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ABSTRACT

. "~ Production and Evaluation of a FAlmstrip

' for'French as a Second La

in Elementary Schoo

/

fa
-~

Barbara Crelingten

. ‘f&ga? ) . ® .
This the —egquivalent consists of an evaluation both’
fo;mative and summative conducted on a filmstrip for{;h-r
National Film Béard of Canada to teach French as a Second
. &
Lapguage. The tafget audiencé for which tﬁ? film:trip_n‘s
written, was d}ade 3 students stddying indghe French Core
preagram. fhese students received from a half hour to one
hour of French instructioé a day. They were of mixed /
ethnic background, lived in a predominantly English milieu
and had between 400—660 hours of pr;vious Frénch instruc-—
tion, The sample for the evaluation was rcpresnntativ&r\
of the tdrget ;udience.

The filmstrip was designed to elicit a discussion in
th; taréet language. A proSlem with several solutionQ was
presented to the students through the medium of filmstrip.
The story'was about a little boy who loses his pet rabbit.
The object of the exercise was to discuss which solutions
were or were not appropriate and why.

The evaluation was conducted according to the Dick and

Carey (1978) method to determine whether the target audi-

RN
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snce possessed enough language profzcxency to discuss the

{
ideas presented in the filmstrip, uhe&hcr th- fornnt of 4
th. filmstrip elicited discussion, and whether thi theme, "
vocabulary and language level were approﬁrxate for the

!

target audience. : #). P

s

The findings from he rmatxve evaluatrbaJsuggested

¥ that the {11mstr1p h achieved its objectives. The” formaci ‘ Y
elicited communication in a group uhich‘h;d between 5007 " TN
950 hcurs.nf previous French instruction. The.thece, , o N
vocabul ary and laQquage levelbwére appcobriute for this i °
sample. " " o o B

Tce summative evaluation was cnncuc{;d'nn a scmble of

‘the target audience who had bet‘cen ;00—450-hours of".

prevfous French insffhctioﬁL, It was found/that the

ma)orxty of this group lacked suff;cxent language

proficiency to express opinion in French about what' they

had seen in the 411mstr1p.

<
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Background . ‘ ' Ce

s i . Sl e g e e

[

Tpe Na%onal Film Board %Canada has a mandate to '

-

produce ebucatidnai materials for use in_schoolsiccro-s;

L -
'

Capada. It produces films, filgstrips aﬁd siidc)tap-
'productidng. The matsrials produced are Qenerally about
) :
Canadians and Canadianﬂgulture,‘and are.produced as supp-
=Y lementary hateriallto be ;sed in geogriphy, history_ and
socigl science classes. -', . . (Kf_

. . .
In Feébruary of 1983 the National Film Board’'s Multi--

Media Studio, which produces sL‘de/éape.presnntations aﬁd
#ilmstrip;, decided to produce materiaar‘forlﬁrnnéh as a
Second Language. Before embarking‘bpon productibn, a'l
fquestinnnairevsurvqy was administered acrdss Canada to
determine the needlfof supplementary audio—visual mater-—
ials, in the Core French and ?rench Immersion progrnms.~
The findings showed that there was an overwhelming need in
éhg Core FrenchAprSQram especially af the Elementary
school level. Very little audio-visual material designed.
. specifically for French as a Second Language students
existe&. 0f the material that was available, the l;nquaqc

uﬁ?”ﬁruficiehcy of the students did not qatch their interests.

Either the lgnguagé level Qas4apbropriat¢ but the subject

.

--— matter and visuals were too immature for the hudi.nqc; or

N

the subject matter was approriate but the language 19%51‘

+
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too dif&icult.
\
- The 4indinq- also indicated that the n-dium of sound
i

© filmstrip would be most usq#ul for it is cost effective and
tha//;jority of schools were J&uippcd for this m-dium. -0On
. thc,balip of thesouf?ndtngs the studio dnciq?d to duvelop

a series of sound\?ilmstrips for the Elementary school

Y

lqv.l.x‘-
. . 4 LY

&

The author’'s role was to design and script a series of

three filmstrips.‘ Since they were to be u&.d as supple—
montary materlal in classes usxng different methods, they

were design-d to elicit communication in thﬁ target la§7/f—fy

~

guage about subject mattér of interest to the target

audience. ' The objective was to allow students to pract;ce

- ‘

Oy

'“Sreviously acquired structures and vocabulary. The film-
strips were not desxgned to teach syntax or speczf;c

. Tgrammar points. Th15 latter type of audxo—visual material
\ \J

accqmpinied the specific methods the varipus schools were
following.

- The objeft pf this project was to conduct a formagive

. and summative evaluation on one of the {ilmstrips desjigned
5 .

for the National Film Board. The evaluation was conducted
to determine the extent to which students could express
opinion in the target language; to assess the-appropriate-—

+ ness of the theme and language level of the filmstrip for

-

the target audience; and finally to assess the validity of’

uning the ncdiuﬁ of filmstrip to elicit communication in
&

- the target language.

——p— e s T



—

Rationale
4

- ’ ) . . v ‘
The goal of second langpage instrpction'in elensntary

A

and high schools todey is for students to achieve enough

language proficiency to be able to. cnmmunicate'in the

LS
-

target languagé. Two approaches to second language teach—

ing which attempt to achxeve this_ qoal are the audio—

4

lingual method .and the communicative appronch. The phtlo—

-

sophy regardlng language acquisition and’ teachxng tech-
niques dlffer in the two approaches.
" The audio-lingual approach which is influenced by

Skinner’s S—R'appﬁbach to learning, is based oh the belief

‘'

that-ldnguage‘achisitimm is based on habit formation
(Knop, 1981). As a 'result gramMar‘and Vochbullry are

learned thrnugh memor:z1ng dialogues and throuqh practic—

_L_.-._a- )

ing pattern drills.- The premise of the audxo—lingual

;.

approach is that if students practxce structurel by

parrotlng what they hear, through the use of pattern’

A B

_drxlls, these structures ‘will automatxcally be acquired. -

It is essentlal that the students respon:es be correct,

- however it is. not necessary that they understand what they .

4 N

are saying, nor that what they rnpeatris meaningful to
N + ‘. L] S R N . ~ IS

them (Knop, 1981). : . o R

This approach has its roots in the Structural Method
uh1ch was deszgned by linguxstxc lczentists during the

s

'Second World Nar (Hammerly, 1982). At that time there was
a need for 1nterpreters and  therefore qunginq a foreign

. language and underptandfng'it were of pprimount importance

» . . .4
. v

” I
( ! h
‘e
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d , .
(Rivers, 1972). The technique used was as follows: dia-=

logues were used to .introduce students to new vocabulary,

'intonaéibn, ané grammatical patterns. - These dialogues

ﬁ . '
, were memorized afyl grammatical structures were learned

through memorizing and practicing'pattern drills. A na- . b

tive speaker presented the dialogue so that the intpnatibn

, would be correct; and explanations of gramdar were given -

b

by a linguist. It pas a team ieaching method. The native

« !

- language was used as little as possible. The program:uab

-

devel oped according to‘analyses of language structure-
<- " (Hammerly, 1982).
- This method was adapted in the 1950°'s by a group of
. . — Am;rican teachers (Hammerly, 1982). Some changés uereﬂnade
’ to meet the needﬁ of the school system. Reading and |
& writing were added to the curriculum. . With this method
the teacher preébnts the material and makes any explana-
tgons rather than working with a native speﬁkgr. The

method lost a lot of its effectiveness due to large class
o ' ' .

size. There was littlé time for individual attention and

b ' a
group responses became a }e:hnique to adapt to the larger

- v
>

rd e - number of students in a class (Hammerly, 1982).

b o- o
[ 4

The communicative approach develppeﬂ by Halliday a
British linguist is .6 approach which tries to remedy the
weakness offthe ;gdib—lingual égthod (Hammerly, 1982).

s Although cbmgyd{;ation in the target language was the goal
T | of the audﬁé—lingual method, studentstGUna that they were —

i not able to communicate in real life -situations. The

:.___/\

oy The T e T T
*
-
L 4
P

Enﬁ—” »
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. patterns and vocabulary they had learned could not always '
. ot ’
be ‘applied to the situation in which they found' ' themselves )
t trying to communicate (Knop, 1981). ~ . LoV
» \/ . 7 N

Halliday sees the functxon of language as hlving to do

with what is said rather than how it is said. * Therefore -

' e
=4 . the communicative approach emphasizes the function of

-
-

“ ’iﬂlanguage rather than the form of language. *The curriculum -

'-{s designed according to communication acts ;eflectipb the
.communicagion needs of students, rather than on ftructurnl,- e
Dé grammar {(Munby, 1932). Communicatiun actﬁ as descffbld

“ Sy Halliday areidrbhps of exﬁressions’for ngréiing; dis- .

agreeing, praising, coﬁplaining, etc. (Hammerly, 1982). 4/ , -

| The pnébonents of the communicative,app;olch feel that-

¢ - in order to acquire communicative competence students must
be free to develop communication strategies which best
suit them. They should'gq encouraged to communicate in
situations as close to real life as possible gKnop, 1981). .

It is impossible for students to be able to 3;. the lang-

‘uage creatively whén.they have only been .x;osca to struc-

tures. Proponents pf this approach feel that students

will acquire vocabulary S:d stfuctur;s through the exper- | :
ience they have in interpreting Q?aning in both ;pokon‘and

written discourse’ (Savignon, 1983). For language acquili—"

+

tion to occur students must intgract in the tarq-t lang-
uage in nat&)al communication in which they are not
v &

" concerned with the form of their utterantes but with the.-

messages they are¥conveying and uﬁd.rstanding ) ‘ ’

Pl —
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(Krash’n. 1981). 1f students are encouraged to try
acquired skills they will better learn to &pmmunic;te in

real ligb sitthﬂﬁhs. Once students realize theyﬂare

,

actually communicatind‘suEEessfully in the targét lang—.
uage, they will be encouraged to try their new skills on
pe§r5 and natlve speakers (R21ss, 1983). .

The acquisition afd devel opment q?‘connunicntion sfrat—

egies is depéﬁdent upon practice for learning takes

M)

place when aﬁ“indfvidual takes an active part in‘thg
learning process (Ellis, 1972; Estes, 1975).' Therefore

students must eggage in communicative activities in wh{Eh
. “ L ]

they are required to interact in the target language. They

' . 3

o

must initiate as well as respond in order to develop

communication skills iKnop, 1981). When the teacher

directs thé\gpeéch of the class too directly there is
little opportunity for the learner to utilise and practice

his own communication strétegigs. The teacher should

.

x” .
provide learners with ample appo?tunity to use the lang-

-5 -

uage for themselves. A good communxcatxve exercise is

“

‘ld;scussxon. Smncé’xn th1s case students would be required

' tQ inijiate conversation, the topics should focus on real

problems and info?mation,‘to nhich the learner can relate
' *

~lnd that are within his experience (Knop, 1981). People

o

enjoy talkxng about themselves: and thexr probléms, and

tabkinq~about thg learner ‘s world would motivate -

’ 4 '
cnmmgnication. >

- There afe.dfauPacks to this approach. It is very

N

» >

K]

M
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difficult io make an accuratelpetailnd analygis of commun-—

. . R : »~
ication needs and a curriculum organized around commun-

o

icative acts brovides'né wvalid criteria for gradation in a

—

second language course. Finally grammar is a basic wlement

‘of ‘sentence structure, and cannot be ignored. It should

N

S/ therefore be integrated into the curriculum.

“ The rationale for the production design was based on

& . : - :
the communicative approach to learning a second language.

The rationale for producing a situational exercise was to
A . .

allow students to express their opinion, and use their

) owri particular communication strategies to convey their
\ . ~ . . /-—'*’
- thoughts in the target lanquage.
. . ¥

oA

24
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The rationale for using filmstrip to.attain the goal of
- ' - ‘

| hd ‘préctici;g sommunication stragggies and eliéitina oral
| production is based as fbllqys'in gh;'lit;rature on media
o reseafch;v . ‘ , " \
\'TwentyAyears of media comparison studies seem to indic—;"
§§e°that one medium is not better than another'(CInrk,
w

}993). ‘Both . Clark (}983) And‘wign (1984) feel that the
medium is, simply a device éh{ch'delivers in}ormation.
\'winn é1984)‘ggeslfurther_to é;y'that it is not.the medium
it;elf‘which makes a diff&ienco in lenrning;lklnst;ad we
shouid try to determine'ho? students learn and then try to
apply the'appropriate‘l.arning tgchniqu.lato var;ous'

media.

p - e,



- -Winn (1982) propos-s.tﬁe idea that individuals. learn

through the use of learning strategies. Individuals have
"

mental skills or processes with which they decipher mater-
ial. These skills are particular to an individual and a

task. When the learner applies the mental ekill to a task

!

it is then called a learning strategy. Learning strat-

r—

' egies can be evoked by inatructional strategies which are

! ) used by the @eacher or present in the material. If tpey
. are present in the material they would be called.
~ “embeﬁded", if they are independent of the subject matterﬁ
they'are ;degached" (0'Neill, 1979). The learning
‘technique or strate&y‘yhich would be used in this exercise
is the use of communication ,strategies to c;nvey ideas in
- the tarq;t 1 anguage. The-instructional strategy is the
use of questions which would elicit opinion and the
i presentation of a "open—end;d" story, 'Zme »"hich has no

"predetermined conclusion. fherefore what was explored in

this pfoject was whether or not a story, delivered throuygh

~§pe medium of %ilmstfip, and which required students‘%o
put forth their opinion, would effectively:
1)'eli;it communication strategies,
2) be effective in encouraging stud;nts to efeborate
on ideas presented in the filmstrip. ‘
For this project, the medium of slide/tape w;s uséa
because it is the\firsg stage in designing a filmstrip.

Once the filmstrip has been story-boarded, slides ‘are

taken by a photographer, and then they are edited to




‘\ LI \
1 ; .

- produce the‘finql filmstrip. Since part of this project

uaé to be a formative evaluation it wag thought ﬂil.’té

leave the production in this format, so that it would be

easier to make changeé, ‘and less costly than reproducing
- .

an entire filmstrip. i
The National'ﬁilm“Board'chose-filmstrip.gpcapll it is
' 4 »

N

cost effective, aﬁd in the-cross Canada surboy it was
found that the majority of schools was equipped for this

medium. Lo Lo

-~
.
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Chapter 2

Production

Production Design = |

~—

Both the production and evaluation of the filmﬁzrip

' ; \ .

‘were based on ‘Dick and Carey’s:- (1978) systems approach to

" . ~—-" .

| design, for their approach provides a systematic means in
v ,

which to design instruction, be it individualized or

-

conveyed throhgh.a mass medium.

