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ABSTRACT

.

An Approach to Evaluating ESP Materials

’ ¥

Yo
',

oy
* Richyrd Moon

-

Widdowson (1983) proposes a framework for ESP cou;se;

design which is based upon his view that ldanguage use should

. . . s 7
involve discourse procedures which convert a khowledge of

“

language usage into communicative activity. Rhe purpose of

this' thesis is to determine the usefulness of this framewofk

1

as a guide for the assessment, selection and/or revision of

.

[

non-native speaker materials. An evaluative instrument |is

~created and used to evaluate a set of Canadian non-native
( o

speaker materials. Essentially, these materials are used as

‘ .
a sample on-which Widdowson's framework is tested. | The
strength and weaknessés of the program are discussed in

light of the tool. Finally, the strengths and weaknesses of

the evaluative tool are discussed. 1t is concluded , that

wWiddowson's framework—cumﬁtool is. useful as a quide for ESP

¢

o
evaluation.

Pz
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CHAPTER 1

"REVIEW OF THE L.ITERATURE

Iintroduction ‘ - ' A x_‘ e

In' the recent "past there has been a growth in the

demand for specific purposes 'second language training.
LS : -

Increasing numbers of learners, in Canada, and elsewhere,

need English not only as a subject in their curriculum but

as the medium through which they study. Much of the effoxf'

(ESP) has concentrated on "communicative" materials design’ .

and production (Robinson,\ 1980; Alderson & Waters, 1982Yl‘

~

v & N - N
devoted to the development of English for specific purposes X

This has brought about a need for teachers trained in the -~

[N

‘new methods and materials. Although 'such changes in

mafefials and " methods imply development of evaluative
' " \&‘ .

procedures, nothing of the same scale has been’shown in the

creation of appropriate instruments for evaluating ESP

courses and materials (Alderson & Waters, 1982).  Hence,

] > ' ' . .
teachers often have no formal way of assessing materials-

and the . task of judging a given set of materiﬁls ié.

frequently carried out in an arbitréry or partisan way. It

has become the case with ESP course design, as Wiqdowson
~ i ' ! ’ ! ' -
(1983) notes, "a"busy area of basicaliy ad hoc operatlional

7/
|

activity - without reference to any clear - theoretical

principles" (p. 13).

- —

The general question that thds thesis will address is: %

How can an ESP téacher determine_ the usefulness of a giveﬂ —-—

set of materials in helping to achieve thé goals set for

his/her students?

LY

"

L o

o
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A Review of the ESP Literature:

Essentiall}, mateJﬁals evéluatfgh is about "makind

-«

judgements, assessing the value and quality of what |is

being done, and ideally the argument supporting the

judgement will have been arrived at in an unqquivocal;

.reasoned way" (Murphy, 1985, p. 2. The focus.of this

«review of the 'ESP literature is to examine the extent . to

which a body of evaluative -instrumentation exists within
this context.
A review of the literature reveals a lack of

importance assigned to evaluation in general in ESP. This

méy be due in part to the general view that- "new" is

' necessarily better. Because the "communicative method" is

-

" the new methodology, it is automdtically assgmed' to be

better and therefore, the focus has been on production;

evaluation has been .neglected as a result (Murphy, 1985).

Further, material ptodugtion'has’focused on specific needs

and. language deg ription, as opposed to generil learning

‘ o
theory. ° Consegdently, the only materials assessment found

to ' date has bden limited to the nairo& qugstion of the

extent to which materials meet specific needs. [t seems

3

-

that  there has been such confidence: in the' principle* ’

governing the production of the materials that evaluation

has been reduced to a practically non-existent step in the

pioductlon process. }his focus on production is apparent
. / -

in the literature iQ that there is a substantial body of

- o

articles and books on teacher training and materials

defelopment, but little on evaluative  instruments.

