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. were given tests of speakinq, usteninq, reading ll’ld .

. : ’

‘ABSTRACT' g T

Ty . ; Lo
. The purpose of this study was to determine 3hat
r

effect the addition of communicative activities would’have T

i ‘on ‘the skills: of speaking, listerung, xeadinq, and writinq
in E";g/dg: as a second language at the secj\dary 1eve1.
To dchieve this'-aim, -a Tgacher S Gui butllninq

i student- activities for ‘-'aHn'n m the. ‘el oom was

'developed by the invesuga.tor to accompany Component 22 ﬁ
Pagsegoxt F;ancais 6. The questlon of whet rA Ehere was‘ 1 >
an ef\fect on speakmg., lxs\:ening, L’eadirIg wri‘t}.no t . ' ;
skills,, as, measured by teaoher-made glohal tests, by the

’,lntroduction of such actxvxtles was examined. The
'hypotheses sqix:.ed that there was no signif.\cant diffe:ence
in. achxevement on the four skills hetween students
followinq the communicacive approach and students

" follbwmg, the‘xagular progxam 3 1) Cidaalin

also collected on'a quesuonnaire ang elxamined.‘ o ¥

;'. . ‘As a test of ’_slmilarity, “the rju.d-'rerfn 'Exam, a

* comprehensive  test of all skills, vas_ taken a8 the pre-

" test and groups were found’ to be ®imilar in pezformance Ln
French at the commencement of the study. The two groups \
dxfﬁered in instruction in that oone. group was in'st‘tucted

3
) by Eollowlng .the‘ commum.cauva activitms out)ined in the.

Teacher's GQ_de prepared for -this study while the other

group followed the regular pzogram

After four (4) weeks of instruction/v the students

i,



y . » v b ko
writing-. The comunicacive group, or those who followed ¥

-~
che Teacher' § Guidé activities, was given a ques onnaire

as Twell. _The.;est lpstruments were gie\{g_ldped by ‘the

" investigator and were evaluated hy teachers in "the field
L : . - :

as well as-a’ curriculum specialikt )
: % . : 5
The data collected was analyzed by E'mding the means; / .

xanqe and standatd deviations for both, groups ‘on all

" su‘btests. Qne:way analysis of var:.ag\ce ~1;esu1ts were

: calculated in:addition to multiple regress‘lon tests to -

control or teacher differences. The null hypo\:heses were

° e
tested using* correlation coeffmxents. b & £

" The ma)or findings of the study shwed that-on the

'sknhﬁf speaking and listening there is a positive .

relatienshlp twe the i duc ion o£ nicative

acti}lues and performance on those skills. on the skills

eadina and wnung chem was no siquicant dxfference

in the perfamance of stddents attributable to.
communicatlve actxvitxes, although there are some

favourable results for the communicative qroup. Total
pe:formance improved signiﬂcantly for the communicatxve

group. Finally, students expressed the desire to be ah].e

#to speak French as a go'al of their French proq'!;m ana"ﬂ_xéy

felt that- their instruction should involve them in

<communication-like activities. . .
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g - CHAPTER I -~ -+ - -
. R o .
: INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

; Rationale fof the Study S
’ ‘ :
. Communication is professed to be the ultimate aim of

- g 2 OUF ' fr cond-~! (FSL) prcgrams. Parents, S

students'and Fhe'publiq"in general. expect. students to be ., .

, able to speak F;ench as.a result of years of language

8 " N ”
learning. Increasinqu, teachet’s of French as a second <

lauguage are made aware chat the attalnment of degrees of, 5 g s

bilingualism iﬁ a rgl)stxc gaal for some classroem k
settings. The concern of core French is how to take some - . /(
< _ of the lessons of immersion and other 'ccmmunicative’ ( ‘
appmaches ahd use this information to develcp the

B students’ maximgm communicative ability in E!ench in t":he 4
) second 1qnqua{§‘e classroom. ' It is with the beliefu'tbat
‘this type of approach can wo;-k that this’study’ was &

: i . 2

undertaken.. . .