“ -

Dick aqd Carey's (1978) systems approach implies that
each step in the process is interconnected~producing an
output whith serves as an input for the next phaseﬁ In
1985 Dick ;nd Carey modified their model. Evaluation

became an integral part of. the whole process, and as such

'is performed at each stage of development. This creates an

interactive mavement, where depending upon the results of

.

the evaluation one can movée forward to the next phase, or

back again,to the previous step. This process provides

»
-

the necessary feed back to produce a product which will

nffeétivély meet the learning needs of the students, and
the situation for which the instruction was designed.

The steps that were followed based on Dick and Carey

!
(1978) were:

1) identifying an instructional goal: that is, what

students will be able to do after instructiong;

r
-

2) condﬁcting an educational analysis:L:palyzing sub~

skills to achieve the goal; -
; sl
~—

A

~
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3) identifying entry behaviors and learner

characteristics: skills negded to begin instruction and - '
general learner characteristics; _
- 4) ﬁriting performance objectives: what students

will be able to do after the exercise;

A

3) developing an instruqtiénal ;trat-gy: what strit.gy
will be used to reach the terminal objectivej}

6) designing and evaluating the formative evaluation.

-

Dick and Carey’'s (1978) approach can Su summarized
as follows; decide what the inQ{rdctional goal is) howléﬁn
instrugtion will be'Jesigned to achieve this qoal;
’E&onsidering the characteristi f the targn% audicncd.l
and the type of'iﬁstructi;h, and finally decide how to

test what the individual: has acquired. Evaluation of the /

product is performed at ‘each phase, as well as when the

,

instruction has been completed. This makes evaluation an

integral' part of the ‘process (Dick and Carey, 1985).

]

D e e s = S i i e i e (e . e, aa S e

The instructional goal was to encourage elementary
school students to utilize and practice communication
strategies élréady aéguired. A filmstrip‘uas designed so
as to elicit utterané;s in the\targét language, which
would expreés opinion about si?uations_in the fil,strip. .
The vocabulary used by the studénts would be from the

s

filmstr%p and from their past experience.

l*
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The target audience for which the filmst?!p was

w
e - ' designed were students in grade 3 or 4 who had approx— -

1

imately 400—660 hours of French. This f;gufe was determ-

igcd\by the cross—Canada survey where elementary school ‘ f
children havecgetueen aphhff gour}to an hour of French
instruction a day. Thése students are representative of
"the Core French program as opposed to the French‘Imm;rsxon

program where students receive’all instruction in French.

.

- Core French curricula from across Canada in which
suggested vncabulary to. be acquxred and grammar obJectives
are outlxned, were cnnsulted to determine the language . *“

‘level and vocabulary for the filmstrip.

m—— -—

The specific cappbili‘ties the target audience required

in French were the ability to understand and produce o //

questions beginning with "estZce que", or questions formed

% ’ with an inverted verb and subject, and the capaciyty to //4
' answer such questions using appropriate vocabulary but not //

. - - Y

necessarily correct syntax.

Dutline of the Content . s

An effective mreans to produce oral communication is to

pspvidc a situation in which the student is encouraged to

' speak (Reiss, 1983). 'An example of such a situation would
be the prngentation of a problem, thereby compelling stud-
ents to assess various solutions from amongét those

presented to them. Thus the filmstrip was designed to:
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pﬁbvide a problem with various solutions, so as to enable

’

/étudents to practiée communication strategies through

discussion. ' ‘ : .-

The oﬁject of the filnstr{p'uas to promote di?cuision
conterﬁiﬁg the merits of various solutions rnqarding how
to find a lost pet. The,storfline is cenierud on a little
boy who loses his pet rabbity agd includes possible solu-
tions to his problem. The students are asked to Sxpress
their opinion on the various solutions presented.

The filmstrip consists of 26 visuals, two titles, one
symbol and 23 photﬁgraphs. These were taken bY,P photog-—-
raphe;‘specifically for the filmstrip. The first four
photoaraph; set the scene, the next nine portray the

solutions. These nine are repéated for the discussion

.phase. ll N

The soundtrack consists simply of the narrator. There

'is neither musical background nor sound effects, for it
. . . .

© was felt these -would distract the students from what was

being said, and in acquiring a second language it ig

important that students be qble to attend carefully to the

'
]

spoken word. The dialogpe corre;gonds‘a§'closely‘ns poss—
éble to what is being portrayed in the photograph, and
ugu;lly consists of only one sentence. For example one
éolutian is the putting up of a notice in the ﬁliqhbourhogd
about the lost fabbié. The visual is a_medium close-up of
a boy hammerxng a notice onto a trce.. The noticg ii’cl.aé
enough to be read by th. studqnts. The Background is a

4 .
)

1
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strest with houses on it, ;ynbolizing a neighbourhood.
The sound track that corresponds to this visual is "Je
Peux CUS?i 9;;icher dans le voisinage" - "I can qls& put up — -
a natice‘in the neighbourhood."” . o SRS <

The.prcsentafion'of the problem and the various solu-
tions iast§ 2 minutes 42 seconds after which the teacher
stops the projector. The studéntS‘then discuss each solu-
tion and the teacher advances to the next solution once
she feels the class’has guffiﬁiently discussed each issue.

4

A sample of the script appears in appendix F.
The story was;writEeﬁ bearing in mind that in order to
motivate children to speak, the topic should be meaningful

to them and one to which they can relate (Fleming and

Levie, 1978).

arp—— . -

———

L datansited
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- Two types of evaluation were performed for this proj-
—~——-@tt.” The first type of evaluation performed was a form-

-

ative evaluation. In 1967, Michael Scriven (Popham, 1974)

| c;ined the‘terms'formativ;Jand ;ummative evaluation.
Fuﬁmgtive evaluation takes place during the develépm-nt
of iﬁstructional materials so that they can be impravnd.
Many information gathering methods are used such as
wri£ten tests, questiqnnaires and discussion with contcpf
experts and students. : . .

The second type of evald;tion performed.uai summative

i.e. one which takes place after instruction has been
completed and materials have been totally revised. It is
performed to determine whether or ;ot a unit of instruc-
-tion or a program is ultimately worthwhile, whether or not
studénts learn from it.

. s 1
The procedure that was followed in conducting the

evaluation is consistent with that of Dick and Carey

(1978). Their procedure is diyide& into 4 st{gcs.
The first stage is a one-to-one formative evaluation
° during which an hyal&ator works with one student at a time
to determine ;n qifficulti’n with the materials. The
student workédzzrough the materials with the examiner and

I

discussion of any problems takes plac.:‘ The evaluation is

13
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f more effective if students from high, medium, and low

I ,
| capabilities work with the materials (Wager, 1983). During

y
it o e

this initial phase of evaluation content experts may be

————— .

consulted.

The secohd phase is also formative, ih which one
. I

presents the materials to a sball‘group of students .

' npproiimately 10-20, who are representative)of the target

.- . N
\tudienécL At this stage too, §W§ma11 group discussion with

approximately 6 students should be conducted to decipher

5

any di{ffcu1£ies encountered. ;
Thé third stage ;{‘fhe formative study is the field ’ /

study, where the materigishare presented in a "learning

siéu;tion which is, or closely ressembles that intended

for the instructional materials" (Dick and Carey, 1978,

p.l,b\é). Accqrc;inq to the Dick and Carey (1978) method, the .

purpose of tEe field stﬁdy.is to collect data for further - T

revision of the materials. & ) : -

The next and final stage of evalu&tiod is the summ-
ative study, where the materials are prébeﬁtéd to a g}ou; S

-

" representative of the target audience. The difference

between this stage and the preceding one, is that all

changes have been made to the producf; and na further

revisions are made.

Purpgse of Evaluation ' -

Thp evaluation was conducted to assess the merits of

\“W/té. educational objective, the content, and.the production

'

]
.-
i o

&
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design, all in relation to the target audience.
. - ' ! - g_;* . -

Eggé_gigggl ggieciixg. _The‘-ducgfiongl'bbj!céiv. of

-

the production was to provide a forum._for children who
havé had approximately 400-600 hours’ of French and who - o

lived in a predominantly Angrnphone'arna, to utilize and

practiéémcommunﬁﬁaiion strategies, using vocabulary from

v

e ) : [ N
the filmstrip and/ their own past .expeérience. Thus, in

relation to-fhis‘populhginn'questions of particular in-

. ., ¢ , s—""_z
terest were the followxng:M, .

i

1) Does the sample"audience possess enough wvocab-

ulary to answer question;irelatéd,tu‘ipécific incidents in

\ the filmétrip sing nouns and verﬁs ahpropriate to the

)

questions in eir answers?

2) Do they possess'eﬁqugh vocaﬁuldry to expound on

T ?t ' N ‘ [
ideas that may have been évaked.by the filmstrip which are
related to their past experience?’

3) Do they use communication strategies e.g. the

+ - 7 . @ 4 > .
use of paraphrase, circumlocution, synonyms and antonyms. ¢

s 4) 1f so which ones and how often?

A4

5)@15 a situational story presented j;hroubh the ) ’

medium of filmstrip aﬁ effective instructionai str‘tngy EP

’

-

. . 4
elicit commumication strategies?

< [

¢

*

R At il

'Target audience. The questions asked in relation to Ct

———dll i e e s o e s S i —

the target audience were the following:

~

1) Do students enjoy the activity? - .

- L . . -,

Ll .
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" following:

: - ’ -
2) Is the *ubjoct matter appropriate for the target

o SN |
audience? . . ‘

3) Are the ?nlutiqnl ibgroprihte for the age groppé
v :

if eot which onns?\
‘i . .

4)-1s’ the votabulary level appropriate for the
_target aidience? SR ‘-

¥

.

5) \Is the verf and sentence structure approprinte?‘

v

o

Production design. - fﬁL questions asked were the

v N L

.+ + 1) Does the fact that the teacher has to stop and
itaft thé)program result.in\confusinﬁ, disinterest or

interruption of conversation?

2) 1s the\ordpr‘o! presentation appropriate?’

1

3) Are all the solutions appropriate for the age

group?

18
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. 4) 1s the pacing. of the qlidg productian apprupriatg% ©

4 0 T T T

e

- %) Is the pace of the narrator ‘s speech appropriate?

<

B >
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_The sample consisted of 13 students, in grade 3 who had

3

between '5S00-550 hours of previous French .instruction. They

. . A ‘
were representative of the target audience in that they

were of mixed ethnic background, lived in a predominantly

English milieu, and had between 400-400 hours of previous |

-

French instruction.
“

- B ————— .

Instrumentation

The ob_)ectxve in desxgnxng the ‘hlmstrip was to provide l

a forum for students to communicate in the tnmet lang-

uage. In order. for the.m to cnmmunxcate however they
rlequired a ce}'tain degree of language proficipency. In -
order to evaluate whether or nut the students palsesscd
enough French background to dzscuss the issues in th.,

filmstrip, their communi cative abil” ity was measurad. The.
x .

SpECl'flC* anguage capability assessed was thc studmts
cqmmunxca 3ve competence def ined by Knop (1979)

M)
as a functional language proficiency: the expression,

interpretation and negotiation of meaning involving

-~

interaction between two or more people of the same o .

llnguxstxc community. Th1s definition is consistent 4ith

tfhe communicative approach to second language instruction.

v

Secondly to determine whether the design of the filmstrip

o
J /
.

e\

LN
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achieved its objective, namely to provide a forum to
Jpractice communication strategies, the students use of
communication strategies wqé assessed. A communication

strategy is the use of synonymé and antonyms, description,

-
circumlocution, guessing, repetition, hesitation, if the

\ Y +

exact word one wishes to express in a foreign language is
unknown (Knop, 1981). |

The evaluafion of communicative Eompetence and commun-—
ication strategies was based on tHe coding procedure of
Naiman, Frolich, Stern, Q}Todesco (1978). The purpose of
their study was to dete;mine learning strategiées of both

quétassfu; and poor learners of French as a Second Lang—

.—v—“"

- \ange, plus any.differential treatment they may have
received from the teacher. They therefore developed a

coding prdcedure to record teacher—student speech interac—
N " L] ) * A ) :
tions as well as the types of utterances each produced.

Their assumption was that in the classroom the teacher

initiates the,interaction by elicifkng information from .

1 ]

eithe? the whole class or & student, that the student
responds and that the teacher, then evaluates the

respanse. This was not the assumption of this project.
Y & ~ .
In this project communicative competence and teacher-

student behavior were measuﬁgd.via discussion. Thus the

L 4

/
assumption was that the teacher may or may not pa
in the dilcﬁssion, and that there would be many ipterac=
. , 5
tions amongst the students. ‘The marking scheme/'was

b i

f;éﬁugly revised to accommodate the types of

2o f

o | |

r
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which ﬁight occur in a fFee discussion. The h;adinqt used
by Naiman, Frol%ch et al (1978) were Elicitative for the
teacher, Responsive for the student and Evaluntive;~ The
three categories for this project were Teacher Utterances,
Student Utterances, -and Teacher EVQluation. (See Appendix

A.) )
All discussions, individual or class, were recofded

on a tape recorder, and later transcribed onto paper. The
eval&ator, a fFrench teacher, coded each utterance using
the communicative codes which appear in Appendices A & B,
Once all utterances h;d been coded, they were categorized _
and the frequencies of each were notéd.

yggggélggx test. (See Appendix C) The voc;bulcrY.t!st
was presented after the vocabulary had been taught and .
before the preﬁgntation of the filmstrip, in order to
‘verify if the étudents had adequatg knowledge of vocab~—
ulary for the discugsion. This test was recorded 6n audio
éassette. The student heard:a word in French followed ﬁy
-3 Enélisﬁ words, .one of which corresponded to ihe French
wora. On a sheet with“letters A B C beside each.number;
the student marked thée letter'whﬁch correctly corrcspd%dcd

4

to the Frenéh word.
Teacher guestionnaire. (See Appendix. D). This was @
administered to determine thg appropriateness of the con-

tent, vocabulary level, class interest, format, order of

presentation, and mechanics of presentation, ( c.g; stopp-
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ing and starting the machine.) ’ Lf Y

This was designed to determine' if the students enjoyed
- the activity, found they learnt something, felt the

content and vocabulary were appropriate, felt they could

answer questions, and felt they could elabor n ideas.

Student information guestionnaire. (See Appendix D)
This was written to obtain demogﬁabhic information,
and cultural backgéaund to determine native tongue, and

exposure to French. e }

2

The pruductiog was in the form of a slide/tape_kith an
audio cassette. The audio and video portions were synch- '

ronized-and once turned op'proceeded automaticall

3

Y
preseﬁting first the story or problem followed by the
solutibns. Dnc; this portion had been viewed, each solu-
.tion was present!ﬁ again‘one at a time. “*The teacher at
this point was in control of the pﬁbductian, for she had
. 7 .
ta advance each slide and the tape. When fhé slide
.nppcared, the stu&ents heard a quesgion‘which related to
the solution presented on the screen. For exanbll, *Do
you.think‘it was & good idea to...?" Class discussion
ensued and the teacher advanced the slide/tape according

g .