-

el
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¢ .
Within the ESP literature, evaluatNén has come to mean -

one of tyo things. The‘figst of_thgsé is the eq@-of—cou;se'
testing variety (Robinsoé, 1980; éhaw, 1977). . Among fhese'
are ’}nit;a;‘ placement, pzogress; . achié&ement and
proficlency tests. This is not the type of evaluative tool
requirédefor these purposes. Alternateiy, anq to a grea£;;
extent, evaluation as been equated with .ccurriculum
evaluation. These mofe road—rang{nqﬁ;valuatfoﬁ projects
have been concerned with the assessment and accountability
of large, ITong-term language—teacﬁinq projects, such as are
found in the Third World (Brumfit, 1983). These offer
little ald to teachers with the specific task of
determining the wusefulpess of a qiveh set of matexials;
‘Thus, ESP course/materiéls evaluapion, although not absent,
15 in most cases relegated to a select group of  experts,
working on large,— well-funded projects} Such pzoj?cté are
oféen very na;row in their scope, fort example the
ebaluation of a secondary course textbook (Clarke et ;ls,
19833,/ and have liftle.generalizability. Méreover, such
evaluation schemes are cursorlily described; procedures and

-

' methods are not mentioned and if they are, théy are  not

fciéarly specified so as to enable one to replicate the
scheme ' (Brumfit & Roberts, 1983). In short, the ESP
literature provides ESP teachers and administrators with

f!w _formal means for assessing materials, or for the

b cm———

construction of evaluative instruments.

)

Likewise, a review of the L1 literature . (McCormick,"

1981; Dauzat,; Coy & ﬁewman, 1981; Ball,‘1976) reveals that

’ ¢ e

3



ey

e

o

d
1

Y
evaluative 'procéaurgs in that realm do not directly deéal
with the language component of the learning situation and
are obviously inadequate for LSP purposes. .
I now turn to an exaﬁination of the evaluative

frameworks available in the literature for general-purposes

English second-language (GPE) teaching.

.‘

Review of the General-purposes Enqlish Second-language

Literature
o

The need to evaluate methods/materials was recognized

by Mackey (1965) and similarily urged by Corder (1973). We
can repeatedly find that evaluation is mentionedc and its
general purpose described in maﬁy places. However, as i;
the ESP literature, the view that evaluation is eqdated
.with end-of-course examinations is widely held.‘
Nevertheless, there exists a body of‘evaluétiQe frameworks.
For the most part, these frameworks are o?ganized in
similar ways: praétical éonsidérations; lajout and design,
agpivip{es,‘ skills, 1language type, content and guidances
However, éhe ‘interest of the instrument proposed .herein
lies’ in the approach of content determination. ,In addition .
to similar 7 core \features, the frameworks found in the
literature seem to share the opinion that the : judicious

selection of a textbook or set of materials depends

primarily on the teacher's ability to evolve his/her own
)

set of“ criteria for the particular 1language -teaching
o .
situation. In' other words, what is shown to exist is

seldom based on principled assumptions and often relies too



- -

heavily on language descriptions and needs énalyses.

. Cunningsworth (1984) states- that teachers should

 formulate objectives with the needs of thé Téarnefs in mind

and then seek out material which will achieve ' those
objectives. This seems to reflect a general trend. Jeremy

Harmer (1983) explains that:

-

~

the teacher must have come to somne cohclusions about
his stuégnts and what their needs, are. This knowledge
" is gecessary'for him to be able to judge the materials
in the iight‘of his knowledge of the students who may

e eventuaily use them. (p.* 237)
ﬁowqtt (1%24), Marian (1983), and Williams i1983) express
s;milar viewpoints. Thus, the GPE literature offers
evaluativé procedures which are not entirely suitable for

ESP evaluation. This focus on "specif?city", or what
L .
learners will need once their course/;f studies is over,

narers the prospective materials unnecessarily.

r .

. +
This ’~ is a problem in both general purposes and ESP.

- . -
realms. An ESP teacher in search of-materials, even gives

the proliferation of ESP materials, is often unable to find

a fit with the particularbsituation or the particular dgroup

of students. This situation is not entirely due to the

‘materials but to the restricted -view of specificity.-

Teachers have come to think in.terms of differences rather
than simiiaritiés. There is a 1lot of common ground
underlying all that matérial _whichﬁoften fails to be
acknowledged in Ehe eagerness to present {earﬁer—specific

material (de Escorcia, 1985).

\,—‘

N
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What'.qets ignored is the potential of any ctourse

develop learning capabilities”or generallized strategles.

shift of focus to generalized sStrategies would

impligétioné not only fo; the product teac
mater{?ls but fof<t£e ﬁeans with,which %/?n\ lect an
evaluate materials. Iadeed, one consequerice of this s
would be a ¢oncern with eﬁgaging students in
appggbriatg” kind _of task _as. opposed to Jjust
approp}iéte' kind of texg."‘This attention tb lear

strategies is Widdowson's fg&us in syllabus design.