The importance of ‘qolmnunic’ative ccmpeienge in the
learning of French as a second language is widely X o
recognized among segdnd-language educators today. The
% - Department ofyEducation has already’ emphasized the

importance of communication as a goal for our French . »
classrooms. In a recent wblicatjon it states: o
../"‘
The development of ural competency is poss;bly

t T b the most important goal of the FSL Program...
. B 4 (Department of Education, 1985, p. 3) ,




--m is cléarly sta/ed. Lo e g et el L AL

'will agree that the approach of’ nhr prngrums is more .
<

likely to ‘develop Mng?istic‘ knowledg\a An examination of
Apur p:qgrams at ;he secondary level will show that’,~ aven i
thuugh a series of passages describing true to-life . .

situatxons Aintroduce the linguistic content of! the course,

vocabulam d-gran ir'ai t is y .to provide

-1982). The reault of this 1inquiecic approach )

Educatlon P

Y7 e owWhi e students can perform quite weu in.

~ . contro e\d classroom activities,they ehcounter .
diffiéuttyin transferring their second language

. ability €o situations that require spontaneous -

& language use. (Department of Educatzqn, 1985, ®y
p.3) A

p
/;resem:ly, in Newfoundland high schcol’s, there are
four FSL coursess - French 2100 French 2101, Prench 3200 : J <.
v e

’ arg\t-‘rench 3201 (see Appendix E). The first Fhree ‘of \—

these U follow the B \_;Franeais cand

are; liépuxstmally ori‘_“;ed (Depan:ment of Education,_ Cun AR
1983)., Prerfch 3201 cfters s:he opport\lnit{ or sjm.dents ‘to” i

commumcate since it emphasizes languaqe use rether than

lanquaqe study 'ljhis course ig uniqua in this »regard*in 3

° ithe regular eorg French p'rdgram.‘ The Department af'__

Education admits: . - . B * . .o
° a 8. . e
e s . °
. ‘whereas previous French courses focus on . g M
linguistic knowledge and skills development, > e -
French 3201 that b o %
~ linguistic it to enabie them to -
use French ag a vehicle of' learninq. . o a3
(Departmant of Education, "1953, p- 2) O foow 2 wd
- . \( 8 ¢ . G % A
\ - & ST




Unfortunately, French 3201, being an optional non-core
& it .

credit,( is chos_eﬂ by a limited population of our core

French students. In 1982-83, there were 5,873 students

registered fol French 2100; only 552 of this potential

nunbex registered .£6r Frdnch 3201 in 1984-85. More
. B oo ~
" . recently, of the 2,529 French 3200 students in 1984-85,

only 519 registered Tor French 3201. Further, v;lhile 138

=1 ! . schocls in the provlnce Offered French 3200 ‘in 1935 86,
E only 50 schouls offered French 3201 (Deparmnent of N v
Education, Office of Director of School services,
Enrolme(nt F,igures by course 1982-86, Unpublished) i
575 % .IE communicative competence ‘is indeed a goal of our :
. ! o FreHCh programs, At would seem reasonable to expose «

students to' this type of apprnach earlier so that we may :

be a'Ele to let students use their 11nquxst1c fmowxedge to
w express their ideas in real con\munication. As Savignon

. ‘asks: , g ;o s
%, § & ¥ " - 2
Should practice in actual c'ommuriication be
- P until the i iate or even
4% - levels of i ion' -~ levels that
“the majority of ‘our students never reach? .
(savignon, 1983, p. 68)

T s 3 Although there is; no ev1dence aﬂpresent 1t n\ay be . .
hypothesized that: a cmnmunicative approach wh1ch allows
student parmcipatxon in planned actlvxties in French at

: earliez‘ levels might-help retain more of our students for

French 3201, The communicative npproach may well. prove to

£

be motivational and a's Harluw suggests:




Perhaps students'are not signing up for the pext
level because they didn’t learn what they
thought they would learn, that is, what, they
needed to learn -- how to use the language.
(Harlow, 1978, p. 563) - —
hnala and Svain suggest that the approach of learning and
" teaching of communicative functions may be successtul, in

spite of shortcomings, bgcause of sustained learher and

teacher mutivation (C’nale and Swain, 1979). one of the .