-

-«



All steps suggested by Dick and Carey (1978) were
carried out; ‘ ~

During tﬁe first phase of eJaluation th.‘anlignnrv
discussed Ehe hate}ials with two contént experts, two
teacherg of,the'target.audiencel and the French producer at
the National Film Board. After this had been &Dnl, the
eval#ation with the target populatioch was cdghbcisd.

The proceduré fo{ the field study was as follé;s (See

v

Figure 1). Ihe studenteﬁhad a class before seeing the
slid;/tape in which tﬁgﬁteacher was asked to conduct a
communicative activity, defined by Knop (1981) as an
“opén—ended activity Qﬁé?ein students actually supply, -
‘obtain, and exchange in#ormatiua.“ The students cFuntn
seqtenceé in the target language according to their
specific aﬁilitieg, instead of producing utterances which

L'l

have been cued by the feaéher. '

L}

The communicative'activity in this project was a discu-
ssion of how best to relay a story ghrdugh pict&ros.“
. .
Twelve g&ctureslrepresenting a. story about going on a

e class in random order.

hcd

‘ picnic, were placed in front of th

o

The students were to tell the teacher how to arrange the
pictures so that they created a sequence, afdd to tell her

¢

the reason for their choice. This activity complies with

.

ot
5e
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the de#inintipn of a communicative activity, in that the
Qtudents~were free to express themselves accorq3n§ to
their'oun capabilities. Their responses were not
con&rnlled or cued by the teacher.' The communicatiy,
activify seFved ;s a means of comparison with the
filmstrip in assessing student-student interaction,
teacher—-student ipferaction, as well as the communicative
. competence and the use of strategies by the studekts._

A few days’iatef the students were presented with any
vocabulary from the slidé/tape that was new to them and -
‘thén tested on it. This was done to assure that the
" students were familiar enough with the vocabulary in . ’
order to comprehend it arfd then utilise it in the ‘exer-
cise. Once tested on the vocabulary they saw the
slide/tape. Before the viewing the §tudents were told by v
the quthor'that a new élide/tape was being developed and
that their assistance was needed to improve it., They
would see the_slfde/tape production, and would be asked
some questions abogﬁ what th§x saw. If they had any T
di{£icu1ty in answering questions, they must not neces-
sarily think i} was due to their French‘and shouldriﬁdi—‘
cate any difficulties they migat be h;giﬁa.'Theiclassroom
teacher fheﬁ presented the slide/tape production to a
group of ?bprpximately 13 students. Once the presq?tntion
of the problem had been viewed, 3 students chosen by the

L era
teacher, one each of high, medium, and low capabilities,



lcizvthe room with the author and proceeded to a dif{c(ent
4

o

locatio?.

The class discussion with the ti;chnr was recorded on a

' caqgette. After the discussion the teacher adminisiered

the questionnaire which had been previously evaluated by
her to assure that the language level was appFopriate.
The questionnaire was read aloud to the students and
t
conducted one question at a time, to make certain the
.‘_' /_
questions were understood.

While the class discussion was in progress, the author

conducted the one-to-one evaluation by questioning each of

-the previously selected students of the three levels of

aptitude, one at a time. The author received them in
random order and did not know their capabilities. She
showed each studept a slide of a scfution in the order of

appearance in the production, and asked the cbrrnsponding

question. These were the same questions the students iQ gfaéﬂgﬂ\x‘

the classroom were discussing with the teacher. After all

¥

‘the solutions had been viewed and talked about, the author

then questioned the students as to any difficulties they
may have had. The marking scheme and questions appear in
Appendix B. Dncg the students had.been tested they filled
out the attitudi qu!stionnniré.‘ﬂ supervisor was present
and administered the queétionnaire using the same proée—
dure as the classroom teacher.

The one-to-one evaluatinn‘é@F@ed two functions: first

it provided an independent measure of communicative com-

26
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petence of high, medium, and low capabilities, and .as such '
~

served asia control for the fact that in group discussion
a few students may dominate conversation. S.condly the
data from these students served as a basis for r-vision of
the materials. A

The small group evaluation in this study provided
feedback for the leatqers' attitudes toward the slide/tape
as well as a measure of communicati?n in a group for which

the m;terials were designed{_ o v
Conducting the ;ne—to—une evaluation at the same time
as the small group evaluation is a deQiation.from Dick npd
Carey’'s approach (1978). They suggest &oing a one—to—o#n?
evaluation with students of the target population, revis-
ing the material, then sho@ing it to a small group and
revising it again. Due to the time consuming nature of
this pro&edure and its resultant disruption of class rou-
tine, the one-to-one evaluafraﬁ, as well as the small
group evaluation were conducted on the same day. Wager
(1983) has shown that a one-to-one evaluation alone is
effective in revising materials, which wqu}d support thil
pro;:e.re and the fact that one;evi sion instead of two
was performed. In fol%?w1ng the Dick and Carey (1978)
method, Wager (1983) did an experiment to d.torminc the
efflcxencyuof a one-to-one plus small group evaluations,
versus one—to-one e;aluationhgr amall group oqu eval -
uation. This was done for formative evaluation is cos}ly

and time consuming, and instructional designers and form-

—

¢
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ative evaluators felt the need to refine the process.

suhdccfs weF- 9tﬁ grade students. using an instructinngl

iqdulc on mathematics.

She found that

Her

a_qnc;tu—onc eval-

uation if it includcd low, medium, and high caplbilitics

to be superior to lmall group only, and as .ffect1ve as

on-—to-one plus small group.

LS
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Chapter S

Resulils

.

The data obtained in the formative nvaluatidh were used

to assess the follo;ing:
N ’ . =~
1)  the effectiveness of presenting a story which elic-

its opinion, delivered through the medium of filmstrip, in
producing practice for communication strategies in ‘the
target audiences

%

2) the communi ative competence of the target audiences

3) the appropriateness of the vocabulary, verb tenses,

sentence structure and content for the target audience;
4) production variables such as pacing, the mechanics

of the. production, the order of the c nﬁnnt.

AN

The formative evaluation was divided into two phases.
The first phase was a discussion with content experts, the

second was the one-to-one and small group evaluations.

.
T

~
This chapter begins with a discussion of the content

experts’ evaluation, and proceeds to the one-to-one and

:

small group evaluations.
\

v f ~ - ¢
h

1

\

After reading curricula from British Columbia, Alb-rt,,
Ontario and New Brunswick to determine what vocabulary,
sentence structures and verb tenses might be appropriate,

- o - .
the author wrote a script using the “"imparfait” and .
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“condi tionnel” t.nsns. It was written in the third‘p-rson,
having a narrator d-scribc what was happ-ning. Once

written, the script.was shown to the &rench Producer of

the N.Eiqphl Film Board to be evaluited. The producer

. fnlt that in ordcr to have the students relate better to - _\\\*

the :ituation and thereforc interact uith the material, it

would be advisable to have the boy talking about himself,

‘rather than having the staory narrated. The author accord-
. » .

.
~

ingly rewrote the script ipthe first person. ( A copy of
: s e 220
‘this script appears inAppendix E ). Once the -cript had

been revised, it ué//then shown to two teachers of Fr.nch

as a Second prguage. They were to assess th- lnnguage

level and t?é(grade level taking iﬁto consideration the

theme of tﬁé &Kilmstrip, namely a little boy who losas his

rabbit. The content ekpe(ts felf‘that gh; theme would be 3
appropriate ;or the age level of a grade 2 or 3 class, and : :
b;arinq this in mind, only the "present"” and "imparfait"
tinsos should be used. They felt that’the students would A
know most of the Jocabulary but that there were some
qnfamilinr'unrds as ucliJ They both felt once the verb ¢
tenses were changed, the ;Qnt-nce structure would be

app’;priate for the ade'bevcl.

" The aut evised the script once more and it was

again evaluated /with the help of the French Producer at

the National Film Board. AE this stage of script devel-
opmant, both the author and the producer, viewsd the -
;&idcs which had been chosen for the broductioq with thd'

ﬂ
————
‘

~
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script, to determine if the narration and the image flowed
well together. The producer felt that as the script
stood, it was not clear that the boy was trying to decide

amongst-various solbﬁ%oqs. To try to resolve this problem

the author dkcided to add this question to the scriptj;

. , AN

"Que penses-—-tu de ces idees? Aidgvnni‘a trouver une

‘"solution.” The author also decided to ask questions at the

end, rather than just have the boy state what he was
o

doing. She felt that by asking a question the student

would become more actively involved, in the exercise. ( The

»

-
revised script appears! in Appendix F ). Once this initial
phase of the formative qyaluatiun was performed, the pro-

duction was ready for the second phase.

—~

One-to-One and Swmall Group Evaluations o

The second,phase of the formative evaluation 1nvo1v-i
two parts, the one-to-one evaluation, and fhe small group
1

evaluation.

s

) *
One—-to—one evaluation. The one—to—-one evaluation was

performed to assess/énmmunicntioﬁ htrafngics and the®
communicative competence of grade 3 French as a Second
Language studenti of low, medium, nndqhigh cupabiliti.s;
as well as to decipher any dffficultics they say have had
with the material. Specifically evaluated were:

1) whether or not students would be able to w1 abo-

rate on the ideas presented in the filastrip,

* *

SN~
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¢ 2)_ what cosaunication strategies if any, they used ”ﬁ
to a;tiin this goal. ' &
v , r
- There were three types of answer assessed to deteraine

if the student could ®laborate:’ k

Y]

1) a complete response to a question ﬁithéut an
W elaboration, i.e.'givinQ'a reason.
2) a compl;te response to a‘qucsf%on usind the
v‘”,vurb and subjeét of the question glus an elaboration.
3) a‘parfial respansa to the question, which was
an elnbo;ation, but the subject and verb of the questio#

ca

were not repeated. Lot

“MWQ \ . ‘
The jrequencies of the utterances were calculated and
\, 8
@ then changed into percentages. The results are summarized
in Table 1. ' ~ . ' L

.

" The student deemed of low competence nnswnr’d 1007 of .

T the time using a partial response, indicating he elab-

&

orated 100% of the time. ' .
The student of medium competence answered questions

without an elaﬂgration 2174 of the time. She answered 29%
< ~
of the time using a complete sentence plus elaboration,

* and 50% of the time using a partial response with elab-
oration. These data show she used elaborations 79Z of the

The stupgnt of high competence answered 7. of the
2
questions with no elaboration, 50X with a complete response

and 434 with a pagtial response. She therefore elaborated -

| ———————— et
-
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' Table 1 S | AT P
‘x . .
Proportion of S&uc_l-n!:_ Qti_:s_.annz / R ;
Cataany 3 2‘ 3 4 .5 .6 7 8 Total
‘ High Ability ' . ' .
Frequency 1 .7 .6 - - = - - 14 .
A . 7 S50 43 - - - - - 100
Medium Ability . .
. Frequency . I &4 7 - - - - = 14 )
% 22 29 %0 - .-, - - - .100-
N - s A \]
. ] AN

Low Ability ‘ - .
Frequency - - 10 - - - - - 10 . et

. % - = 100 - - - - - 100

: Coae : ' (
1 Completp responle—no -laborltion.
2 Complete response—with elaboration.
3 Partial response— "parce—-que" with elaboration. . .
. . 4 Elaborates — talks about own experierce.
' S Asks teacher, to repeat the suntnnc-. o
‘ & Doesn’'t finish the thought. : - i
‘ 7 Repeats words supplied by the teacher. %
> 8 Answers simply "oui" or "non".
b »
. . , , .
- * i 9 .
: 1
: | . ;
.l‘ , -
. o
v o _
. . |




T 83% of the time.

To d-t;rninc the use of communicatjon strategies by the

”/liudlntl, the frequency of each strat-qy used was calcul-

/ -~ at&ﬂ J;d changed into percentages. The results are sums-—

-

\

‘arized in Table 2. ' :
. ) J )
The students used four communication strategies when

. 4 b

' vocahulamy was unknown to them. They were the use of
¢ .

Englfsh vacabul ary inté?spe}séd in the sentence, repeating

of words just before the word which was unknown, asking

how to say the word they didn’'t knou, and hesxtntlon.

The student of low capability used only three of these

- 1

strategies.— He n:ver used Englxsh vocabulary in his sen-—

hat he wanted. He would e:th.r hes—
\ et
ftate, ask for the*uord, or rgpeat himself until he could

a,

j
tence to expr

Tﬁmﬁnk of what he udnted/fa a&press. He hesitated 42%7°of

the time, repeated hxns!lf 25%, and asked for a word he
didn’t know 33% of the time. "

The student of medium ability used all four strategies.
Bhe asked 46r words 21% of the time, interspersed Engljsh
uords?34¥, he;itatpd 40% of the time, and repeated herself
only 3% )

The siudent*af high ability asked for words 37% of the
ti?-, intcrspers-& English words in her answers 23%4 of the
time, hesitated 30X, and repeated herself 10%

These results indicate that all 3 studeﬁts Qhu
%Qbr-scntnd a sgmple oi\piqh, medié;, ;nd low capabilities
were able to elaborate on ideas presented in the film—

»
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Category A" B c D E F:
. , N
High Ability
Frequency - - - - - -
% - - - - -
Medium Ability .
Frequency - - - - - -
%~ - - - - --
Low Ability - .
Frequency. - - - - -
% - - - -, -
Code °
A Use of'circumlucution.
B Use of description.
C Use of paraphrase.
D Use of synonym.
E' Use of antonym.
F Use of guessing.
G Use of English. ™~
H Hesitation.
I Repetition.
J Asks how to say a word. -
4 ?
0‘ -
S

Table 2 ‘ .

Communication Strategies

Total . 3

30
100

38 e
100

12
100
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strip. In fact thox did so for a minismum of #9% of their
afswers. The filmstrip alsc evoked tﬁn’uso of commun-—
ication strategies in all four studg;tg. L

It is interesting to note that . the siﬁdent rated as

being of low capability seemed more pro{icient than the

~other two students,‘in that he elaborated 100%Z of the time.

and never used English. The students in this class were

?
™

not assessed on tﬁeirabral proficiency through discussion
on a one—to—one‘Lnsis. The t;;cher evaluated oral profi—'
ciency tWough a series of cued grammatical exercises in
class and fhrough class discussion. The latter type of
evaluation is a non-objective form. This coupled with the
fact that this student was a shy person and not assertive
in class discussion, may have resulted in an inaccurate
assesrment of his oral proficiency.