¢

to
A
have
hing
g/or
hift
the
the

ning

Widdowson’ (1981) déscribes his position as follows:

. ¢
. the language content of the course "is selected
"
N because it is reprgsentative of what the learner

havé to , deal Qith after the\)course is over,

because it is iikely to activate. strategies

not
will
but

for

learning while'the course Is in progress. (p. 5)

1

Having “tound Tlittle in the way of evalua
instrumgﬁtation, I ';gturn now to the ESP ‘literature
propose the use_ of Widdowson's "Model of Language
which,, although offered as a gu(a% for the design of
materials, can be égapted for evaluative purposes.

In EearningAPurpose and Languaqe-Uae, Widdowson (1

\
proposes that course content be establlshed in accord

with prlnciples derived from our understandlng of

¥

tive
and
Use"

ESP

983)

ange

how'

ve . . o
people learn” and use language. ' In Widdowson's éyords,

content must be based®oun some'"desgripfion of learning,

what has to be learned: _So in outlining objectives,

not

we

H
-

-

-



‘bas\is for course des

12
RN . -

~have to take methodological means into account" (wi%dowson,

1983, p. 83). - -
His  view requires that considerations of appropriate

N )

methodology be superbrd@néte in the staging of c¢ourse
design aﬁd that, course design be "directed at servicing its
requirements and. not the reverse" (Widdowson, 1983, p.107).

Most importantly, consideration\xghoh}d be gs¥en’ to- the

A

development .0f learning activities which anable’ learners to

ﬁrocegs discourse. IWiddbwsbn's vie?s on methodology will
be.examined 'in chapter 2. . oL : f f"

In the context of course design, the approach which

Widdoﬁson is advocating call¥ for.significant changes to

ghe tréditibna; goal-orfented apprbacﬂ.' Widdowgon's (1983)

¥

form .-of linguistic description should not serve ds :Lhe
ign. |

The Focus of the Study

This realignment aq methodology in course deésign will

N \/ . - )
be. used as central tenet in the creatron. of a tool
. ' " ro . , - ) .
(chapter 2) 'thatteachers can usF in the evaluation of TFop
. ’ ":):a . v

material. Widdows

framework will be used as a primary
construct in addressing the more specifig guestion ®f: How
useful is Widdowson's framework as a guide- for the

T

\3%sessment, selection%and/or revision of ngﬂ;ggxiye speaker

materials? . ’

e

view i§ that'a determination of course content through some -

In chapter 3, I 'will use the instrument arrived_at in

b

chapter 2 to evaluate a set of'C§nad1an ‘materials -- The

4 . ' . °®

-

- i - 7. . . A o /

"_T
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-

Barren Ground Caribou Progqram €3GCP) (Beverlyky and .

Kaminuriak Caribou Management Board, 1984) -- a -progrém'

which‘was created specifically by educators fpr .use in the

LY
7

northern regions §°£ Manitoba, Saskatchewan,”\and fn  the

Northwest Territories. " Essentially, I will be using the
e

BGCP materials as a sample on which the tool and the use of

Widdowson's framewgrk will bé‘}eéﬁed. To this end, I will

~

systematically relape‘ the main tenets of Widdowson's

- framework, emhodied in the instrument to selected features.
v : - s | “ '

of "the program, and will reportjthe findings of this
application of the instrument. -.I ~will discuss the -

strengths and weaknesses of the program in Lighb of the

evaluative framework. * T

P (8
’ v

Finally, ip chapter 4, the findings'will.be,digcuSsed ‘
N .
in relation tp the question posed in chapter 1: How useful

is Widdowson's framework as a quide for the asségsmént,

L

- selection and/or revision of non—ﬂative speake{ materials.

In short, I will discuss the strengths and weéknesses of

the evaluative tool. ’ ‘ . '
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CHAPTER 2 . _. "
ylooowsou‘s 'VIEW ' OF ESP COURSE DESIGN: THE ' MODEL - AND

EVALUATIVE CRITERIA

Introductjon ‘ : : ’ ) -

In chapter 2,' I will show that Widdowson'u framcwork,
RE
although offered as a gu1dp for ESP course design, can be,
~
adapted and used as a b351u for an evaluatlve ‘tool.