purpnses of this study 1s to examine the mouvatwnal

potenual ‘of the activity approach to communicativz,

language teachmg. el v i ;

g 'A - Iris trie. that much of the evalum:&en cf. French 3200

i ) is communicativa in natux:e and the developn‘nt of.

communxcative lanSuage testlng, such— as .the

more global commun;cative i:e such as diplogue Hntxng

B2 and wrx_tten compos‘ition_nn thi itten test)‘( is’ a step 1n

= the right direction. Research by Schulz’ indicates that

tests (Schulz, 1977) 'chastain states

testmg px‘ucedures can in general afteTachievemént on

"No mattar what the teacher states as the goals
.of the course, the students study for the test.
The tests, then, in spite of all pratastation to
ne vl emphasize
in their study. (Chastain, 1976, p- 435) e .

Howeveér,” the study by s«:hul,z (1977) also mak.es clear that

- students will do best on test- itsms which are consm&ent
with the methodology tbat is used 1}h the classroom. In

th).s tgqard the Dapartment of Education has published




more in line With the over 11 aim of the program and the
communicative language te items. . L

_The linguistic appr- ch of our present programs,is

- not developing communica ¥ ive abilities iﬁ\\aur‘tudents,

although it may well be/ as suggested of the audio-lingual - <
method, esbabushim;t 2
(Allen, 1983, p. 26). |
_acrcss canada, critic

age", and, glthough».he admits he is‘

y ashing" the audic-lingual method, he

asserts: f .
: R T R
.+ .we must .recognize that in the last. twenty
f ,~'years -there Jiave been changes in'‘views -on:
< language legkrning. There have been major,
¢ + dvances ch wé cannot ignoré. (Stern, 19&2,

.?h’u;, while werecoqnize that our programs are prcv;dlng
students with, the oppartunxty to practice and bEcome

" competent ‘inflinguistic' skills, we ‘need to. test: the.

succ:ass ang feasibility of the communicative approaches

for the f llowxng reasons: vs -

1mmersxon experxence has’ shown us that- our ¢core .

abilxty and that scme degree of bllinguallsm is %

possible in the classroom, ptobably using the lessons
of immersinn (stern,.lsaz). creatxng communicative
activities for our students will. allow them to gain
confidsnce in using the second language. B

* Althcugh it has been shnwn that a communicatxve

’ appropch at the college level has significantly 3 . " 3




ke

1n'c&ld student gerfomance, on tests of
communicative competence, .(Savignon, 1972), the;’e is
little research to test the Success of vari‘&?s_
communicative approaches with young second -.langl.xage ’
learners. It may well be, as Canale: Qnd swaif™
suggest, that Ehpas LoathsDs) AEe “cognitively '
unprepared .to. handle certain aspects of commun:.cative ‘A

1979, p. 65) A 5 Fide 2 * - .

competence in a ‘'second language“ (Canale and sﬁm,-

If it can ba shcwn that communicative activities can, i
indeed, be mativational (:o students in French, r.herr
the: use of those activities is essential to our

programs. Evldence from Gardner ~and 'Lambert (1972)

has already indicated ‘the meottance of student A

motivatlon in 1earn1ng a sécond lan%uage.
The need for the meaningfulﬂuse"og 1anguage and

meaningful activities is ¥idely recognized- (Rivers,'

1972 and Papal‘ia 1§52). Riveré has am‘phasized that_:‘

. We must qwe the student’ practice in relymg

on his own resources and using his ingenuity,
so’.that very early inf his ‘language learning he
realiiqs that .only by interacting freely and
independently with cthers can he learn the .
control and ready retrieval e;sential for - /‘T}
ﬂuent langudge use. - {Rivers, 1972, p. 18)

New” directions for‘ core French will involve a :

curr:.culum which will include four camponents, one

“of whlch‘ will be a’ ccmmunicative cempnnent of -

activities .and toplcs, and, the essential ditference
between the “old" curriculum and the new curriculum