'After the students had completed the filmstrip activi-
ty, they were asked questions in.order to evaluate if they
had had any difficulties with th;_exercise..Thcy were also
asked what they thogght of the activity, and the various
solutions presented. When asked which solutions they found
sasiest of hardest to talk about all-three chose different
solutions. The students of low and middl‘e ;peaking abili-
ty, indicated th;t they were easy or difficult, becauée
they knew or didn-‘t kﬁow the vocabulary related to the
solution they were to talk about. However the student of
ﬁfbh speakinq ability, related "easy®” or "difficult"” to
the solution itself. For .x.jil. she fnupd looking for

AN
-
«
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the rabbit around the house would b. difficult because the
rabbit lxked vegetables and lllD grass, thnrhfor- he would

/he hard to find. When asked specifically uhich were =sasy

or difficult to speak about in French, she again :ldlnti-\ "

fied with the solution saying it umhd be hard to ask your

37

neighbour "if you don‘'t have the ;oords." She didn't relate

N ¢
the question to her own ease or difficulty in answering

" the questions in French.

All Athree studénts answered that the lt::y was "qoqd".
They all three enjoyed talking about it, and felt that
they had learnt some new French words through ‘doinq the
exercise. When asked what they thought of thhc boy, the
students of low and medium speaking ability identified
with him, one sayini; that "he felt quite sad and was

really attached to his rabbit", the other saying " he had

no reason' to stop eéting or go buy a new 4ilh/.//';, He shquld
~-"j\st eat and continue looking." The third student, who
. »m :

was of high speaking ability felt 'the boy was $ok".

Small group evaluation. The small gfoup evaluation

—— e ——— - — e ———

provided a measure of communication in a group for which
" othe materials were designed. It evaluated teacher and
student bnhavxor, and also provided more {codbnck as to

. the communicative comp.tenca of the studmts, md their

use of communication strategies.

o

To determine whether or not'the filastrip itself -

affected the teacher and student bhavior, the utterances
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\

for both the pre-communicative acfivity and the post-

filmstrip actiéiiy were compared. The“as;uaptinn was fhat
the teacher's elicitative behavior in the pr; and post

conditions would be the same, for she was nnt informed of
the variables uhder study and would therefore have no .

basis for changing her strategy. It was feasible that the

jfilnst}'ip itself could affect QEr teaching stratégy in the

post—filmstrip condition, for in fact the filmstrip was
designed to facilitatq more mffective teacher—student and

student-student interaction. As long as the teacher was

‘" not consciously manipulating these effects one can attrib-—

\

ute ‘them to the filmstrip. .

The frequency of each category of utterance was tab-
ulated for the two activities using the coding scheme of
Naiman, Frolich et alT (1?78) and tﬁ:z changed into
pa;Eentages. The pefcentages served as a means-;% cohpa—
rison for the discussion. To control for the varied
leﬁétﬁ o:'discussion'in the two activities, the firi% 10
minutes of utterances for each activity was calculated and
\§::n transcribed onto paper. This was done by playing the
tape and calculating 10 minutes of utterances with a stop
watch, eliminating'?eprimands and other interruptions. A
onl—variabli chi square test for significance of change
from pre to post activity for sach utterance was performed,
to determine if there were any significant changes in

behavior from the pre-communicative activity to the post-

filmétrip activity. Observed scores were compared with



ve

‘the scores expected according to the null hypothesis 6{ no
. change. ~
—— . ! —
The utterances which indicate that the student was
elaborating on the ideas presented in th¢~filnsfrip are,

numbers 2,3,§ and ;1 (See fey to table 3J).

-In the pre-communicative activity 74% of the utterances
were elaborative type statements, wherca; for the post-
{ilmstglp activity &4% pf the utterances were elaborative.
Using the ﬁhi square procedure there was no significant
difference found in the hse\of this type of utterance
between fhe pre-communicative activity and the post-film—
strip activity.

Non—elaborative statemenis are number -1- Ro:ponds»“Dui,
c:gst u;e bonne ideea" d( "Nan, cé ﬁ'esf pas une bonne
idee" or humber 5= "0Oui" or "non”. The ltudcnt? answered
"041“ or "non" 27 of the time in the‘pre;conmunicntive

activity, IO%nin the filmstrip activity. Using the same

chi square pfncedure it was found that there was no

siqqificant difference befﬁeen the pre-communicative
activity and the post—fflnstrip activity:in the use of
noq—elaborative'statements. However students made signif-
icantly more elaborative statements than nop-claborntiQ.

statements in both activities p <0.01.

39



proeen
Y

Table 3

Ecenecstgnz;i ﬁsuggns Utterances
Prn—activity Post—activity
category <frequency . (%) ’ category frcqquncy (%4)
1 - - 1 - -
2 23 45 2 17 27
3 3 b 3 .9 1S
. 4 - - 4 - -
3 1 2 5 ¢ 6 10
6 - - [ - -
7 8 16 ' 7 .11, 18
a 1 2 I - 4 é
9 - - 9 - -
10 12 23 10 10 16
11 3 6 11 S a8
12 - - 12 - -
Total 51 100 " Total . 62 10
code )

1. Gives complete response to the question.

2. Gives complete response to the question with
el aboration.

3. Gives partial response just the answer without
repeating the subject and verb of the question.

4, Gives no responsg or "I don’'t know".

S.- Answers "oul"” or "non" without elaboration.

Asks the teacher to repeat the question.

7. Repeats the word the teacher has supplied.

8. Elaborates on the question.

9. Continues responding.

10. Comments on preceding statement.

11. Calls out.

12. Doesn‘t finish the thought.
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The students used six diff;é.nt comaunication strat- . \\\
ncgie:. They were A,E,H,J,K,L (See key to table 4).
The students asked for vocabulary 3% of the time iw the pre-
activity and 17%4 in fﬁe filmstrip activity. This was e
significantly different p <{ 0.05. Whln the chi lhdaro was
performed for the other five communication strategies,

there was no significant difference in the use of commun—

ication strategies between the pre-communicative activity

A}

and the pnst;ﬁ—h(strip activity.

In summary these findings show that the students in

[

the sample population possessed sufficient cpmmuniéitivg

comp;ntence to be able to wlaborate and discuss ideas
presented in the filmstrip. In fact they used signif-
icahtly more elaborative utterances than non-alaborative
utteraqces. The two communicative activities evoked tﬁc
use of communication strategies, however the students used
the strategy of asking for vocabulary significantly more

in the filmstrip activity than in the communicative activ- .

ra

7
ity.



Table 4

Comeunication Strategies ‘
category A B CDEF 6 H

Total
Pre, ‘
frequency 6 - - -11 - - 12

% ' 17 - - =31 - -34 -
Post .
freaquency ? - - =12 - - 13 -
% 17 - - - 24 - -25 -
Code
A Repetition of words. N
B Circumlocution.
C Guessing. '
D Description.
E 'English-answers completely in Enqlish.
F Use of antonym.
6 Use of synonym.
H Hemitation.
t 1 Self-correction.
J Uses French words interspersed.
K Uses English words interspersed.
L Asks how to say a word.

o

N9g oW

NS Wr,

42

Total

W -
%

35
100

52
100
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The teacher utterances are summarized in Table S. The
teacher asked siqnifiéiﬁtly'norn specific questions in tﬁ.
pre-comnunicnttvn‘gctivity p < 0.05, whereas she asked
significantly more opinion or elaborative kinds of ques-
tions in the filmatrip actiQity p < 0.01. Sh- supplied
significantly more vocabulary in the filmstrip activity
p < 0.05. The results show that the chiidrcn spoke 634
more than the teacher in the filmstrip activity and 44%

‘ mor; in the communicative activity. A one-variable chi
square was performed to see if there was a significant
differencé between these two frequencies. The chi square
Qas p=0.099 ‘which is: approaching significance but not

significant.

.....

\
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Table S

Ecnnnc:xnn of Il!Eh!C Utterances

Evaluative Uttlragc-s

1 7 13
2 3 6
I 8 15
Total 34 ‘ 100
Code

Elicits specific infbrhattkmi”m
Elicits general information.

1
2
3 Elicits elaboration.
4 Paraphrases.
S
6

Elicits a complete rclponse.

Elicits correction.

Comments on ideas or questions prnpos-d by

Y

Pr.—activity
' category frcqu-ncy (%) ;

1 11 20

2 1 2

I - i
4 -~ -—

5 — -

6 . 4 7

7 - S 9 -

-8 .2 4

9 1 2

10 . b 11

Pnit-lctivity
cathory 4rlqu-ncy (%) ,
1 . S
2 10 19
I ] 7
4 . - i—
5 - -
b - -
7 3 S
8 4 -6
9 S Y A
10 16 .27
1 "8 12,
2 .3 5
3 9 13
Total. &7 100

'S

Completes a thouqht for a’student.

7
8 Answers spccific QUIltiOh of a student.
9
1

O Supplies vocahulary.

Evaluative Utt-rlnc-s

1 Simple reinforcement eg. Trel Bion.

2 Reinforces and repesats student’s answer.

3 Corrcct- the studlnt.

: A

- 1
~

stgd‘ents. - Qg 8

-
. — e

1



Student Oeinign

>

Questionnaire (See Table &)

The student opinion questionnaire was adninlnt.r.d aft.r

v

1)

3)

6)

7)

viewing the filmstrip and was designed to determine:

the appropriateness of the vocabulary, and verb and

sentence structure;

the ppropriateness of the ihemu;

the approprlateness of the individual soluéibns;
the student’s enjoyment of the activity;

the pacing of the narration; '

the pacing of the filmstrip itsel#f;

v

whether or not students felt they had learned from

~

the activity.

e

- e

3

The frequencies for each choice within a question were

tabulated and then transformed into percentages. The

results for e@ch question are summarized in Table 6.

There were 13-students in the class. However the .

results an} reflect the respuns,é of 12 students. One

child had been in Canada only 9 months and was not at the

4

leyel of the class.

The students were asked two questions to assess whether

the language level was appropriatl. When asked uhgth.r

they knew the meaning of the words presented in the film-

strip 557 said they knew most of the words, 18X knew many

of the words, and 277% kneu‘¥eﬁ words. Fifty-five percent

found it wasy to talk

“about the story in Arench and 45X

found it difficult.



Table &
EngbttLQQ of Responses to Student Opinion Guestionnaire

0

Question Response (%)
1 thought the story was... very intnresting; 9
interesting. 55
boring. * 36
I knew the msaning of... moat of the words. 55
many words. - N 18
few words. \&1 27
I think the story was... easy S5
to talk about in French. difficult . 45
§¥; very difficult
I learned ... nNew words many 18
. after watching the some &4
filmstrip. no 18
I liked ... of the all - 40
solutions. some - 60
.none . v 0
I would like to see... more 64
stories like this. no aorge 36
I thought the boy was... likeable. 18
a bit likeable.. 36
not likeable. 46
In the first part of the trying to decide 46
filmgtrip the boy was... how to solve his
. ' probl em.
actually tried 27
2o all the solutions.
I'm not sure. - 27
“Fhe boy spoke...for me too quickly 9
to\understand him. . Just right - 64
) too slowly 27
The filastrip moved... ~,‘/ﬂﬁm'cn.l:l.ckly 18
for me to ressmber Just right: 35
what the boy said. too slowly 27
The filastrip moved... too quickly i8
for me to see the " Just right 46
pictures well. " too slowly 36




< f . 47

When asked whether the} felt they had learned new
, ¥
vocabulary 187 said they learnt many new words, &4% Inid“

1

they learnt some, and 18% said they learnt none. \
On the q;;iﬁinns posed to determine lik-abili£¢%p§ the
activity and the cantent, 9% of th. students -found the

story very interesting, 554 fuuné\it 1ntcr.st1nq, and 346%

fougd it boring. When asked whether o? not they likdd the -
s lutidﬁg 407 said they liked all the solutions and &60%

liked some. There were no.students who disliked any of

»

the solutions. Sixty-four percent of the students said
they would like to see more stories like the one they had

seen, and 367 said they wouldn ‘'t like to ses more.

”
ie

The results of the question asked to ascertain uﬁithnr

a .

the student’.s related to the boy in the filmstr13 showed
’

that, 18% found him likeable, 36% a'bit likeabl and 561'

]

un11keab1e.-~ !
L J

When asked whether or not the boy was trying to tﬁin&.
of ways in thch to aolve his problzm,';r actually doing -’
each solution, 46%Z said~hé st trying to dccid-”hou to
solve his problem, 27/ said he actually tried them Qfl,
and 277 said they weren’t sure.

The majority of students felt thé narrator spoke at
a pace at which tﬁey could understand hin. 'Bixty-;ov.n
ﬁercent falt he spoke just right, 27% felt he spoke too
slowly. and only 9% felt hg‘spok- too quickly.- u
They f:it the pacing of the filnstrip was Appropriat.

for them to remember what was said. Fifty—-five p-rccnt
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said the pacing was just fight, 27% too slow, and 18% too

fast.
As concerned the pacing of the visuals, 18% felt théy
P S . ) . . .
changed too quickly, 467 felt the pace was just right, and

367 said it was too slow.

-

——— = —— " o— ———— - - q— f—

Thé teacher's quéstionnaire,ugs designed to assess;

a

1) the appropriateness of the language level,

\\ 2) the appropriateness of the subject matter, .

- 3) the pacing of the filmstrip and the narration,

4) the interest and participation of the target

L , . . -
' & audience. . . >

The teacher had six years of'thaching experience, all
spent in teaching non;inaersion'French to elementary

» _ . ~ .
*school children. This teacher had all thg equipment for

showing filmstrips qé slide/tape preseritations av'ailableL

to her, yef replied she shnw%p filmstrips only 1-3 times a
. - :
- year. She indicated however that there are not many.

'

°sdi£able‘f{1mstrips available to her. When asked if she

R

3

‘filt that filmstrip was a qood teaching tool, she respond-
' cd‘JJe ne croyaii pas avant d‘en faire l'expérienFe."

/ The teacher found that the vocabulary level, as well as

\\Rh-‘:entgnce structure’ and verb tenses were ;ppropriatg
- ’. B R .1 .
for the age level. She tfibught the theme da:;appropriatc'

b

———
Som

for the age of a grade 3 class, but was not suitable for

&




older students.

-

She felt the format, i.e. a situation with solutions
. o
presented, eliciied‘tonvefsation{ and that the students
were able to expound well nnlthe ideas presented in the
filmstrip. th said'that.thé class had enaough French
background to ;xpound on £he ideas.

As concerngg the production variables, the teacher
;indicated that the pictures were appropriate for the age
level, ;nd that both the pacing of the filmstrip and
narration weré just right. She felt the stidents were not
qbnfused by the format of the presentation, and ‘that the "
solutions were appropriate for. the age lcvnff

The teacher said thi presentation was esasy to execute,
and";elt'the stopping and starting of the machine did not
disturb the flow of convérsation. She indicated that the
students QZemgd'to enjoy the activity, and that she would
use  the situafional format in a filmstrip or slidc/tdpn.