Fo}lowinq a look at the trends and dévelnpments in\ESP
course desé?n-of the 1970'5, it ' will be seen that WIddow on
has offered not . only a ¢ohefent and .u3ab1; tMQozetical,\
framework with‘Which ESP‘prog{Fms can be characterized, but:

also ‘a set of reference points from which F P materials .can

be 'evaluated. It will be atgued that e&sentia] features

extracted from his "scale of speoificity"'add his "model nf’

- . ! ' - , »
language wuse" can be thought of and used as criterialf tor
, s . . -’
course evaluation. Finally, an ‘evaluative 1nstzUmept will

be pregented. o ‘ . ‘ ‘ - T ;>
- - ‘- M - f . - !

Background to ESP Course Design

+ I -

For the most part ESP course de51gners have based the

v

aims of thexr courses on language’ Sp&leiCathnb and needs ”
analyses. - As.Strevens (1977)‘puts it; ESP occurs whenever :
"the content and aims of the teaching are determin&d by the

-requirements of the learner('s]}" future puzposes_(pl 146).

Ty

The result has be®en that many ESP courses have had as their-

aims very ‘narrow purposes with the emphasis ‘on

-

specifications aof linguistic content. An ‘'example of this

R

P

v . o
.

¢ . 9
/ .
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. s .
"~ training’ programs, and academic orlprofessional programs.

would be an English course for airline purposes in which
.. ’ . .. . ) . '
‘ general educatlional criteria are for all ~iﬁténts and’

pufposés absént, ~with extensive-vocabulary and 1linguistic

,sﬁtuethre for _airline purposes iq their place. This |is

-Qfecisély the type of course-one thinks of when oQ:\ thinks

t

'of ESP, ) . : i
.Bht ESP dées not necessarily ‘impl? such narrow

purposeé. In fact, <here is ggite a wide range of course

'purposes, - including educationaliy—oriented‘ ones. Mackay

and Moqﬁtford (1978) posit three varieties based on their

different purposes: occupational requirements,.vocational

StreQens- -.(197}ﬁ proposeé .a th;part breakdpwng
oéqupatlonél and educatiqnall Widdowson (1983) proposes a
"scale gf’ specificity" Witﬁ education at one end aQS;
'Vzainiﬁg at tha;other,‘.indlcating that goufses will fall
anywhere on the scale. . ‘ —

The situation remaigs that no matter what the pﬁrposeé
or scope, proqram'desagnerS'and hence materials have ' been
q1reéted Ppy the specification of terminal course ~goals.
Consequenply; ESP designefs have not necessarily seen as

"part of their mandate a consideration of the most effective

means ' of achieving these goals. Widdowson (1983)

’ . n

characterizes the sState of affairs with-respect to ﬂthis

"goal-oriented"” approach “in ESP course design with the

following:

'

“The "assumption ... 1is that what learners need is a

_knowledge ... of the English .of their speciality, and

10. : -
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.
’

e

tﬁat' this can be‘coﬁbeyéd to'them by 'cdnvgntiénal
means' of a very genergl sort, which .need 'héve"né

connection . ' at léll with the ‘activities .for . -which

" they need to‘ZEE‘Englfsh. Any methudo}oqy wllr‘dn 80

'long~aq it qets the 1ntormation across. %p, 88y
“In Wiﬁhowson's . v1ew, ' course designers' %xclus{vé
1 . » .

preocc upation thh ledrninq antcome» ia miqtdkvn.

i v
~

[N

Widdowson's View on ESP Course Desjign uand Methodoluyy

widdowson (1983) _ adwocates that a specitication’ of

[

‘pedagogic means, or hethodolbqy, be superaordinate i the

staging of syllabus, dengn dud me’wmentatﬂun. “Mur&bv«r,

:epridit as to‘ what .he medns by it For

v

,proQide us ‘with a taxonomy of methodology, he

methodology, fs‘Cpmprfsed Of écpivltLe; atid g ue

\

he asserts that this be uutdh.1.heu( with freférvu&e to

'"learning.activities" compatihle with the principles of "how

- i
[y

people l€arn and use language.  Allhough Widdowson does not '

~
v

ds cquite
Widdowsan,
/ N ; B
clser typuy

- which "set . up conditions whoreby,leainenz will  actually

o /;]\"

" engage [in] dlSCOUIbG pIOLPdUIEo to aChlPVP whit phﬁy. can

.t L

reéanize as relevant‘communlcatlve outcome*"

" To appreciate W1ddowson s view on E3P [course” design

.and methodology, several key‘cdnrepts mast b examined,

. Use vs. Usage.