Xs that in the new curriculum "communicative




activities are built xnto the curriculum from the
start;, they are not extras much take place outside
the regular school program or after g:he course has
(‘nushed' (Stern, 1984,*\'5?7) v
6. It is an angomg controversy in communicative
syllabus design whether a methodology or a sylla'l;us
should be developed first in a communxcatxve =
_apptoacpi It 1s not the purpose of this thesis to -
gefend eithet-positxun: ’a dlscussxnn is prnvxded

‘ elsewhere (Yalden; -1984) JIn the absence of-a

developed( syllabus however\ teachers can bridge the

. ggp by ,devismg aqtivities fcr‘langugge u§e using

i te)&thnuks Which are alréady \in use. . Gunterman is .
eSpeCl.ally emphatm and claims that in this way we '}

can "heqxn to help ‘students learn ‘to function in a

fcrexgn languaq_e"’(Gunteman, 1979, P 225)

Thus, if wé see "}e comlm_mlcatxf" as "la véie de
1'aveni;‘" (Duplanm’e, 1953), we 'must't;.urn 'o‘urk at:t'entiqn to -
desigmnq communicative acti,vitx.es as well as
*e must draw on the

conmtinicative teacliing proqedur_es.
lessons ‘bt immersién arnid, we_must evaluate -communicative
appra‘ache's', ‘such as the use ot‘__c,omlqunicgti‘.ze. agtivities in .
our .regu)ar core French programs to :as.certéin whether they
help our students ‘o' perfpm beb:er in Gommunicative
situacions. This study, is intended to mvfastxgate the
effect chommunicat:we actlvities presentgd ina

teacher’s guide of one cqmponent of, the' regular French

program, . on student: perfomanée on the sikii s- of .speaking,
i ; 5 : e S e

!




listening, reading and writiné, as measured on global type
i‘tems rather than‘&iscrete—point grammatical items. It i}s
an attempt to detel(lnine. whehr comml'micative activities
will improve students' perfomance on the qlobal tests

which measure some degree of comunxcative competence.

\ <

¢ - " Questions and Hypotheses.

our ;iresént core, 'French. program in the secondary :

“‘schools of Nev{fohnd‘i'gnd and Labrador is based on -the

' Passeport: Francais progng]:)whic‘h is basmany at i

, :
'linguistioskill;s Progr: The program includes a reading

co’m;o nt at a11 .levels., ‘-The present "Teacher s Pack" of
.the program leads students van_d :eachers :through eac!l
cémponent. emphasizing_grémnatical points, verb. forms, and
vocabulary set in a reading selection or true-to-life - -
dialogue. The procedure f;r presentation is teachér-.

- centered with emphes'xs on linguistic skills development

n. might be argued that the Willons- y" s?ctmns are

cnmmun1cat1ve 1n that they allcw for spontaneous 4tudent

response, Bu\:, even these sections are restricti e and do
!

not” involve g in-g ) -

. : Y )




global tests of speaking, listening, re:&ing and wri}ing.

An investigation of the motivational value of the
. communicative approach was also examined.

| The questions that v_u-_:ré asked and the hypotheses

- ) that were investigated are as fol].ows.. L
Question 1: Do students perfam better on a global =
’ _speaking test on a particular ccmponent after doing -

the component using communicative activines?

. ’ gmt.h : ‘I'here is no signifxcant ﬁlfference A k
1 the ce of in the.
3 ’o . ccmmunicative grcup and students in the 1idguistic . /
group on the skxll of speaking. Ty . i ¥

Question 2: ‘Do students who follow'a connquniqative ’

' activities approach perform better on tests of

v , listening e ion than s who follow a
thar ;

¥ linguistic. apprcach? N
e Sww : Hypothesis 2: There is’ no sxgnificant d;fference

- S y “the per: e of s il\ the

g 5 communicative group and students m t‘.he 1ingu1scic \ “
- ' .group on the skill of 1istening. . DS 1‘ s o
B ¢+ - -Questien 3: ' Do studen:s who follow.a communicative
activities ppzoach perform better on tests of F ,' : E,

. reading m& Students who £6llow a linguistic'
: approach? g " : e W %3 e

BHypothesis 3: There is no significant aifference +
¢ the of s inthe ¢ ¢




communicative group and students in the linguistic-

group on the skil} of reading.