1

production again. .

- 1
» ©

P23 T3 - ——— e S e e e e S St

Ibé student information QUeitionnaire‘was designed tot

N

A9

acquire demographic information, as well as information op'

AN
v

‘atudents’ exposure to French.

4

The formative evaluation comprised 6 boys and 7 gQirls.

: , .
All participants but one, were born in Canada. This one

student was born in China, and had been in Canada only 9

- .t

months.
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Of the 13 member sample, 10 students had begun their
education in the particular school where the formative.
evaluation wnas conductéd. These students therefore had
héd S00 hours of previous French instruction, starting

r

with a prekindergarten class. Two students had begun in

' A
kindergarten ‘and had 450 hours of previous French - ‘
ihstfuction.

Six students of the target poPulat1an spoke only

English at ho%e, and one student spoke onlthhxnese. of

/’——,‘4

the 6 nemaining ;tudents, 3’ spoke English and French at’
home. None were of Francophone origin, but had French
speaking babysitfers wiéh whom they spoke French. Two of

these students also spoKe another language at home, one

" Berman, the other Italian. The 3 remaining studeﬁts

spoke English plus Lithuanian,. Indian, and Pakistan

»
respectively. (See Table 7). Cop '

~Pable 7 , . -

N

u — Kl
English only . 6 J
Chine;e|only | 1 '
Englilﬂ and 1 other ‘ I »
English and French ' o1
English, French, and 1 other 2

[

sother = Lithuanian, Pakistan, Indian, German, Italian

-
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Seventy—l;ven percent of the targ.f sample spoke énly '
one language fluently, 53X spoke two languages. fluently.

Questions 1-5 were desiqqed to determine how much
French was spoken outside th-gclnssronm, othbr~t9‘:/:: the
home environment. ( See Table 8 ). <The results show that
387 of the students spoke French to their friends inside
and outside of school; whereas &27% did not.  Question 3
asked the students if they spoke French to a salesperson
in French if it was known they were Frgncﬁ speaking.
Thirty—nine percent s;id in this case they always lpnk-J
Frén#, 467 sometimes d;d, and 157 never did; Of the 77%
who had French neighbgurs, only 30% spoke to them in

French, whereas 7Qi did not. . o g

Quéétions 6-11 were written to assess how much French

" the studen?s read or listened to. Fifteen percent of the

-

;ample read a lot in French, 547 sometimes read in French,
and 31% never did . All the students said thu; read a lot
in English. When asked if they listened to French ;onbs,
44% said they sometimes did, and 54% said they never did.

Ninety-two percent listened a lot to English songs, and 8%

e

' said they sopetimés did. None indicated that they névcr

listened to English songs.
In this sample the studgnts did watch French tel-
evision. Eighty-five percent said they watched from 1-5

hours a week and 137 said they watched no French' tel-

~ . ]
_evision. .The students watched much more English tel-

evision however, &97 watching between 11-15"hours a week,
- ¢

R
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= Table 8 ‘ . .
L ’ ’
- Propertign of Responses to Student Inforsmation
@uestionnaire
Question Response A
1 speak French to ay all tRe time (o)
friends in school. 1 sometines 38
- neyer 62
1 speak French to my " all the time o
friends outside school. sometimes 38
' never 62
I speak French when I "aluays 39
* . go buy something if sometimes 446
the salesperson is never 15
French. _
» I have many French yes 77
speaking neighbours. I don‘t know 0
' no 23
o 1 talk to the yes 30
. neighbours in French ! sometimes 70
if they are Francophone. no o
I read comi&s, books, a lot 15
or magazines in French. " sometimes S4
never 31
" I read comics, books, a lot ) 100
or magazines in English. sometimes O
. \ never o
. 1 listen to French s0Nngs a lot o
on the radio or stereo. sonetimgs 44
, never 54
I listen to English a lot 92
songs on the radio soaetipes 8
or stereo. never )
I watch ... hours of o 15
French T.V. a week. 1-5 85
6-10 (o)
‘ 11-15 _ o
English T.V. a week. - (1-5 (4]
- - 6-10 \ 31
o 11—15 ‘ ﬁw

\‘&’6;5,114

P



"

<=

.

&

\n summary the students’ language proficiency was

advanced enoubh s0 that they were able to expound on ideas

, presented in the filmstrip. The filmstrip did provide a

forum for the practicé of communication strategies as did
the communicative activety. ‘Thcre was one significant

difference however in the use of communication strategies,

.

namely that the students asked for significantly more
vocabulary in the filmstrip activity. There were two

other effects that the filmstrip had on the teacher s and‘
S ) '

students’ behavior. The students ipoke more than the

b 3 .

teacher in both activities but more so in the filmstrip

activity, and the teacher asked significantly more elabo-
rative questions for the filmstrip activity. Finally, as

2
concerned the content of .the filmstrip, the students and

teacher felt the theﬁe, voéabulary and lanquaqellovcl to

T > he aﬁpropﬁfate.

»
/ ' = t-\)
' e
.



Chapter 6
Discugsion
The formative evaluation in ghis study was designed to
as:;:s the appropriateness of the cducat%phal qoal; the

content, and design of the filmstrip, all in relation

P t

to the target audience. S
d The analysis of the data would indicate that the film—
strip achieved its instructional goal, and that the design
and content were appropriate for an audience of mixed

ethnic background, who had .some exposure to French outside

the classroom.

Edugational Objective a T

~

The -duéntinnal objective was to provide a forum for
discussion, where students would gsn"aﬁh pr;étice commun—
ication strategies using vocabuiary from the filmstrip and

: 4% their past experience, The product was designed on the
basis of the comminicative appra;th‘Fq learning a second
language, ;here th;bFists stress thqtbgonmunzkative com—
piinnc- seens to be acquired through the development of
ltrafcqins. which are used to negotiate asaning (Little—
wood, 1981; Yalden, 1981) It is therefore essential ﬁtat
learners prnctl;c sp.aﬂing the language in realistic con-
texts. Proponents of the communicative approach state
that i+¢ ;tud-nt- are given the opportunity to interpret,
to express and negotiate meaning in real life situations,

| N



they will develop the ability to communicate in tQ:\tarq.t
lanquaqg (Savignon, 1983). However before they can be
expect;d to converse they must possess encugh vocabulary
relevant to the context.\

" The findings show that the students did have a suffi- e
cient prior knowledge of French to bn‘able to expound on
ideas presented in the filns;rip. All three students in
the one-to-one evaluationqbave re;sons for their answers
more than 797 of the time. In the class discuss;on the
students answered significantly more‘questionl, stating
the reasons igr their response, indicating they‘hld enough
vocabulary and language proficiency to express theaselves.
Since not all the vocabulary used in their utterances were
presented in the filmstrip, it must be assumed they had
already had acquired it.

The findings from both the‘une—to—ane evnluntion‘and
the class discussion indi;ate that the students used
communication strategies to express what they wanted to
say when'the vocabulary was unknown to ‘them. Thlrf was
one communication strategy, asking for vocabulary, uhich ;
was used significantly more in the filmstrip activity.

The reason for t;is may have resulted from the design’ of
the filmstrip.

The filmstrip activity, deciding what to do if one
loses ones pet, was designed so that students would have

to rely on their own resources, for they were asked wheth-

er or not they agreed or disagreed with a particular

-



solutioﬁ portrayed in the filmstrip, and why. The reasons
for changing a picture from one position to another in the
' communicative activity would involve a descripgion of the
picture. The idel5>fof the change would be repressnted in
the picture. However givipg & reason for agreeing or
disagreeing with a particular solution in the filmstrip,
would not necessarily refate to uﬁat was depictLd on the
screen. The fact that the students asked for significantly
more vocabulary during the filmstrip activity, wou{d indi- -
cate that they weq@ encouraged to try to explore thei;
capabilities and practice what they had’learnt'prQQiously,
nﬁd that thef were not solely relying on ideas represented
in the filmstrig. \The teacher in fact was surprised at
how e{4ectfve thé filmstrip uaé in gétting the students to
use vo&abulary from the filmstrip and their past experience
to express their ideas. She wa; surprised to see how mucﬁ
they knew'and how they were able to express themselves

ith vocabulary\she had\taught earlier in the year. For
this reason she felt she would use a situatinnal‘story

resented through a filmstrip again.

The toacﬁer's utt;rances were different for both activ-
ities. In the communicative activity she asked signifi-
cantly more specific questions, whereas ih the filmstrip
activity she asked significantly more opinion questiohs.
‘Thnrcforu the design of the f1lmsé" achieved its goal in

eliciting significantly more elaborative questions from

the teacher, which encourages students &5 USe-rommunication

1
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skills already acquired. However in this particular group’

'it‘uould appear that the-studen%; ware accustomsed to .llb;

Bratinq,on their anawers. Althoﬂhh the teacher asked
significantly more specific Auestiohs in the communicative
activity, the students replied with elaborative state- |
ments, that is giving a reason for their answer, although
this was unsolicited from the teacher. U
The filmstrip was degigned to create a ainor role for
the teacher for questions which would elicit opinion were
incorporated into the filmstrip itself. It was therefore
expected that the te;cher’s elicititive behavior would be
less than in other types of communicative activity. This
was done becdﬁse research has shown that in order to learn
the individual must interact’ with the material (Estes, 1973).
Therefore for students to communicate ideas, especially in
a second language classroom, the teacher should be able to
play a IE;SEF role (Littlewood, 1981; Reiss, 1983). The
findings show that the students did speak more than the
teacher in both communicative activties, but more so in

the filmstrip activity.

it has been shown in the literature that in order to

_learn, one must be motivated (Gagne, 1975). Individuals are

motivated to learn and retain information longcr,\if they
can relate to the material, and if the information is
emotionally charged rather than neutral (Fleming & Levie,
1978; Reiss,rl9e3; éh-staiﬁ, 1980). In crcaiing a comsun-—

icative activity for a group of students, the realism of

rny
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the situation and the relevance of fhc language help to
sustain the learners’ motivation. It -afcs the act;vity
more appropriate to the students’ communicative needs in
the future (Littlewood, 1981). Therefore the thame of the
f@lnlt;ip was written so that the students would relate to
it. The students were asked to express their opinion
about a situation that had a relevance to their lives. A
lot qf children of this age have pets, some may even have
had the’ experience of losing one. In fact all 3 children
in the one;to—one evaluation had pets, two of whom hnd/thc

experience of losing one.

' L]

The findings show that the theme was appropriate and

one to which the students could relate. The findings from

the oqe—to—one evaluation show the students identified
with the boy, gxpressing emotions he may have felt in
losing his pet, and criticising him for certain actions
portrayed in the filastrip. However theAresults on the
student opinion questionnaire conc;rning the likeability
of the boy show that 18% foZﬁa him likeable, 446%Z not
likeable. These results are difficult to interpret.

It may be that the majority of the -students related to
the actions he took rather than to his personality.

In the one-to-one evajuation the ‘students strongly identi-
find with the boy on two levels. One student identified
with him on an emotional 'level, saying he smust feel sad

because he lost his rabbit. Another student was critical

of him, because he took some actions which this particular

)



student did not approve of and which he himself would not
have done. Therefore perhaps the high negative response
tio the likqabilkty“of the boy was due to the actions he
took, rather than to his personality which was not devel-
oped in the filmstrip. :

The fact that the students in the one-to-one evaluation
identified with. the boy and the situation would indicate
that the stary was appropriate for the age luvni, and that
they rglated to it. The findings of thé teacher and
student opinion questionnaires support this assumption.
fﬁe teacher felt the story and all the solutjons were
appropriaEE. The séhdents said they thought-the story was
interesting and naone dislikéd any of the solutions. On
the student op;nion questionnaire 367 of the students
indicated that the story was boring. When asked why thuy'
felt it was boring they s;id it was because they had to ,
look at some of the pictures again. This happened because .
there was a breakdown in the equipment and aft;r’thé
fourth slide was shown the projector got stuck, and thnl'di(
preseniqﬁionahad to be started over again. These partic-
ular students obviously were adversely affected by the
interruption. It was these same students who indicated
that the pictures.maved too slowly when questioned nbo?t

}

the pacing of the visuals.
The findings also show that the students enjoyed the
activity and that they would like to sie more filastrips

like the one they had seen. Again 36% of the students
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said they would not like to see aore filmstrips‘like the .
- b

one they had sicn., In examining the questionnaires, it

was found to be the same students who had found the film-
ltrip‘ﬁorrng who indicated they would not like to see any
more filmstrib;. The class discussion lasted 40 minutes

-
and students called out answers indicating Ehny were mot-
ivated to talk. In the oné-to—o:e evaluat;tn, thn‘stud—
ents said they enjoyed tflkinq }n Frcnqﬁ about the various
solutions. The findiggs from the student opinion
questionnaire indicate that the majority of the students
ed?oyed the a;tivity and would like to see more such

filmstegips.

Content and Design
The findings indicate that the vocabul ary ana sentence
”structur; of the scri?t'uere at the lével»of the target
aydience. The majority of the students felt they knew
"most of the words in®the ~Filmstri‘p§"‘:w There was almost an
even split ﬁowcv-r concerning the ease in talkin6 about
ihl story in French. The findings from talkinggio the
students in. the one-to one evaluation would indicat-\it
was difficult because of a lack of vocabulary. The vocabt‘
ul;ry test results indicate the students had mastered the:
vocabulary presented in the filmastrip, ‘WF the‘rcsults of
the student opinion questionnaire show that the majority

knew the vocabulary in the 1£1mstrip, therefore it must be

assumed they- lacked vocabulary to express their ideas

w
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concerning whether or not it was a good idea for the boy
<

<~

t;\try a particular solution in order to find his-rabbit.
he fact that they asked for significantly more words in
the filmstrip activity would support this.- Also tﬁo majo-

rity of the students said they learnt new vocabulary after

watching the filmstrip, and in the one—-to-one evaluation
one student felt this to be a good activity because she
learnt a lot of French. THese findings suggest that

perhaps an exercise which elicits opinion onfa topic which

”

is relevant to the age group, and for‘which they have the
/

basic vocabulary, wou%?ﬂassist them in acquiring new

vocabulary. ' .. "t .

