion of their practicud'time teaching‘in'the
language laboratory. ‘-,i: S R a
Eooperativeeirrangeﬁents:could be.made between universities and
schoolsytoaprovide‘in-servlce aesistaﬁcerin language laboratory_techf
hiques to teachers . chhoolsvcould be provlded with information *
’ regarding materiale ayailable, Tecent research_ffhdings, and’néw_
approaches to language laboratory.inétruction. This is especially the
case because of the empha51s placed upon 1nd1V1dua112ed 1nstruct1on,
in current second language,courses. The language laboratory 1s‘essen<
.tial to thls approach as the equdpment is de51gned for pr1vate and .
opep/ent practlce Studentc wst be trained by the teachers in the
operatlon of the laberat%ry in order that they can proceed w1th the1r
»1nd1v1dua1 progress;v Teachers”who“have'recelved tra1n1ng in the °
instructiop of.lahgdage laboratory classes mustlbehéiVeh iheservice
training in the‘uﬁepof.thevlanguage laboratory for indiVidualiied
‘instructioh. | ' : |
‘Ih'Vieh of the»fact that.many.langdageklaboratordes in Alherta '
‘,phave:been‘in'operationlfor wellbover:a decade they.are nowfbeihg‘a
‘updated ghd in some cases‘replaced by more technologlcally advanced

laboratory 1nsta11at10ns Teachers must be g1ven the opportunlty to o

share ‘in some of the dec151on maklng regardlng the select1on of the

“_e?pipment. It must be selected w1th a great deal of fore51ght in order
: . . * S

’;',,ail | f _:" - p'pl. - .;‘. é}i'v

99
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that it will meet the needs of the teachers, the;students, and the 5

school itself. Consultdtionvwith teachers who have . had experienCe‘in
language laboratory use may preyentvthe'unnecessarv costs incurred'

.when ‘equipment with functions wh1ch are rarely or ‘never used 15 pur—v

“

chased " The location of the language laboratory in the school the : '/}+*f
phy51ca1 1ayout of the laboratory classroom, the type of storaée “
space required for‘laboratory materlals are all matters on wh1ch
teachers.could be consulted. 'Teacher partrcipation'in these types of
deCislons'pay result in a“more.positive attitudedtoward the:languageﬂ‘
laboratory on the ‘part of'allfthe'teachers who'use it:

For F'urtv'her. R‘es‘earch o I | ; § :

As a result of the»findlngsAof»the.present study,ithe following

related topics'may be appropriate as the focus of further investigation:‘

1

1. Since the present study was, conducted based on commerc1al

« L]
programs which are now beingyreplaced it mlght be repllcated u51ng the'
current curriculum in French. -~ . | >

2. Since the present'study Was”conducted with only teachers of

'

French in hlgh schools with audlo -active- compare language 1aboratory
'1nsta11at10ns, it mlght be repllcated under other conditions — with
teacheTs ovaerman, Ukrainian, or'Spanish, with dlfferent‘grade levels,
and in:schools'with otheritybes ofdlaboratorydinstallationst‘

3. A 31mllar study u51ng L1kert type attltude measures mlght be
conducted. ‘The attltudes of the teachers could be related to observed
’uses of the. language laboratory s ‘ |

4. long1tud1na1 development study,_i;e.; one' spannlng the flrstv

-three years of a teacher s career, mlght be conducted to determlne how :

LA
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usage, and student response

5.

A
>,

.as it relates to grade levels on a maturatlonal framework\mlght be

conducted
'f, A study, perhaps by means of classroom observatlonal schedu{es

\’\

teachers may reveal the crlterla from whlch d15cu$51on of factors 15~

v ‘.’

related to language laboratory u e can orlginate "ff,

7; A study u51ng an attltude questlonnalre more sen51t1ve to

.potentlal dlfferences in language laboratory usage could be carrled

out; : L e o : EREREEh
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THE UNIVERSITY 'OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON 7 CANADA ‘
. _ N

FACULTY OF EDUCATION -
DEPARTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION

'

Dear Sir or Madam: v

Under my dlrection, Mrs. Bozena Shanahan is . carrylng out a
i

study of teacher varlables as they relate “to. the use of the audlo-

. renate \
active- compare language laboratorles in Alberta I<shou1d be most

grateful to you and your staff for any a331stance whlch you mlght be

“able to offer her in the completlon of her researchf

®

. Yougs sinc’rely,

. <5oug1 V. Barker;
. _ Associate-Professor.