-

-

3 . J~ , '
First, Wlddowson (1978) Histinguis

es'between "use "

" and "usage". For w1ddowson,."Ubage" Impyﬁes the linguistic

_rules which ‘afford the learnez the abLlity to generate‘

v
s

s ' [B—
- 1

.ot11 ‘ "



L .
. grammatically-correct sentences, while "use" implies’ the™

\rdles for efféective communicaxion wh}ch affdt@ the"Learner
the abllity to use language apﬁropriately to achieve
communicative pﬁiposes. "Thus, when we léa;n a language we

< N , N ~
do not only 1learn to compose and -comprehend correct

sentences - as isolated units of random occurrence; ' we also

L]
A Y

learﬁ how to ~usg sentences appéopriately to aghieQé a
communicative purbésg" (Widdowson, 1978, p.'2l)i\-

Widdowson maintains that although thege have _beén
shifts in the thinking .and orientation of ESP designers,
the”idea'that the‘teaching of "usage" will suffice is still
a~dogeﬁt idea expressed by some. Struostural courses have

j U assumed that teaching "usage" will ultimately Fesult in

-communicativé abil{ty and éctual language use. ‘The shift’

.éo 'the nqtional—functional orienta%}on has modifiedllghe
focus of the goals to a large extent ‘(i.g., agay frpm
liﬁguistdc structure and teward ﬁotioﬁs and\functions)‘but
has"failed, to ﬁddify thé role of’ pedagogy in syllqbus,

-design.

- ;yiddowson 'acknowledges that the traditional approach

»

\ ‘ to ;téginé in course design hag been - thatJ languaqe'
N -description  and specification taLe: priority over
Rethodoioqical Considexatipns. However, he’qrgues that
methodological considerations be primary and tﬁat course
" design "be directed a% servicing its [methodoloqical]m
reéuh{ements and not the rever§e" (widdonon, 1983, p:ib7).

In this sense, Widdowson (1979) suggests that the work on

_ notional syﬁlabuses can best be seen' as a means of .

P A
12



/developing the status quo rather than replacing it.

2 This.shift to the notional-functional approach has

haq a direct impact. on ESP coursé design ané has‘iacpually
led to.the misconception that "aims" and "objectlves" can

be (and, 'as a result are) "conflated" (Widdowson, 1983,
' P 3 .
p.12). o . Lo . . . - ' o

Aims, vs. Objectives

Widdowso6n - makes a’ second valuable. distinctian, ‘that

-

‘between "aims" and "objectives." "Aims" refer to what the

lea;hgr has to do with the,langddge once he has learned it.
¢ L - B )
"Objectives" refer ‘to the facilitative means. which allow

,the: learner to attain the desired -end of course aims;

Yobjectives" refer to,6 the interim pedagogic means, that is, '

exercise activity used to exploit text.
For Widdowson, :ﬁhé "trainiﬁg"xoperational approach of

ESE erroneously equates the aims of ledrﬁinq as derived by

specification of 1linguistic -content with the pedaqéqic

S L A ) : . \
.objectives designed to attain them. As a result, sOme

learners are requiréd to' perform communicative acts (the

aims of the course) which they may be unable to achieve as

.-

they do not. have the facilitative means and resources fo

© o ' . i
gquide them toward such .termjinal goalﬁ. .In such cases, the’

designer mdy have specified‘the "prbduct" of tbe"leérninq

‘but failed to specify the peaaqbgic concexhs; that 1is,

"they have,K overlooked the actual leqrnlng’"process."n

R .

This specification of lingquistic content of a program

- «

. "tells wus nothinq.wﬁgtevei about the procedures 'people

- - ' 13 . - . A
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employ ... when’thgy are aétualiy engaged in communicative

..

actlivity. Thgse ére'dgmmuniéétive facts which are 1gnpredu

iwiddowsoh, 1979, p.~254)‘. ?
To account f6;*2hese processing abilities, Widdowson
© (1983) has posited h%s "model of language use." In his
framework, these "procédures" are . fundamental; they
‘represent the kind of processes,' skills and abilities
éompetent language users e%ploy iﬁ actual language use and
as such, can ,se??e as .a model for ﬁﬁlanguage léarning.