A

»

Conclusion

-

On the basis of the data collected in the formative
evaluationy it was decided that‘the objectives had been

met and that there was no need to make further revisions.
Fa

The students in the one—to—one evaluation were able to
}\/

61

expound un the ideas presented in the filmstrip, they did -

not dislike any solutions and they identified with the

theme of the st&ry. They felt the vocabulary and sentence

structure. in the filmstrip presented no dgfficultill. The
. x "

class discuss%?n sted 40 minutes, the students were
.

motivated to ?:lk and were able to expound on thcirxidcasg

t

: »
Therefore the third step of Dick _and Carey’s- (1978)

method, namely the field study where more revisions to the

product are made was not carried out. Instead a susmative
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‘ papulnj:idﬁ who had lﬁeln French than the sample. 'At this
he 4 . h .
' final stage of evaluation no r.vis;nns are made to the

product (Dick and Carey, 1978). e
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Summati ve Evalgggigg

———r g S e e S i s G S

S

Since go revisions to the production were ni&lssary‘
. V4 . °

»

following the formative evaluation, it is seen to have . 1

served a summative function. The new evaluation (this

chapter) will therefore aim to pose questions about thu
[
format, design and educatxonal %Qb_)cctives of the product

) for a new target apdiehce. In this respect, the evalu-
ation is :aquasi—§ormafive. " The function of éhl» 4

‘evaluatiaon will be to assess whether' the revised materials

;2h effertive as a learning tool to a samﬁlu of the target
udience of the same age level, but with less exposure tb;a;v
07

, T

French, than the sample for the formative evaluation.
Sample
The sample cansistéd’of 11 students 1n1£;?dc 3 who had

hetween 400—450 hours of prevxous French instruction.

. ’-\)

They were representative of the target po ation*in thnt
they were of mixed ethnic backgroud, lived in a predom-

inantly English milieu,Jand had at least 400 hourp of ' .

previouys French instruction. \

Instrubentation | '
As in the formative evaluation it was important to
determine whether or not the students possessed enough

language proficiency in the target language, to be able to



I

sxpound on ideas prcsiﬁted in the filastrip. To achieve
this objective, the students communicative competence and

use of communication stratcgies was assesse& using the

. -

coding 6f Naiman, Frol1ch et al. (1978). (See Appendix A).

The frcqucncics of each utterance were calculated and
\

changed into percentages, sd‘Fhat the behavior of the
‘teacﬁer and students could be discussed. \
The teacher and student questionnaires, as well

as the student information questionnaire were the

<

same as those used in the fofmative evaluatioﬁ (See

—

Appendix D). T | ’

) *  § ¢

The students were taught the vocabullry before viening

Praocedure - ) .

the slide/tape, and then tested on 55,i They uere then

’
presented the filmstrip and discussion ensued. The

t

teacher was tuld.to'conducf the class as she normally

would, and was shown how to‘operate tﬁe slide/tape. After
v I - b
the discussion the students and the teabher—filied out an

-

attitude questionnaire. The important aspect of the
- summative evaluat1on, is to present the naterials in a

natural environnent to assess uhcther or not studcnts

&
learn fromwhe materials (Dick and Carey, 1978).
“re :

3

3 3 4

Results o ", -

Clags gigggggign. The entire discussion was recorded,
. 2 ’*

/ "
. .
. LI



and later trariscribed onto paenr. The frequencies of the
uttersﬁ;es were tabulated and changed into percentages. 2
The results are summarized in Table 9 & 10.

The students answered questions 137 of the time ﬁltho&Z?
elaboration, i.e. giving a reason for their rnapdhbn, &%
of 'their answers were ; simple "ﬁui”cor "non"q nd 324 of
their responses includeﬁ'an einborgtiun. lFinlll 15% of
the utterances were those in which students d not finish |
‘a thought. )
. ' The studenﬁs used three types of communication strat-
‘egy, repetition of ubfds before th;}w;rd‘uhich is unknown,
the use ;f Endlish and hesitation. The students hllitltl?\

-
" 75% of the time, used repetition 207 and English only 5 %

o

-

-

The teacher used four types of elicitative utterance 1) ~

» . . .
asking for specific information; 22) asking for the Qpiq}on

of the studeni; 3) asking for an «laboration of an answer; ¥
“4) eliciting a correction:\ * |
Fifty-seven percent of her utterances were qucitidnl to
which students could elaborate, whereas only 10%Z were
specific questions. Twenty—-three p;reent of her utt-

erances were reinforcement, é@d she supplied vocabulary &

of the time. The teacher talked 107 more of the time than

’

did the students. ‘ T

-



Table 9
Proportion of Student Utterances o
Btudent Utterances "+ Commsupication Strategies

Category Frequency (%) Category Frequency (%)
1 5 0\, 15 A 4 20
2 7. - 22 B - -
3 ? - .27 B » - -
4 - — D I -
s 2 .6 E 1 5
6 /) - .- 'F - -
7 ‘ 3 9 6 - -
8 1 3 H 15 75
9 2 - - I - -

10 - - J ‘ - -
11 1 -3 - K - -
12 5 15 L . e -
Total 33 100, Total 20 . {100
) K ‘ [ o

i. Camplete rcsponse-no elaboratxon.
2.. Cdnplete response with elaboration.

. S artial response with elaboration.’
4 Yo Pgsponse or "I don't know".
3. AnswlFs "oui” or “non”. A

6. Asks. for repetition of question.

7. . Rephats word teacher has supplied.

8. Elaborates on the question presenting original ideas.
9. Continues responding.

. 10. Comments on preceding statement.

"11. Calls out. ,
12, Doesn ‘'t finish thc’ thought. ‘ . .

Code for Commupjication Strategies

Repetition of words.
Circumlocution
Guessing
" Description.
Answers completely in Engli'sh.
Use of antonym.
Use of synonya.
Hesitation. .
Self-correcition.
Uses French. interspersed in an answer.
Uses English Interspersed in an answer.
Asks how to say & nord. _ o

PRI OoTMOoOOW D
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Table 10 . : ' P
Proportion of Is.l.sns': Utterances y L
Elicitative Utterances
Category Frequency (%)
1 s Y 10
2 9 . 36
3 - 11 , 21
4 — -
= - o
6 2 4 -
7 -, -
* B N = =
9 . - -
10 3 é
EvaluatiQi Utterances :
1 1 2
2 9 17
3 2 4 -
jotal‘Utterances 52 ; 100
Code’ i N
) Elicitatiyg&Utterlnces
Elicits specific infornatioﬁ.
Elicits general information.
Elicits elaboration. -
Paraphrases.
Elicits complete response.
Elicits correction. .
Comments on ideas of students.
Answers student‘'s question. Y ' -
Completes student’'s thought.
10 Supplies vocabulary. :
Evaluative Uttcrancns \\\V//'

-

.1 Rein#orccment—Tr)s Bien.

2 Reinforces and repeats stuggnt s anlu.r.
3 Corrccts student. :

67
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Student opinion guestionnaire. The results
summarized in Table 11 show that the class found the story
interesting. Bevcnty—tﬁree percent felt it was very
inicrlstinq, Zf%iheid it was interesting.

Forty—-six pcrccnt.of the students indicated they knew
most of the words in the filmstrip, 18% knew many of the
words and 347 said they kneg‘few. Sixty~four percent of
the classfﬁzid it was easy to talk about the story in
French, 36% found it difficult, none found it very diff-
icult. ' —

When asked whether the students felt they had learned
new vocabulary, 18%Z said they learned many new words, 73%
felt they had learnt some, and éx said they learned no new
words.

#orty-five p-;cent of the students liked all the solu-
tions, 354 liked some. All thelstudentséiaid they would
like to see more stories like the one they had seen.

When asked what they thought of the boy 55%Z indicated
he was likeable, 36% a bit likgable, and 97 said he wasn’'t
likeable. *

o
/ .
Forty-six percent of the students knew that the héx/uas

t;ying to decide how to solve his problem, 187 said he
actually tried all the solutions and 36%Z said they w&ren't
sure.

hxf‘ﬂq\foncorn.d the pacing of the narration, 45% felt the

harrat&i\spakc too quickly for them to understand him, and



Table 11

Ll

Proportion of Responses to Student Qpipion Questionnaire

dQuestion Response (%)
I thought the story was... very interesting. 73
interesting. 27
boring. 0]
I knew the meaning of... . most of the words. 46
many words. i8
few words. 36
I think the story was... easy 64
to talk about in French. difficult 36
very difficult o
I learned...new words after many 18
watching the filmstrip. some 73
no T 9
I liked...of the solutions. all AS
some / S5
none o]
I would like to see... >, more 100
stories like this. ) no more o
1 thought the boy was... likeable. 55
a bit likeable. 36
not likeable. 9
In the first part of the trying to decide 46
filmstrip the boy was... how to solve his
problem. °
actually tried all 18
the solutions.
I°’m not sure. 36
A Al
- Thevbdy spoke...for me too quickly 45
to understand him. just right 355
‘ too slowly (o]
The filmstrip moved... - +60 quickly 18
for g@e to remember what just right 82
the boy said. too slowly o
The filmstrip moved.... too quickly ., O
for me to see the Just right 100
pictures well. too slowly (o)
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855% indicated he spoke just right. Eighteen pgrﬁ:pt felt
. : . =z
‘the pacing of the slide/tape itself was too quick for them

to remember what was said, and 827 felt the pacing was

9

Just right.
All the students felt that the pacing was just right

for them to see the pictures well.
¢ /*\-__r.

.

years teaching experience of French as a Second language,
non-immersion at the Elementary school level. She had

never used filnsérips in her class saying she preferred
. . .

films. Hoﬁever,‘the equipment for sound filmstrip was not

-

available in her school. She indicated that she felt -

[P

fflmstrip was a good teaching tool to elicit conversation.

T&e teacher felt the structure and verb tenses were
appropriate for the ag group. She felt that the vocab-
ulary level was very difficult for her class but once it
had been taught to them they had no difficulty in
understandiné the filmstrip. In,uther words her'students
were not familiar uith‘ghe vocabulary before}ft had been
taught specifically g;énfse viewing.

She felt the theme was appropriate for the age group
n;h that the farmat elicited conversation. However she
f‘lt that the students were not able to sxpound well on
the ideas presented in thg slide/tape, and that only the

better students had enough French background to expound

well on the ideas. She wrote that the weaker students,

9
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didn‘'t have enough French background to express what they
wanfed to say.

The teacher replied that tﬁc‘h}ctur-s were appropriate
for the age group, and that the p;éing of the filastrip
and narration were approgiiate. She felt the solutions
corresponded to tﬁe age level of tho group. ‘

‘She found ‘the presenSption easy to execute and that
sta( ing and stapping the machine didn’'t disturb the flow
of the discussion. .

She indicated that the students seemed to enjoy the
activity and that she woula use a situational story
presented through filmstrip again.

=

Student information guestionnaire. The sample
comprised 11 students, 4 boys and 7 girls. All particip-
ants but one were born in Canada. The one student was
born in Kenya but had had all her s:hou{ing in Canada.
Only one student in the group spoke another language other
fhan English at home. This language was an Indian dialect.

The entire sample had had all their education in the
particular school where the summative evaluation was ‘
conducted. Eight students had 400 hours previous French
instruction; 2 students had 450 hours of French beginning
in prekindergarten, and 1 had only 200 hours previous
French instruction. :

The results of the questions to determine use of French

outside the classroom are summarized in Table 12,
4
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Table 12

Proportion of Respgnses to Student Information

Questionnaire %
Question I Response Z
1 speak French to ay ali the time (o I
friends in school sonetines 64
never 36
I speak Fr;ﬁch to my all the time 0
i ¥friends outside school. sonetimes o 27
never 73
I speak French when always 0
1 go buy something sometimes 55
if the salesperson never , 45
is French. :
I have many French ves 44
speaking neighbours °I don‘t know 27
no 27
1 talk to the ves 60
neighbours 'in French sometimes 20
if they are Francophone. never 0
1 read comics, books, a lot 0]
or magazines in French. sometimes 9
‘ -4 never 91
~ I read comics, books, a lot 100
or magazines in English. sun?timns 0
never N 0
Pl [
I listen to French a lot 0
songs on the radio sometimes 82
or stereo. - never 18
' 1 listen to English a lot 55
| songs on the radio sometimnes 45
or stereso. never 0
1 watch...hours of o 55
rench T.V. a week. 1-5 36
6-10 9
11-19 o
I \watch...hours of 0 o
English T.V. a week. 1=8 55
&-10 - 9
11-15 b 36
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The questipns designed to determine use of French
outside the classroom showed that 64X of the students
sometimes spoke French to their friends in school, 3&%
never did. ~Noﬁe of the sample indicated they always did. .
Outside of school 27% sometimes spoke French to their
friends, 73%Z never Qid.

When asked if they spo;e French to a French salesperson,
557 said they did , 45% said they didn‘t. |

ForthSix percent of ghe sample;fadicated they had

/

French neighbodrs, 277 said they didn‘'t know, and 27% said

they didn‘t. Of the students who had French neighbours,

" 60% said they spoke Fr to their neighbours, 20X some-—

‘times did, and 20% never did.

?

When asked about reading in French 91% replied they
never réad in French and 97 said they sometimes did. One,
hundreh percent answered they read a lot in Enélinh. .

Eighty—two percent of the students said they sometimes -
listened to French songs on the radio or steré&ap and 184
never listened to French’ ngs. Fifty-five pcrcént lis—
tened a lot to Englxsh song i\an the radio or stereo, 45%
said they sometlmes d1d.

The results showed that 557 of the students watched no
French television at all. Thirty-six percent watched from
1-3 hours a week, and 97 watched from 6-10 hours a week.
However 33%Z of the students uatch;d from 1-3 hours of
English T.V. a week, 97 watched from 6-10 hours a week,

[}

and 364 from 11-15 hours a week.



Discussion

The findings from the summative evaluation indicate

that the ltyd-ntl had difficulty in expressing their opin-
ioﬁ.in French, and made a minimum use of coqmunicntioﬁ
strategies. The reasons for thi; appear to be twofold: '
first the students lacked sufficient language broficiency;
secondly, they had no previous exposure to a communicative
activity, that is one which {s uncued.

The fiﬁdings show that the. students did not possess

- -

sufficient language proficiency to be nbln.to express
)

opinion in French.. The entire discussion of the nine
solutions took 10 minutes, which would indicate there ﬁ:i

not mugp discussion. This was not because the students

< -
were not interested or motivated to speak, for the results
of the student opinion questionnaire indicate the‘maiprity

\found the story interesting and they all wanted to see.