DVP:1s
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Fnclosed is a’ copy of the questlonnalre which is to be 'sent-to

the teachers of French in hlgh schools ‘which have audlo active- compare

'languageféeboratory 1nsta11at10ns (sometimes’ referred to as record-

playback labs). This questlonnalre,may not be in its final form.as

some minor changes'may_have'to be mdde,; depending on the feedback re-

ceived from various jurisdictions.

f

d

Does your. school have an audio-active-compare'Janguage laboratory?

__yes .. mo

Iijour.answer is yes,»are.you Willing to have the teacher or

I

teachers ‘under your jurisdiction participate in this study?

_yes no

If you are w1111ng to part1c1pate in thls study please 1nd1cate

the number of teachers teachlng French 1n your school

Please return thls sheet in the. énvelope prov1ded Thank.you for

)’OUI‘ cooperatlon

' ﬁQTE:

‘order to keep count of the number of Tesponses: rece1Ved

‘.Names of 1nd1v1duals part1c1pat1ng in thlS study w111 not

(/ .

. be requ1red | Questlonnalres w111 be sent to the schools
f1n care of the: pr1nc1pals, who will dlstrlbute them to che
"’parr1c1pants The 1nd1v1dual teachers part1C1pat1ng in thed

: study w111 ma11 the questlonnalres 1n addressed stamped

envelopes Wthh w111 be provrded by the researcher

The name of the school is requlred on the: questlonnalre in



APPENDIX B

A Y
109



) 110

15110 - 76 A Avenue
_‘Edmonton) Alberta
©April 28, 1972

\

" As a graduate student 1n Secondary éducatlon (Seéond
[Languages) at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta I am carrying out aw
‘study of teacher varlables as they relate to the use’ of the
audlo active- compare language laboratorles in Alberta hlgh
schools ' Perm1551on to- complete the research for thls study

‘e

~in your school has been granted by your superlntendent
R .

Enclosed you w111 find the questlonnalres to be
,_-completed by the teachers of French Please dlstrlbute these
quest10nna1res to all the teachers of French in your school

. “« : .

Thank you very much for your ass1stance
N

" Yours sincerely, L ,qu-

Bozena M. Shanahan
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TE}'\GKHE‘RL QUESTIONNAT RE

Your a551stance is greatly apprec1ated in. a1d1ng w1th the follow1ng

i

study of teacher varlables as thev relate to the use of the audlo actlve—

compare language laboratory in Alberta hlgh schools
- The purposes of thls study are fourfold
1) to determine. if there is’ any relat1onsh1p between thc
“attitudes of teachers toward the 1anguage laboratory
and the manner 1n wh1ch they use-it,
2} to determlne if tHere is any relatlonshlp between the .
" - professional preparation. of the teachers in the’ use
- of the language laboratory and the manner in wh1ch
they use 1t : L
3) to determ1ne if there is’ any. rélatlonshlp between the -
.. . .attitudes of. teachers toward the language laboratory
o and thelr profe551on*l\preparat1on in its ‘use, and
4) to determ1ne the nature of future pre service and
Tin- serv1ce programs 1n language laboratory technlques g -
. . .
Cop1es of thlS quesblonnalre are belng sent to approx1mately 130

teachers of French in both rural and urban ﬁlberta h1gh schools whlch

3

: have audlo act1ve compare language laboratory instdllations . Each
.o
teacher i asked to complete one questlonnalre on-the ba51s of‘the work

whlch has been and 15 be1ng dOne in, the current school year (1971- 72)

z

Nelther the lnd1v1duals part1c1pat1ng in the study nor the schools 1n

, Wthh they tcach will be assoc1ated w1th any~of=%he flndlngs of thls
_«"study All responses w111 be regarded as confldentlal

Please réspond Q§ fully as you can., The questlonnalre should

v takelapproxlmately 15- 20 mantes to complete Thank you once more for.