Question 4: Do,students who follow a communicative

activities approach perfom‘bé;ter on tests ég
writing than-students who follow a linguistic

approach?

10

Hypothesis 4: There is no signiflqant difference

be;v!een the performance of studerits in tl’_;g,

gréup on the skill of writing. s

Significance of the stud:
%

communicati‘ve and. icati ve

"Although there is an abundance of literature on

second 1anguage learning, little actual research has

directly studied the various approaches termed
% g )

- :comn‘unicati‘}e group m;._d students 1_n‘the linguistic

to

"communicative".  The studies'that have been done point to

the imi:ort‘ance of further research and study of

ccmmunicative language teaching and leaxning‘

The development of communicatlve activities ‘for our-

scud‘ents is perhaps long overdue. As early as 1972,

" savignon recognized that materials need to be developed

which define speéiiic communicative tasks, perhaps to go

study .bytoller and Obrecht (J_.968) found that the
effectivenéss of a 'pagterq drill is significantly

"1

_along with already existing materials ( savignon, 1972).

A
\



increased @hen Ianqtmge in the “d'_rill is related :o
communication. Their conc]‘.usicn is that from the very s
beginning of a sqcond’ language _program, "meaningful v
communicative aciivit& should be a, if not the, central

¥ focal point of a pattern drill" (Oller and Obrecht, 1968, . ¥

. p. 174). We may agree that some gramnatical introduction

“is y before cative ‘activities

-are introduced, but there is certainly no reason to cm}_er

all aspects of -grammar .befaré introducing the student to

_ ‘communicative- activities ..

Schulz (1977) conducted a study to tesawhether
testxng procedures had. any slgm.ficant effect on student
- achievement on tests of linguistic and communicative. ’ 3 ‘
competence._ Het subjects were, 80 )studenh‘.gnrolled ina
beginning French ‘course at The Ohio Stat University and
the groups differed in that one was given ‘coiimunicatiye
| tests and the other was given grammatigal-tésts. "The

findihqs‘ favlor‘.'the ;ira]rmatical (discrete-point) group. L
One interpretation of the study is tlhat we need classr;om
_activities, in addition to a testing program, to develop.
;comunlcaiive'carypetence. ' » y ‘- (\/ £
Savignon's: (1972) experiment also used First Year
g College students with fio previous French study. Her
communicative abprcach was entirely oral and written
. skills were not cested.‘ Although her study showed that .
communicative cqmpetence can be taught ang.studied vat tl{e

.. beginning level of a French program, Savignon admits that .

Y



- .
on tests of listening and reading "further investigation
is needed to show if further diffei rences would appear with {

continued French study" (savignon 83, p. 78).

certainly, we must examine the writing skill and the
effect of a communicative activities approach on student L 4

performance in that skill. bl
} It is clear that mucl investigation temains to be
done. Among the quesnons and areas of reseatch are:

1

(1)‘ ‘whether it is adm.nlistratlvely feasihle tos develop and ¢

|
implement comnumcative actlvitxes, (2) whether a

comhunicative app:oach is sultable for high school

s i and el Y S " (3) ther ‘i ddcing

colmunigative aé:;vities with a global testing program is

desirakle for French courses at the seconw level,

d )
(4) a co cative a will i e learner
and teacher motivation. The belief is:
that sustained learner and teacher motivation
may be the single most important factor in .
determining the success of a communicative %
approach..., (Canale and Swain; 1979, p. 70) i

These areas need further: irical study 'and

i 1m}es€;gatiap. If this s\tudy‘can offer some partial -

— findings to these important research questions, it will

have been' worthwhile.