-

more filmstrips like the ‘one they had just seen. However,
-y

an analysis of the data from the class discussion show ’
that the student; were able to llaﬁorate Jjust 50% of the
time, which is not ; high level of proficiincy. The
teacher in fact felt that the students did not havelenough

’ French background tb expound on the ideas presented in the
filmstrip and that only the more gifted stud;;ts were able
to do so. The findings also show that 15%'04 the utt-

erances were those in which students were not able to

finish their thoughts, indicating they most likely lacked

1

K]



. the vocabulary to be m;-s their ideas. Ev—
idence for this is found in the student opinion
questionnaire where the majority of studcnts indicatcd
that they knew many or. most of the words -Fron thr- film—
strip. The vncabulary test results indicat. the students

had mastered the vocabulary from the filmstrip. Thlrnforc

. '

it must be assumed that they lacked vocabul aryltu express
why they felt .a particul ar lc;luticfn Kual appropriate or
not. Also tﬁe'maj"ority of .students f’;lt they learnt onl;/
some new vocabulary after watching the filmstrip. Binc-‘
there was little discussxon and the students didn’‘t ask
-For‘vocabulary, the acquisition of new voacabul ary would
be minimal. |

\ : ! -~ ' o ' O
The second reason the students did not succeed in

A4

expressing their opinion in Fr:ench is the fact that the
' teacher adhered uniquely to the(audio—l‘inqu«il nthod,\
which doesn’t incorporate uncued 'disc&ssil::vn as a tnchnilqu,c
for second language asquisition as does the communicative
approach. ‘ . ‘
In discussing the project tho. teacher indicated |I';.
didn’'t us‘e’ the communicative approach to language
- teaching. She used the audio—lingual approach'nhcrgwtjhn
. - answers are cued by the teai:-hcr andd :thcr(:-il a lot of
. repetition of phrases, -First_'by the entire class then
individually. This was observed in the discussion, for
when a question was asked the class would first answer it
. in chorus saying 'lcithlr "Jui. cr‘;o-t une bonne idu.;‘ or

/




v

[y

. * - - ’~ . - . .
7\, | _"\ ‘\ - . J

“non, cé n’'est pas une bonne idee.” They weren't accus-
tomaed to a free discussion type ofﬂ;étivity, nor was the
teacher. Sixty-seven percent of the teacher’s utterances

ware questions uaich indicates that she was cueing the
A ¢ -
students, and 23%Z were reinforcement statements. This

combination of cueing and refnforcement is indicative of

+

the audio-lingual approacqato second language teaching.

The reason she asked so many questions/may be twofold.
o f ] .
First she may not have been used to ah activity where
. . . b
‘ltqdentb freely exchange ideas, and tPerefore had to mot-

ivate the class to speak by asking’qdestions, because

*

. thuy‘uere not used to "bexng on their own.y Secondly,

they may have- lagred the vagabulary to express what they
s iy
uantJU to, say.and therefore the teacher had to keep askxng
( i .
questions to keep -the class talking. The students used

few communxcation strategxes, hesitation bexng ‘the o?e

most commonly used. The teacher supp11ed vocabulary only

e -
~
. 6A of the time. These two facts uoulﬂ indicate that

$ o ‘
neithgr the teacher .nor the students were used to an

. \uﬁcued @yﬁe activitf where students are free to develop
] . '

and utilise communication strategiés,_ Finally Just under

. . ! I K] ‘ T, R
'half the‘class found the narqgtor spoke too quickly. This
- cogld be due to the fact the teacher used few audio—visual

L]

' aids and thp students did not have muEh opportunity to
listen to natxve speakers 'in normal communication.

. : . , o .
In -wummary the results of the summative evaluation ‘

LA

would indicate tq.& a group of students who have 400 hours

-

(&



(7 .

.of French instruction, use French very little outside the
;\\ ‘ classroom, and who are exposed only to the audio-lingual
method of second language instruction find expressing

. their ideas eifficult. préber since the more proficient

S

students were able to succeed in elaborating the filmstrip
* has the potential to be effective in producing . commun-—

ication strategies in a group with this background. 1If

\

. - \ :
- this kind of activity were used in conjunction with the
augio-linguél'méfhodﬁ students would develop more effec-

tive communication strategies, and the teacher'’s
° . t .
instructional strategies would be enhanced. '

] ’ ' ) <

, Conclusion . .
' &

The results of this evafuation indicate that a
.- situational story presented through the medium of
filmstribg in which students are asked to cxprais opinion

§§ ‘about various solutions to a problem, is an effective tool
. - $
. , . ~
. ’ to elicit communication in the target language. The

particular filmstrip evaluated was appropriate for grade 3

students who had had between S00-550 hours of previous
‘ A
French instruction and some exposure to French oustside T

\ k\:?e classraoom. . o
' Thel{filmstrip itse;f*groduced some interesting effects
N G

. on the teafhhr and students’ behavior. 'Ddrinq the film- -

-

strip1QFt£vity the téa&her spok? less than did the stud-

© ’

ents. This is iupnftant according to the proponents of
P ] . . . )

the communicative approach_{of it encourages msore natural
v’ o " ‘-:" . ) ., )
// ' y ' ‘ ’



coumunicafion where students can also addrel; their class— .
mates, rather than simﬁly answering ihe teacher's qués-
tions. This did in fact occur, stﬁdents corrected each
other, and sometimes addressed comments to each other.
Secondly, .the results would indicate some support for the
principles of the comhgnicative approach n‘hely‘that stud—-
ents learn vocabulary through talking in the target lang—
uage, and i+ students are free to express themselves they

will acquire effective communication strategies (Savignon,

1983; Reiss, 1983).

The students asked for g€ignificantly more vocabulary
- l
during the filmstrip activity and felt they had learned

new vocabulary afterhﬁptching the filmstrip. @3

The students in this study who were most successful in
communicatgng their ideas were those who had been exposed
to other audio-visual ai&s; who used the language outside
the'classroom, and‘whose teacher used some methodology of
the communicativg app;oach to second language teaching.

-

She used communié@t;;é'activities in uhi&h students had to

rely on their inner resources, and had to gevise

communication strategies so that tgey could:fela; what

they wanted to say*nhen'they,lacked the necessary ) '
vbcagulary. In fact this h;d de&elopnd the strategy

of asking for voélbulary, wh the second group had

?ot., The s;cond qrogp of students -xppriencodln minimal
amount of French communication outside the crassroa;, Qnd

"elittlc exposure to audio-visual aids, and their teacher \\,



used the audio—lingual approach exclusively. As a rosdlt.
these students did not have enough language profi:icnchto
express abinion'far this particular filastrip. It is true
that this group had less prior instruction than the fir:t
group, however the more proficient students were able to
expre§§ their ideas to a degree. If the group had had

prior exposure to communicative astivites, it is feasible

that they would have developed more effective communica-

'
o

tion strategies.

The teacher in the formative evaluafion used a

- 3

combination of methodology from both the communicative and

audio-lingual approaches to second language instruction.

Therefore it would appear from the results that a combina-

tion of the communicative approach and some methodology of

— N
the audio-lingual approach is effective in developing

communicative proficiency in the target language.
It is important to point'out however, that these
camﬁents are ubsérvations only, since this was not a

controlled study to determine the merits of the two

! M
different approaches to second language instruct#on.

Further empirical research would have to be conducted to

compare the effectiveness gf the different methodologies

of these two approaches.’

79
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Coding Schese for Oral Production ’ ﬂi\

Code )

Teacher Utterances

1. Elicits specific informaiion - narrow question to
which there is only one correct answer.

2. Elicitstgeneral information - elicitatation of viens,
opinions, or general information.

3. Eliﬁiis elaboration - asks student to ePﬁborate on an
answer by asking a que;;ion, or simply telling the °
studen£ to elabor&te.

4, Paraphrases a question or, gives a clue 55 to meaning.

S. flicits a complete response. ;

6. Elicits correction.

7. Comments on’ideas or quesqgcns proposed py a stJdentr

8. Answers specific question ;‘xa student;

9.° Completes a tbought for a student.

10. Supplieés vocabulary for a student, either solicited or .

unsolicited.

Student Utterances
1. Gives complete respongse to the question (no

elaboration)/.e.g. OQui, c’est une bonne idee.

2. Gives comﬁléte response to the dhest%on with

° -

elaboration. eﬂg.\Dui, :'¢s£ une bonne idee parce qué..-|
3. Gives partial response just the answer without repeating

the subj-cg and verb of the qqistion.

Example: pnrcn.que..; - .

4. Qives n? response or * I.don‘t know ".
(I

¢

* s‘_‘ ‘f‘
..’. /'



S. Answers "oui® or non" without elaboration.

6. Asks the teacher to repeat the question.

7. Repeats the word the teacher ha; supplied.

8. Elaborates on thé quegtion ( i.e; gjvi? own idea! or
talks about own experiences usiné vocabulary $rom -own
experience.)

9. Continues responding - student may have been interrupted

by the teacher or the teacher may have already indicated
» . [ 4
' that she accepts the student’'s answer, but the student

continues responding.
10. Comments on preceding statemants - non-elicited

reaction.

)

llﬂ Calls out - the Q;Ldent calls out the answer without

.

J
being called upon. o N

12. Doesn't finish the thought.

.

N ~ ' ’ *

Aspects of Response ‘ -

a), Repetition of words ®

1

b) ‘cirumlocdtion.

c) Guessing | (\ . 7

d) Descfiptinn.

e) English — answers cémplctely in English.

-

-

£) * Antonym. : | | \ \

'g) Synonym.

h) Hesitation. - ~ o

i) Self-éorrection.



.
\

3
k)

1)

R A

Uses French words interspersed in an answer.

A\

Uses Enalish words interspersed in an answer.

Asks how to say a specific word through questioning or

inflection.

Teacher Evaluation

1.

2.

Simple ;;?hiorcement. e.g. Tres bien, c’est correct,

—

or bonne idee.

»

(3
. o ¥

%

|

Reinforcement (tres bien, oui) and repeats the °

student’'s answer.

Corrects what the student has said, e.g. Student "Il

est dans le cage"

~C°
LT

Teacher ‘"Il est dans la cage.”

4
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& N 1]

‘Marking Schesas for one—to-one

™~

‘Mark the occurence of any of the following

_— ‘1. Complete response to the question. (no reason)
' ag. oui,c’'est une bonne idee .
non,ce n‘est pas une bonne idee
2. Complete response to the qucition with reason. .
eg. C’est une bonne idee parce que... :

-8

3. Partial rgspons; i.e answers without repeating the -~u-

subject and verb of the question. eq. parce que...

J .“'

4. Elaborates — talks about own experience in reference to

’

the situation.
3. Asks to repeat the sentence because
(1) didn’t hear correctly
(2) didn ‘'t _understand. .
(3) which word not understood .
6. Doesn't finish the thought.

7. Repeats the word supplied by the teacher.

[

8. Answers simply "oui” or “non”.

Aspects of Response

a. Use of circumlucutiunf

'b. Use of description (doesn’'t know the uord‘but"d-scribcs

ity. | ' .
c. Use of paraphrase.
d.JUso of synonym.
i:' - .. U:!-ﬁf antonym. ' - 'Q .
f. Use of guessing. ! - |
g. Use 04|Eﬁglish..
-h.‘Hl;ftatiun. " | g kﬂ

i. Repetition of words.

J. Asks how to say a nprd.'

» ’ ..
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Guestions for One-to-One Evaluation !

1,‘ Hhigﬁ solution was eisibest to talk about?

2. Nhich«;olutibn was most difficult to talk about?

3. Did you find the story intcrls\tinq? ‘
4. Did ygu'onjoy‘diicussjng the boy's pfublon? §§YM
S. Do ybw think ybu can learn French py.doinq this kind‘of

activity? R - o

6.. What did you think of ‘the boy? B e N

,
v B w
.
» , ~ i »

' - . B

. - - i .o :

—_ e = ~ , B

. + 0

.

! o
s
\ . Vi
\ , - ,
v - '
. -
° b ! ' 1]
\I
. i - ¢
1] \, - ‘\‘
+ \
: - . 4 : I3
v S c )
avire - . . e .
t ¥y = . .
e .
| g ¥.
o
! oo e .
L | BT
[ - o 7
" - . - -..j -
‘ . fe St
. T . \
! T . ‘l
! .
- . B N . .
i ?
e EA -
| T A - .
s Ny e 2
- - 3 ' 0 AW ~ \
I - -1 . » - Y
\ L.
: . .

N

%



~
-, .
1 ( | : )
L 9 r\ ﬂ ] I‘w
&
4 - L
. ) ‘
| Appendix C
b ’ %
¥
[ 4
x 3
. | |
f
| [
| | $
ll | o -
1
J | "
| " '
r

| .

7

* . | /

| .
.,/
" ‘ ‘ ) ‘
. .
‘ v . ' ‘

-
f
\ -
-
-
M
S A
.
"
+
~ \
.
’
-
E
1
\
u



o

Yy

¢ '
D - " vocabulary Test =~ .
& 1) un lapin o a rabbit alamb , .a bird
. 1 2) 1]l s est sauve he jﬁch ‘ h; escaped -~
a \ | | " he drank " o,
', 3) . autour » * * under over aroiund.‘ o
) 4) la voisine . the window the neighbour.
B the house N ‘
2 . | %) afficher ) ' to a.nnounc; to put up a notice
~ ‘ ’ l to sﬁop’ )
.- 4) 1le voisinage ‘ the n-ighbourhcu{d ‘the neighbour
o~ the neighbour ‘s husband
//' 7) un poste de radio’ the 'r-dio ;h- announcer .
\ . Co- ‘ : ' the radio station S
.\ é)\‘ la* di:par}tion " the disappearance - the ghost
- : v ' the appearance a | : |
' 9) ¢ une annoncé . an ounce an announcement -
a newspaper T . )
. , N o
{ 10) des puissoni’rouqes redherring fish 'ﬁgﬂldfi;b
. - -
o 11) ‘le journal ) ©  a journal ,nanewspxpé?“?—a';iay.
‘ y ' ~ ) ¢
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T"‘“‘T Questionnaire
3\
,\\ -

’

. Y ) .
Q/‘/ Please answer the follouingJAuostions.
' Li Do you use filmstrip in French class?

if yes, hog many times a year? L3 4-7 8-10 ‘.

qt?

if no, wh

~ wqg—
2. ' Are there filmstrips in French available to,you?
3. Do you feel filmstrip is a good teaching tool to
elicit conversation? '
RN , .
4. Do you have equipment in the school to use sound
filmstrip? ‘ \ ~
5. How many years of experience do you have iﬁ teaching
.
French as a Second Language?
- ‘ . -
6. How many yeérs of experience do you<havn teaching
. e French as a Second Language in Elementary school? ‘
T immersion S non—i mmer sion _
Please circle the answer which most reflects {6ur ' .

kN

fcilings.

i. The sentence structure and verb tenses were . . . for
l ‘ : [

—

my class.’

difficult appropriate eoasy

'D-I- ” . -



T4

o
‘o

2:‘ 1 fouﬁd the vac-bubn%y level to bs_. o =

, difficu[t appropriate easy .
A; ‘ \d &
3. The theme was . . . for the aqé level. : .

too mature appropriate "too immature

. ) ) ; - N
4. The format (situation uithisolqtions,pres-ntcd) S .