- A e
',.‘your assastance. P

. . t o . . : N . s . el e
- e . . [

e f,ﬂif;’NbTE The\name of the school 1s requested in order to o,
. eeﬁ count of the. number of responses recelved S E
R : : R {,1_, L ' ' o '
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Please eomplete the.foilowing questions:

2.

1.

courses you taught during the flrst semester.

School

Number of periods per day offered at this - hool

Number of periods you teatch French

;Number of minutes-oﬁ‘preparation time you have per day

Please indicate by name and grade level all the French courses
you teach (VIF, Ecouter et Parle®® Chez les Francals etc.)
Note: °‘In the case of semester schools, include the French

If you. teach other courses (subjects) in addrtlon to French
list them*bv name and grade 7

-

If you.have answered question 6, indicate how much of your
preparation time you devote to the subjects other than French
by plac1ng a check in. the approprlate blank. .v‘f :

. less than 20%
20-40%"
,40-60% '
more'than 60%

'Place a check in’ the approprlate blank

‘How many years of training have you completed beyond high school

- .as per salary schedu1e° Y
years
years -
years:
years oT more

S YN

»

. .How many years of experlence teachlng French did you have at the ~
»beglnnlng of thlS school’ year7' , ©

}“year
'2-4 years

5-8 ydhrs

9 'yeaTrs or. more
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How many years- have you had access to aplanguage laboratory —
as a teacher? - \

- I year or less %
T 2-3 years S o o
T 4-5 wEwrs | R
6 years or more ’ '
How many French 11terature and/or language courses have you
v completed at the unlver51ty levelV :

. “~ . : 3

none - - oo S
1 , S E ' °
2‘ - . ) . .
3 or more .
How many courses' in currlculum and ‘instruction in second language
teaching have you completed? (for ‘the purposes of thls study, a
‘half course will be counted as one)

none

1

2 A

3 or more .
What tralnlng in language laboratory methods and materlals have
‘you have? (check as. many' as. apply) '

- Y. pre $ervice traln1ng (unlver51ty) s
#- in-service training- :

other (spec1fy)
none - :

. What training in audlo v1sua1 methods and mater;als have you had7'
‘(check as many as apply) e : 2
npre—serv1Ce tra1n1ng‘"_' o : ’
) in-service training B
. other: (spec1fy)
none

In which of the follow1ng activities related to improving your
 knowledge of the French. language ‘and/or methodology have you
part1c1pated in the past five years? (check as many as apply)

- summer: school and/or evenlng courses \ o :

institutes and/or ‘workshops o ‘

travel or study in a French-speaklng area. o

regular readlng of profe551ona1 Journals research-reports,

etc. A : : o . :
others- (spec1fy)

c4
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- Here-is how you use the scales:
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- . 1 ‘ ,\) - o o »
The ‘purpose of this part of the queséionnairé i 'to‘determine_
attitudes toward the ' language laboratory concept\,  You are asked~

to rate this concept on a series of descriptive scales. ' Please.
make your judgements on the basis of what this concept. means to you.

.. Make your ratings on each of the scales in order. -

If you feel that the concept at the top of the page is very closely-
related to one end of the scale, you should place your check-mark as
follows: . e ' ‘
clear vV :- . . T : hazy =
. . or : s . ! ) .
clear S : : i : ¥ ' hazy 4

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the

othér end of the scales (but not extremely), you .should place your - e

‘check-mark as follows:

strong S T weak
- v : L or ,
strong : : Tt n W weak

If you feel that the concept -is only slightly related to one side as
opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), then you should
place your check-mark as follows: - S o :
 active - SR i i . passive
v ) Lo or L
active - i % I AT passive

[l

F

If you consider the_coﬁcept to be neutral on the scales, both sides
of the scale equally associated with the concept, or if.the scale is

‘_v.completely irrelevdant, unrelated to the concept, you should place

your check-mark in the middle space:
safe . ST T :

threatening

.  IMPORTANT:,1, Place yodr check-marks in the midd1é~of;spaces.