. "procedural actiwvity" is. the kéy to the functioninq of thé -

?model, and 1t 1s,f§r éhis reason ﬁhaf ESP course désién s
requireé-that a "prbcedurally based &ethoddlogy" be ;placed

at the very heart of the I[syllabus design] operation”

-~ (p.+107). \ ‘
In sum, such a methodpblogy in Widdowson's view has to
,.be. compatibie with the "use" straéegies' the competent
learner empleys ;nén aétually‘performiné a task. However,
it Is the role of the course designer/materials writer, to
xﬁqild in methodological procedures which fac%litate the
 gng§gem;nt of the L2 learner so that he, like the competent
;

speaker, . will ultimately be able to achieve -the

communicative aims of the course.

‘Widdowson's Scale of Specificity as a Basis for
" Characterizing ESP Courses

P : Training vs. Education ' : b

*

Within his‘framewqu forn ESP course design, Widdowson '
. . proposes ' a "scale of specliflcity" as a means of C
y k s
) 14 ‘ ‘



.controllers, the course falls at the training epd ot the C

~ + . t

~X

S T
cﬁaracterizing ESP courses. The specifxcity in’ Widdowson s

.

scale refers to the degree to which' the learners® target

purposes are specifiéd.\ when the learners’ purposes .are

I d

very specifi®, - for ' example, English -for air-traffic

v
%

[ , b . .

- e :
scale. The course ' "seek([s] to provide learners with a.

Lréstricteq competence to enable them to cope with certatin.

clearly defined tasks" (Widdowsan; 1983, p. 6). To a larqe
extent ﬁéen,\:the alms are eﬁual to the objectives. Mackay
{(1985) has radpbed the .framework to an elegantly simple~
diagram (aee‘Eiqute,l). , |
- wWhen the lea;nersf purposés cannot be very precisely
azficu}ated*aad are more‘éanetal‘educatéonal purpoaea, for
exampie('to Bé ap;e to study in one's second lanquage, then
the course falls at the education end of the écale. The
%ourse\"séek[s]-to provideklearne%s:with a general capaclity

! , ,
to enable them to cope with'gvehﬁualities in .the future"

“(Wwiddowson, 1983, p.6). ﬁecaqsé. there are no definite . -

aims,  there is a néed_for‘intervéning objectives arising’

-~ 1
El

-

. out of pedagogic theory. T A

It .shbuld be. clear that Widdowson is . very much

concerned with ' the methodology"and ﬁedagogy of ESP

teaéhing. In this tegard; his theozy is highly practical
.not. only for course designers, but for ESP teachPrs and

course evaluators aiike - Wwhat has been bétween the lines

thzoughout the dlscussion is that if the field lacks such a

comprehensive perspective on ESP, theﬁ it is also true that .
- . . '

) .
’ L‘S ' ' b
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‘teachers have had no comprehensive means with which to

o
[ &)
«
w
o
|8
o]
8]

\ . . S
evaluate, select or modify existing'ESP‘matezials,' N

-
Ay

'I,'am proposing heze that the same~ priﬁciples‘ which

1

gulde the design of ESP courses can be used as criterxa for

.

the evaluatinn‘of ESP gourses. - The following, which is-

ﬁaéed oh wlddowSOn'é wozk s a gulde to‘the evaluationpgf‘

.
/ v - LY

the aims and objectives of a given couzse.

.
;e ) /

-»mer
Aandeo

-
’

W1ddowsan's (1983) Scale of SPECLflclty (Mackay,’ 1985) c
. ’ Flg. “‘ (. } ,).
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Organization of Tool :_ ' \

\

out ' of this theorctical' disc05510n of Widdowson s

scale. ot specificity d&%es Part I of the evaluative tool,

an attempt at the direet applicatlon of the scale of

specificity for use as .a meénS: of™ characterizing ESF‘

-

‘courses. This section of the two part evaluative achema

deals 'with the assessment of the appropriacy of course .