7

conversation.

) .
' .7 ) )

elicited | didn't elicit

<

5. ‘The students rese able to expoun? « « = On the ideas

presented. o

well .not so0 well not at all

'5. ~The clhss - s e cntugh French background to expound

-

on the ideas.

. L 2
had enough didn’t have ,

7. 1 found the'ﬁictureé to be'. . . for.the age level.
. too niture ﬂ ;ﬁpruériate.\\-ton immaiure .

8. 'The pace of the‘filmétrip.ugs . e . .

too 4as€‘ just rggﬁf ‘ éoo slow - h

g

B

9, The narrator spoke .- ..

too quickly Just right too slowly

10. . The siudents were . . . by the format of the

-

<
i

-

presentation. :
'.' -,‘ . tsT 1]

4 confused not confused don’t know if confused



11. The solutions were . . . for the age level. \

too pgture apprupria£q~ too immature }

< &

if inappropriate, which one or ones were not suitable v )
‘ '( : l] \

awkwargd easy ;

»

13. Stopping and starting the machine ./. . the flow

me

-

. of the activity.

-~ [

RN

. disturbed didn‘t d;fturb

-~

-

.14, Sugesstions for improvement

- J/ | i
. , ~ 7

.

-

~

I

I

. Y ‘
15. The students segped to/. . . the activity.

enjoy t enjoy

&

"16. I would . . . the situational format in a filmstrip
or slidetape prodGction again. . , —_—
use // not use ’ ’ s
if not, whyzyéi? . o )

= A 7. , — -
-



-

Please circle the answer which most appllns,fo yo?.

+ - -~

1. 1 thought the story was . & .

- 4

very intnrqéting iﬁtgresting boring o -
2. I knew the meaning of . . . . e
most of the words _ _.many words | fen uqrq;

4

~
S

3. I think the story was . . . to talk about in French.

sasy difficult -‘verf difficult

1f difficult, why?"

-

P i

4, 1 loarned..._ new words after watching the filmstrip.}

m:lny some no

e

%5 I liked . . . of the solutions.

L all some none "
1¥ some or none, which ones and why? —
3 )‘
A




L . .

N

——

‘ 6. { would like to see . . . stories like tkil.

»

= _ more no more 7 - S
. |

Please give a reasqn'for your answer.

%

7. b - e .
1 thought the  boy was o

likeable  a bit likeable  not likeable

8. In the first part of the ffﬂnétrip the boy was . . \\\
a) trying to decide how to solve hig problenm.

b) actually tried all +he_so}(tions.
—— . ' {
€) I'm not-sure. ’

* N N ~
A

?. The boy spoke . . . for me to understand hinm.

' too quickly just right too slowly
{

)
°

10. The filmstrip moved . . . for me to remember what

the boy said. -

too quickly . . just right "too slowly

“11. The filmstrip moved . . . for- me to see the
pictures well.

— ° too quickly just right . too slowly N

. Q
12. Any comments on how you felt about the activity.




) \ - /

o :
: N |
Beneral Information i

.
3 ™ , . |

Please circle the answer which applies to you.
A , . ‘

: |

N L] / - ;

i. I ama ... boy girlj

2. 1 speak”*... languages f.luently. 1 2 3 % more /

9

o

3. I speak . . . at home., French English Greek
o Russian Italian éplnish

- ’ —

Vietnamese Chinese Arabic

Other
{

= \’jFill in the blank

1. My birthdate is
' month year

ﬁ‘ . “'.

2. 1 was born in
i ° ' -

4 3. I' have studied Frenchin school for

years \months

o '3
{

E!rcl. the answer which applies to you. . | .

b

1. 1 speak Fruncp to my friends in school"...' Y

qll the time ';onctmns . never .

/ | o e ' L Y ’
2.. 1 speak French to ay friends outsigde school.

all the time sometines nnvné g .

P "o .

. .
i



100

o ' ‘ ' K « - )
3;;-I;ap¢-k French when I go buy something if the salesperson

nLQ French.

4 v ¢ /

always- sometimes never

P

4, 1 have many French speaking nuiqhbodhs.

yes I don't know . nov

L J
. ". — ] . “ ,\ ) .o ‘ \ N
S. 1 talk to the neighbours in French’ if ‘they are
s francophone. ‘ o
yes Qaﬁetimegl no

é; "1 read comics/, books or migngjnes in French.

a lot/ sometimes - ¢ never A

7. 1 read comics, books or magazines in English.

\

a iot sometimnes - never

8. 1 listen to French songs on the radio or’ tereo. oo

q' a lot sometimes ' never

9. I listen to Enalish songs on the radio or stereo.
~. a'lot sometimes never
.
10. I watch

________ ° hugrn of Frthh T.V. a week.
0 1-5 6-10 11-13

v -

s:ll. I watech

—— e S e w—

hours of English T.V. a week. -

M .

.0 1-5 ¢ 6-10 , 11-15
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- : 102,
K K: . — . B ¢ .
- ' : -~ _ S
- ' j v C —
‘ !
LA DISPARITION D'OSCAR : o
. . . o
{)
<
\ ) ,
-— 'l Q .~
o
) . l ’ g vr ,
( \ , . . A
' X Je m'appelle Christophe. “"j‘_}fﬁ“ }' appelle Oscar.
UN GARGON QUI DGNNE A | Je 1'aime beaucoup. iy :
1MANGER UN LAPIN ' R ©
. /
. a‘ IS /
4 E N\, - S~ '
. ' - F Je lui donne & manger tous les jours.
, , .
MEME IDEE :
v . o 4
o o
\ _/ .
N\ , ' ‘ . . )
. t“ . ' 3 'q - o
(- _ Un jour...quelle ho'rrqr:r_! Oscar s'est sauvs!
LA CAGE VIDE ‘ ]
- ) ™~ ' " R » I
' . A Y .
L . ‘FJ .-—/‘ .
. s K-\ 3
2
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e
" a6o
g
L &
_ 7.
Le
3
.
. 8.
/‘
-+ - ¥
»
W
>4 L3
%

LE GARCON ET LA CAGE

v - 9
\ s
» .
o a & ¢
( . - ) " Je peux chercher Oscar dans les buissons...Il n'est
LE GARGON OHERCHE DANS | Pas 13. v

LES BUISSONS
E

-

—

'{LE GARGON ET UNE FILLE

4 ~ )

&

LE GARGON ET UNE DAME
oy ) ' ej

(. N

-

v ' 4

Alors, je'vais blametr ma soeur.

¥

»

£, ' . ) ¢ o
_J'ai une autre idée. Je vais demander 3 la voisine

si elle 1'a vu.

»

M

!

v4

. - 103.

)

+

H

‘e



pd

10.
N

11.

12.

(- ~ )

f.E G:QR;ON A TABLE

LE GARYON-QUI APPOSE
UNE AFFICHE

4 - Y

“[LE GARGON -QUI PLEURE

([ )

104,
{
Je peux aussi refuser de manger...
. /
. . ’ ' »
ou me mettre i pleurer... .3
! ¥
¢
4
o
a4

—

~

»

} ou je péux demander 3@ un poste de radio d'annoncer

la disparition d'Oscar.

3

e




v
- ‘&M
- i . 105.
- N
-
- / N C : ‘ . ' .
13. o= Peut-eétre que je vais mettre une annonce dans le
LE GARON ECRIT UNE journal. " .
- , 'ANNONCE 1
/ Ay A ‘ \ ‘ -t
s
) \ ~ J
.
: . h .
14, (- ) Mais enfin...est-ce qu'il n'est pas mieux...
LE Eanpon REGARDE DES: ‘
: POISSONS , - ' ' -
’ S '
\. ‘ . / ‘

\
ot .
v . .
- | . ' .
r oy ’ N ' \

15. o . d'achieter des poissons rouges? Les po1§ao‘ns Touges
\ ‘ .
IL ACHETE LES POISSONS ne peuvent pas se sauver. ’

e

g ’ k ‘) . . A

. ’ \ ’ . b/ -
16. ’( o ], Qu'est-ce que tu en penses? Tu as une solution? -

TU AS UNE SOLUTION? ‘ . )

o,




) 106.
- |
,‘ Ve ' ™ s 0
17. - | " | Je cherche dans les buissons. )
- LN N
LE GARGON CHERCHE DANS | . ~ | o
LE BUISSON \
' N - .

18. . : i Je blame ma soeur. . . -

LE GARGON ET UNE FILLE ' “
»‘ >

F .
. . . R .
R , .
. - * >N
L ' ) - 4

»

19. ( ' ) ) .‘ﬁe demande 3 la voisine si elle a vu Oscar.
LE GARGON BT UNE DAME | ' |

. . l . . L4
20. ( - : ﬂr Je fefun de manger.
. \ . , 'S e s
LE GARCON 4 TABLE ' ! " A .7
- ) “ ‘
WA _/
; ; . -
V7 )
e ' 2 ° .
S .
J
S
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21.
|
- 220
N
23.
)

24.

AP

L4
\

,i -

LE GARCON QUI. PLEURE

BER
Je pleure.

e

7

-~

/7

LE GARCON ET UN

e

-

che,

;F l J'appose une affi

e

.
-~

1 Je téléphone au poste de radio.

~

Je d’tcidp d'acheter des poissons roﬁg‘es. .

LE GARCON AU TELEPHONE
L] /,\ {{'
[
'
( \r J'6cris une annonce. ‘
LE GARCON ECRIT UNE
ANNONCE
LE GARCON REGARDE DES
POISSONS ROUGES
Y ,
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i 109.
{ b )
[ 1. ' N e 1 .
. LA DISPARITION D'OSCAR ¥ -
A\ %
—— Y
{ i
\ »
2. ( . Je m'appelle Christophe. Mon ‘lapin s'appelle Oscar. "
UN GARGON DONNE Je 1'aime beaucoup. * .
. ‘ MANGER A UN LAPIN o Lo
i .
k ) ' -
| 3. _ ) Je lui donne 3 manger tdus les jours.
'MEME IDEE AT
Y\ | AR
N\ _J /
X ’
. . N
4. ( ﬂ Un' matin...mais ol est Oscar? Il 8'est sauvé!.
LA CAGE VIDE ' -
. , ’ L]
_ p /
_— , / “
/ . ’j l ~
° N “’\-wf
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Ff‘ ’ a _\ / g ) '
',dd

LE GARGON ET LA CAGE

VIDE “

d
’ 1
’ . i t
’ I N
’ , o~
h -
- N i . N Al
" “ . /
.o

a ‘ / , 1 ‘ ‘ .
6. |- o K . Que penses-tu de ces idEes? Aide-moi )} trouver une
— . / . . .
{ // .olu;ion. ’
Ll /\/ -
= /// .
s L - . // ) ~ i
/ o
. // v

' ) ' — - , -

7. (w ,// . . . \
LE, GARCON CHERCHE DANS | ‘ ‘ _
LES,BUISSONS . o) T .

- a v .
/ . *
.S [ ¢ ' N .
/ . . . . Yo
4 - ~ - -
/ / N - s ' e
// . N , R \ . N :
' t

o :
- 4 - ' . .
.( ° ' N i N A, ) ' o . ‘.-
8. ..} ,Je peux aussi demander i la voisine si elle 1'a-vu.
| LE GARGON ET UNE DAME ‘
- ' . a ‘ S
' - o . W b ’ > , ' ‘ . ~
l 3 ¢ ~ . ? ' j\ ‘ v < ) .
""", N \ ’ ’ )
ﬁ b
w‘”‘."’ !
. N e
1

o



12.

AN
A
'

\____ y

r
LE GARGON QUI PLEURE
x
"k' & s ! _/

\
LE GARGON ET UNE FILLE

’
~

\— w
(¢ o =)

—

LE GARGON A TABLE

)

LE GARGON APPOSE UNE
AFFICHE
3\

L f
" i

/

' Peut-etre que je dois refuser de manger...

Ou bien...je peux blamer ma soeur.

f!-
&

i R
s
...0u me mettre 3 ﬁleurer.
- Sl
Je peux aussi afficher danme-le voisinage.
0‘/‘.



112,

. T
o D o .
13. . ++.0u demander 3 un poste dé radio d'annoncer la
LE GARCON AU TELEPHONE | disparition d'Oscar. ‘
\ _J
s 2 ) . s ‘ _
14. - ' Peut-gtre que je vais mettre une annonce dans le
LE GARGON ECRIT UNE journal. 4
ANNONCE !
l B
. L
. y
. j‘ -
‘ a A .
15. | . Enfin...si j'avais des poissons rouges...
i L% GAR;ON REGARDE DES - "
POISSONS ;
e "
. { ——
. ).
. B . . ¥ ' 4 :
16. ( q Les poissons rouges ne peuvent pas se sauver.
IL ACHBTE DES POISSONS |- :
\\ _/

B S



17.

18.

20.

N

TU AS UNE SOLUTION?

- ==

LE GARGON CHERCHE DANS
LE BUISSON

\ ) )
N
LE GARGON ET UNE ‘DAME

( )

LE GARCON ET UNE FILLE

_/

———

| autour de la maison?

Ayt et s oy gt s e

»

Toi, qu'est-ce que tu en penses? 4

Tu as une solution?

l/"‘ < N 4
, ’
id€e de chercher Oscar

.y \

Est-ce qd; c'est une bonne

® '
Est-ce que c'qst‘une bonne idée de demander 3 la.:

voisine si elle a vu Qscar?

Est-ce que Christophe doit blamer §a sgeur?

» v
» R
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21.

22.

23.

24,

o ™
A ]
LE GAR;ON A TABLE .
Loy e Pt ol
__,,.ﬂ};fh':,
==
k i J ) i

LE GAR;ON QUI PLEURE ,

)

Penses-tu

< \ )
\

- w

LE GARGON APPOSf UNE voisinage?

AFFICHE T ¢

N s —"
\_ >
J ’

-

LE GARCON AU TELEPHONE

)

+

-
17

k]

T

-

‘.

~ o~

sl

-

*

114,

qu'il doit se mettre 2 pleurer?

[

Est-ce que Chri:toplie doit refuser de manger?

-

~

Est-ce que c'est Jng bonne idfe d'afficher dans le

Penses—tu qu'il doit cllt\phonct au poste de radio?




26.

) —
S g )

LE_GARGON icﬂn'\r UNE
ANNONCE

\__ y

( )
LE GARGON REGARDE DES |
POISSONS ROUGES

- »

4 : A

\. _/

(" TN

[
A 3

-

15,7

e

&;Blt-cc que c'est uﬂe,bongi idée de mettre une

ce dans le journal?

Est-ce que Christophe doit tout simplement acheter
des poissons rouges?
. -
- o ,
e » - s
. L
»
4 ° \ -
1 ' '
K . [} N