2. Be sure you check everyscale for each concept —-
DO NOT OMIT ANY. = =« = ‘ R ,
3. Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale.

‘Sometimes you will feel as ‘though you've had the same iten before on

the scale. ' This will not be the .case, so do not look back and forth

 ,through the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar -
. items earlier. MAKE EACH ITEM. A SEPARATE AND' INDEPENDENT- JUDGEMENT .

Work quickly. Do not worry or puzzlé over individual ‘items. .It is .
your first impressions, the‘immediat;;ﬁfeelings” about the items that

‘are wanted. .

I
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What are your attitudes toward the language. laboratory con;ept?'

“\ . ) .- IR R

N .‘-‘f bad S é . . . : . gOOd

passive i o o oo 1 Tor wactive

boring o+ . ¢t i i . interesting

relaxed . .: i . : © " : ' tense

cdmplex : ;:- - : H SRR simple

powerful ] weak

helpful R o S 'uhhelpfﬁl

fewardiﬁg:l .f o ,::A' : corlo ‘punishihg 0

l ' -
pleasing annoying

untimely L B © .1+ timely

 awkward T R eful
_éw wgr!A : ‘ - : . - g;aag'ul

safe” . .1 : : i c threazéning‘ :

- personal " impersonal

Cresting  cf i i i : " busy

clear : R : hazy

~lenient.:

.meanihglessﬁ ot B Sy i f'meaniﬁgfﬁli~

. severe -

~superficial _ .~ : i~ i - it B Pprofound .

zlfworthless'j TR S S ";5 , s ‘vaiuable
',jg§nflé.f SRR EERE IR o yioléht‘..';

' definite _ : .t . :. .0 i " @ uncertain.
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Place a check in the appropriate blanks.

A-LS

1

A-LM

.

Notg:

1. How do you use the. language

-5-

" VIF — Voix et Images‘de France

- Audio-Lihgua1 Series or- .
Holt, Rinehart Series comprising

»4'Ahdio—Lingua1 Materié1s.; o

1aboratory7

as a regular classroom
as a practice lab
" for oral testiﬁg

. for students. who are preparlng ”
- or recordlng oral comp051t10ns

VIF

116

Check as many as apply.v'

E§P — Ecouter et Parfér

Ch.Fr.

E&P

- Chez ‘les Francais

1f you feath'Parler et Liré, note it in the Ch.Fr. column.

A-Ls A-LM

~ Ch. Fr.”

forfstudents who* are\pursulng

individual projects

- as an integrql'part of the class- -
‘roem- (lab woik is 1ntegrated
w1th the course

as a; llstenlng room: only

vothers (please spec1fy)

2. _What techniques of tgaching to
‘you uséuin ‘the language;lab?

T

‘pronunc1at10n and 1ntonat10n

drill

;aural drlll for the compre-’

‘hension of the spoken 1anguage

“aural drill (repetlﬁlon of'

phrases)

memorlzlng materlal for

convers at ion .

~ showing of films

dictation
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VIp . A-LS A-IM
¢ E&P  Ch.Fr
,s-
showing'of visual materials' T
: Cr—

tuse of readlng for cultural ‘
purposes . . v
aural- oral tests and examlnatlons : .

1aura1 -6ral . tests for readlng
comprehen51on ’ . -

v Others (please specify) -

| v | '. > ‘ ‘ ) ""'__l
What are your’ obJectlves in teaching" , _

French7- R . - R

ﬁ‘oral proficiency:in the language S

. reading ability - '

:'wfiting ability ' o - ‘h T ~ -
comprehen51on of the spoken , _ _ _—
language L B i - Ly e
preparatlon for. the study of S » _ . :

' llterature . et e SR S l‘;",."f“ g
others'(please specify) . .. e S

. How many periods per week do your . . . ¢ RS S

' classes usually use. the lab? PRI S T .
'one perlod Lo

"A two pe;iods N .
three pe;iods,‘*h : T
fbur;peribds e _

. five periods o
other érrangements‘(please spétifyj )