. - . [
aims. -‘In other words, Part I allows the evaluator to

consider some of the issues in establishing ~ whether 4dims

~are appropriate and to deteimine the degree of specIficity
required in the pedagogic objectives in light of the target
population.‘ I

4

Subsequently, - Widdowson's model of language use is

‘presented. fhis,jgaméwork serves és a basis'fo; Part I1 of
the tool, the evaiuation of the specificity of . pedagogic

‘objectives and allows the evaluator to tonsider whether the

pedagogic ‘objectives are suitably developed ' 'metbodpﬂ
- h ‘ " Q - ‘
loglcally

K

In using the tool, | the eva}hator should consider the
questions in both Part I and Part II. S0 as to aid  the
evéluator'in understandiﬁg the rationale for each qcestion,

_'a, justification lderived “from . Widdowson's framework’
precedes each. The justiiicatidn ‘is lntended to piovide a

’ ratfonale for the questLons and show hqw they emerge ‘from

) W1ddQWSon s thinking Then, a guide to appllcation on how

' to answer the questions when faced with materials is given:

. This application is a tentative attempt to communicate ‘with

_é potcntial.user of the _instrument and help the evaluatoz

A}

7 ® . .o \ -




\

understand '[Ts application; it should not be regarded as

’

final, | '1. . ’

4t 1s 'suggested that the evalua,ttéz prg{/-lde evidence
for " each of his responses, in order to substantigte any
judgenﬂehf about tHe n'lateri’aklé. Fé)r example, to claim that
the exerclses are pitched at thé“le\_iel of discourse can
only be substantiated by describihgk in What manner and, how
often this occurs. ‘Hence, provldihgvevide'hce’ through means -

-

of.documentar;} analysis' would help to ensure objectivity of

the evaluative judgements (McCormick, 1981). An additlional

ad‘vantage ef providing evidence during the procedure 1is

" that the educator will have access to the evidence if the

s———
\

’

need arises.
Finally, a checklist of questions 1s provided for ease

of reference at the end of the chapter.. -

GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING APPRQPRIACY AND SUITABLITY OF

- AIMS: PART I -OF TOOL , ;

AIMS/SPECIFICTTY

Widdowson (1983) claims.that for the course de\signer,

, , L
establishing the aims to which the

[l

understanding andl

learner will put the learning when the course is over is

_ important, not so much because he is concerned with

t'gachlng aims but because he needs t‘:o'kno‘w the aims so as
to be able to estabIish interim object fves. 1In Widdowson's
tezfns, the’ idea ig t“o,rbe in a i_:et;tér position to delimit
"learning heeds [which] will have to- be taken into account

in the‘ methodological implementatfon™ of an ESP course

18
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(Widdowson, 1983, p. 20).

In Widdowson's view theTe is a principled relationship

between course design and its methodology. The reason f6¥f / |

1

‘placing the course on the scale of specificity 1s that

ultimately this perspective will allow the evaluator to

judge how much and what kind of methodological development

-

is requiréd iq fulfill the course aims.

N\

1. - 'ARE THE COURSE AIMS CLEARLY STATED? IF YES, WHAT ARE,

THEY? IF THE AIMS ARE NOT SPECIFIED, CAN TRE AIMS BE

-4

EXTRAPOLATED FROM THE, COURSE MATERIALS?

- 2. ‘WITH THE AIMS ARRIVED AT IN QUESTION ONE, WHERE ON THE
. N / .
SCALE OF SPECIFICITY DOES THE COURSE BELONG?

. Applicatian U d
In the caseg] of some materials that are examined, the ’
aims are clearl Ftated; in others they are not. In any
] .

cdse, the coursé aims should be elaborated or extrapoléted
from the target project.
widdowson asserts that aims should be derived from

acaaemic,‘ vocational and professional areas of activfty
Ry _ , Y E
‘connected with the learner. When extrapolating aims, the
‘specificity sWould be determined; that 1is; whether the
‘QP‘ . -

course aims émphasizq a conmcern with general educatfonal

. values or more!précticgl festricteq laﬁahage prescribed by

2

the sbecific fpurpose, In other words, ' one needs to

determine whether ghe learners- require the skiils, '’
"abllities and strategies. needed to cope with eventual

L v i '
M

, .
& . . : ..

19
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/unprgdictablénlanguage acggvity (education) or whether they

"require the more restricted language associated.with their.

narrow purpose (trairing). ' ' ' .

TARGET POPULATION o o )

~

Without a clear under$§anq3ng of ~who the target.