: o) ’ L ol
a . Definition of Terms

N b o @ ™~
The literature contains so many definitions of T
communicm:ive com}?tence and there ate “so many different ' -




L Gy %
© . theories and approaches labeled "commumcatxve"

is necessary to clarify, what is{eant by some of the tems
‘used in'this thesis. Some of the terms are fhuna below:

l
{s) i t‘v ctivities: _For this study,

communicative’ ac\:iv.lties refers to actlvn‘_les based on

t Francais 6, C 5% u\cluded ina . ) -

Teacher’s Guxde for that Cc:mponent. Those activities -

permzt the students to work in pairs/groups and to use the.

2 " .
tarqet language for some .communxcati e purpose. E «
- ggmmgnicative Grnug. The group of" students_who were : ;

‘the experimental group and used the communicative

] activltxes approach for Component 22. ’

L;'nggx stic Group: - The group of students who were
the control group and followed the reguylar program for
C 22 of t_Francai '

Conmunicative Tests: Achievement tests for

Component 227 designed by the experimenter, and, of the

1l type, i.e. the tests did not require discrete point S
= g .
responses but allowed the student flexibility in his

response. . . g

Second L Acquisition: Second language

: acquisir.ion refers to the natutal acq\usitmn of a second

lanquage by a person in. interaction with a second language "

environment. - o

‘ . -
e Second_L Learning: Second 1 learning - \

refers to the formal learning of a second language by a

learner th interaction with someone in the role of a

teacher. w Ny . . ' -



altations of the stusi )
. Limitations of the St f

5 R . - =
In spite of the attempt to answer the research
questions specified earlier, the reader is cautioned that

there are various limitations in interpreting the results <

of the study. Some.of the limitations follow:

—— (1) The study 1'nc1uded only one component gf the French ‘.
’ ?r_cgram. Any long term effect of a cemmumcatxve
ac\:thxes approach can still only be speculated.
. (2‘) “_ 'I‘he approach used in this study 'was a communicative
. acti‘vitie.s approach and !:he‘findinqs.are not to be’ . E
tjeneralized for a functional, ;ubject~re;ated or . .
other "communicative® “appEoach, -in ‘which some of the.
results nfay have been qult,e different. "
(3‘) The subjects for the present study were studénts who
have been studying, French as a second languad® by
. * the cognitive code learning Ta_thoq and .the audio-
lii;gua‘}, method foi ét least 5 years. The findings
B cannot apply without modifications ~tn beginning
) students of French who have no grammatical D
background. .
(4) The Teacher’s Guide, 1nclud1ng the communicative
| ~~—activitiés, and the communicative tests vere -
‘.developed by th‘e experimenter for the study. -Other_
communicative materials co‘uld produte different . . .

results.




CHAPTER II
¥ REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

History of Second L Teaching

The search for the best methodology for second
language feaching has resulted in teaching methods: whijch
have lasted for a decade or so and' have given way, to- yet"

. ’ 'ancther t:sﬁd. Each method has rep:esentedra]_n‘\ost a. \ .

‘ cormplete swing of the pendulum with each clam\mg to be a5
S the answer to language learning or. language acquisltion.
Yét, after years of classroom use, the goals of the

programs weré not acccmpl:.shed or only partially
b Y :

accomplished. ™~ - . .

’ \ The gramar-trsnslation }nethcd, which persisted in

some classroams into the 15605, was found to be ,

% ' ineifective in that students who -spent years studyxng the

’ languaqe could not use it except in an academlc ccntext.

’ ’!‘hg direct method, which replaced it, particulaxly in Eo

Eurcée‘, failed because it assumed that learning a .second
languaqe was the same as learning a first (Lado, 19643. 7

% . . Then, in- the 50s and 60s, the audlo-lingual method-

: became the new "revolution" for language teaching.