< 118

-7~
5. How many minutes :of actual lab ' VIF - AZLS A-IM
- 'work s done in gach period = - - E&P - Ch.Fr. ‘
:11sted in -answer 49 :
10 minutes or 1ess .
10-20 minutes L -

20- 30 m1nutes ‘-‘

30 mlnutes or more

NOTE: How long are the class periods in YOur SChool?
R o \ R

6. In gsgéral ‘what proport1on of the t1me your classes spend in the

langg ge. lab is ‘used For student record1ng° v
less than 20% _. S *
.20-40% '

’ 40-60%.
‘more than 60%

7. qun general, what proport1on of tlme 1s Your'la“guage‘lab_inoperab1¢?
’ -(due to méthanlcal problemS)? - : - -

- less: than 10%
o 10-20%
20-30%

more than 30% LA

.8, What proportion of your preparatlon t1me for Frenéh dO‘yeu.devote to-
: , materlals for use 1n the lab?" : o ~ :

- less than 20% R A
20-40% - S S o
" 40-60% . R : oo
_more than 60% - '
;9. ; Where do you get the materlals you use in the lab? ‘(check as.many as‘p
: 'apply) o . . . o, . :

.prepared by me . .

prepared by me in cooperatlon with my colleagues
commercially prepared recordlngs :

recordlngs prepared by my school dlstr1ct : '
recordings made available by thé Department of Education
recordings borrowed or rented from“other schools

others (please spec1fy) L e ) 2
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10. How helpful is the lab in developlng the follow1ng skills?
~ Please use the follow1ng scale: 1 for not helpful ‘
- 2 for moderately helpful
. 3 for Very helpful

pronunciation and intonation
oral facility '

“aural facility (understandlng the spoken language)
conversation S

cultural ‘understanding

reading ability _

writing ability" ‘ ' S i
others (please spec1fy) e

0y

11, Follow1ng are some -of the problems you may . have exper1enced (or
_are experiencing) in the use ‘of the language lab. Rate them by
"using the follow1ng scale: 1 for no problem

2 for a moderately "serious problem
3 for a very serious problem

I am not convinced of the effect1veness of the lab as a

teaching aid. - @
I find it difficult to try new 1deas procedures and .
technlques - :

"I find it d1ff1cu1t to maintain’ class d1501p11ne while
: : worklng at the console. . :
g I find it difficult to ma1nta1n class interest 1n lab

- practice. : :
I'find the lab d1ff1cult to operate.
F find the equipment is- poorly maintained. :
I find that .there are not enough booths’ to accommodate all
the students in some of the.classes. . .
I find the lab schedule awkward:;
I find the lab too far from the classroom resultlng in
much time loss for migration. Y ) : .
;I find I do not have enough t1me to, complete the obJectlves
—— of the course. . - S
‘I find the lab materlals we have in our school 1nadequate '
I find it difficult to prepare aural-oral tests. o
I find it"difficult to integrate lab work with class work
I lack the knowledge in effectlve lab’ techn1ques
others_(please spec1fy)

\

V. Place a check-inithe-appropriate blank”

A.3l. Do you feel the language lab causes the qua11ty of your language |
' 1nstruct10n to . _ R : . A

_improve
‘deteriorate
remain, the same
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Do you feel the language lab causes your work load ‘to
: . ‘ _ .
increase .
v decrease »
Temain about the same :
Do you feel the language lab

_helps
hinders. . R ' . .
__ does not afféect the learning of French for the students.

Does ybur school empioy a language lab aide?

- yes (full-time ___yes (part-time),
.Do you feel the continued use of the language lab is justified?
yes B : »

no .

Do you fkel pre-service and'ih—serviCeieducation especially
devoted to language lab methods and techniques is vital for
. second language teachers? - - :
! yes . : L ‘
no. ' T o,
. o . ‘ . N e N o . -. : . .
If you were to attend in-service sessions, workshops, or institutes
~on the use of the language lab,. what specific topics would you like
discussed? . o ' '

' Us?'this space for anY»additional comments.or.éuggéstiohs regarding
the use of the language lab. B ' : N .