" Essentially, the au‘dio-lfn;;.ual method aimed at developing
in students the ability to éezfom likernat‘\ivg_ _gpeskers by
conditioning them with automatic responses to stimuli,
oral or written. The’ student vas. to. talk without any’ 4 22

. prior explanation of the purpose or situatidnal context of




et o . - ¥
¢ A : ’ ’ 16 " ‘
S < ' s - T S
the pattgrn drill. Th)e skills wer—;‘:r_o be 1earlfed_ in a ) .: O
g . clear pattern of lis‘benlng first, followed by speaking, ,V; \.

reading”and.v‘rrit}ng. Chastain summarlzes(pﬁ.e. of the basic

¢ tenets of the auaio‘lingua.)? appr_oach in this way: e

= In the 'elementa!y levels, the pupils are to 4
say nothing that they have not ‘heard, read
- F _\nothing that they have nbt spoken, and write .
oY nothing that they.have not read. (Chasl:ain, . g
\1976, §. 112) "'

\, “por various reasons, the audio- 1ingua1 methad, nke

- 4 .
1/ its- predecesscrs had been labelled as a iailure in- 5

af:compli.shmq all it setout to do. - The -reasons forlits:

demise have been, sunmarized in the £ollcwing manfer : o

. B .Generative nguistics had shown that 1enguage T &
* c cauld not be neatly d;sse&ted into linear and i
discrete units, - that language was a o A
hierarchical structure in which all hits and % T
pieces do.not add up to a single who
: Cognitive psychology had begun to shéw that
: aspect«of human behavior could not be drummed o~

w ‘into an individual by rote repetition. And.
== language teachefs were discovering that thg, ° G .
ALM -actually was not wqrking! People were[not
: Mlearning the communidative functions of . s
N ® ‘language. ...The meaningful functions, if F
‘they were learned at all, were learned perhaps . -
¥ in spite of ALM. (Brown, 1980, p. 242) .
: The ALM was st:l.ll belng wxdely pradtited when it was ' i~/
recogﬁized that the drills procedure musr. be lﬁoze than . ¥ ’
just’ a mimicry-memorization eXercise. Rivers (1968)+ was /

copvinced that the :sg:udent'must have a purpose for the

utterances of the classroom level .~ She étates’ ' o

He must be given the Ypportunity %o apply whac ' 5 .
" he has learned in an act of communication: &

‘ T g . provoked drmong members of the class group, We - «
B cannot wait until the student has a’sure grasp
N of all the structures, o e ,Janguage before i
- giving him practice £ commuriication.. * r s B
(Rivers, 1968, .p. 165) [ 5 T -,

T e ¥




© It has been pointed out that the audio-lingual
method was successful in producing oral proficiency’ at the
early stages of language learning but that it was expected -

to accompllsh an impossible goal, to be a panacea for .

language reachmg (Allen, 1983). The discontent over the
gerceived lack of success with this method and the others e

s . brought about in ‘the 1960s and 1970s an alcémacive to the
ALM --'the cognitive code theory of 1anguage\‘t_‘éachi‘ng- ‘

The cugm.“tive code learning theory has been described as a \ Sty

. modern gramna:-v{ansla:ion theory (Carmll 1965). Inu
contrast to’ the audia-lingual appxaach, the cognitive code

1ea:nlng the ry actaches more importance to analysxs of

the 1anguage and emphasizes student understandinq rather

than adf ¢ L It rejected, the. .- -t ]

ity for ic and from“habit formation; T ot ™

. drxlls and it advocdted that: : ; |

prcvided the student has a proper degree of
. - cognitive control over the structures of the :
= language, ‘facility will develop automatically ‘

with use of the lariguage 'in meaningful

| ] , situations. (Catmll, 1965, p. 278) s . '

| 7 5 While the cognitive code learning theory was' not.- 1' e
! o replaced by other methodolcqies and’is still the basis for

| - " some second language programs today, its ld.mitaticns

‘. g " _hxought aboyt the realizatic that perhaps there ls no one

| " 4 best method that contrlbuteé ko succes{*ul language

“learning " (Rivers, 1958). Eecause af theilaunchi‘ng of *
whole scale methodnlogies of previuus’decad‘es, some " * '

auehcxs describe our present state of lanquage te;ching as
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