PP
-

population ig,i1§nd the: purposes to which, the learnq;s will:

-

eventually put the 1learning, an evaluator ‘can  hardly

evaluate a program. ° How well the méterlalsjfulfill the

_learners' needs is _a large part of' the value of the

v

‘ ! ]
materials. Thus, knowing phe\aims of the target population

gives thé\qvaluator:the.informatidh requiﬁed to judgé the
~\ ¢ .

appropriacy of the stated Eourse aims for the ‘given.

population, . )

¢ -

3. HAS THE AUTHOR ACCURATELY SPECIFIED THE  TARGET
POPULATION  (FOR WHOM THE COURSE MATERIALS  WERE
WRITTEN) AND ITS "™ AIMS? IF NO, DESCRIBE YOUR

" .
PERCEPTIONS OF THE /ARGET POPULATION AND ITS AIMS?

‘
-

ApplicatiqP

It may be that the author's perceptions of the aims of -

the target population digfer from the evaluator's

perceptions of the aims'of the 'target population. For .

example, the aythor may have designed a program for a group
of vocatioq%l school students with the idea, that they need

2

first and fo;ehost a firm grounding in .the terminology and

idiom of “Business English. It may be percelived that |{n

add}tion to BuSiness English, .these same students are |in

o

-

-

I . [ ~
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need of m&ze general Enélish‘wh}ch would better prepare

them for all possible future language activity. In other
words, the author's" pércqptions and the evaiuafor'si
perceptions of their needs .are different. So whether the

N

<

percepttons differ or not there should be at theg

1

evaluator's disposal a comprehensive description '6fg what.
the target populatioéon and their aims are perceived to be.
This includes a description. of thelr occupational,

. . +* \ ' . 5 ' L]

technfcal' or. eduéapionaL buibqseé. . These can be best

azrived'at through the use qua comprehensive needs survey

-(Munby, 1978; Richterich & Chéhcezgl, 1978, rited in

Robinson, 19880). . o .

APPROPRIACY OF AIMS ' o . .

It seems obvious that the author's stated aims should

]

be suitable for his learners' target aims .but this is not

al'ways ~ the case. Authors «~ have been - known to
‘unintentionally misjudge or misrepresent the learners'

‘needs and create courses unsuitable to their target groups;

* consequently, the courses have fallen at the wrong end of

. the srale. The evaluator, gheﬂ% needs to assess not only

Qhat has been done but that what should have been done has
s N A

bépn done. In other words, we are lodking at the
' ’

‘distinction between "merit" and "worth" of Lthe endeavor
13 B
(Guba & Lincoln, 1983). If one is looking at the "merit"

~0f a course, his cdnperns&afe wifh what the author says he

'{s doing and whether he has done it. On the other hand, if

~

he 1is lookinq at thg "worth" oé a programf‘ he is exahining'

S ) . . )

- . ey




we~

4 . -
. | -~

itein broader terms, in terms of what the circumstances are

actually requiring the author to do.

For example, a course which teaches oral competence
AY ~ ' .

and does it well, has'real “merit", But what is it worth
, o "to- a group of learners who need to be’ able to write'
acadenmic AEnglish? . Thus, judging how 'apbropfiate‘ the

specified aims are for the target population is in somé

sense a -means for assessing the "worth" of the program.
g : . Prog

g. ARE THE ‘COURSE AIMS APPROPRIATE FOR THQSE’WHOM YOU ARE

SELECTING THE MﬂﬁEFIALS? . : ‘ . i
£ . T S
" rApplication | ' . ' \ : L

&

With the course aims stated in question one, _éﬁa the

‘descripfion of the target population arrived ét in queétion
. . : ‘ . I* ’ X s ’ '\
. ' w——=————three, it should be ascertained whether the - aims .are

b

-

_Buitable for the:tafggt population.
' The actual genre and quality of the tbjectives will be

exam&ned 'in detail following a'discusslon;_of' Widdowson's

-

«+ model of language use.

¥

w1ddowsqn'§ Model 'of Language USQAQE_ a Basis for an

Evaluative Tool

&

'The following 1s a description of ylddowson's model of,

language use ., from which I will extract and -describe the
, e g
essentlial 'critgria by which - to evaluate ‘pedagogic

-~Objectlives, ;haf”Ts, exercise activity in an QSP course:
P .
Widdowson's model of language use Is an attempt to
T describe 'the processessinvolved in the use of - lanéuage,
* f

. 2 <

\

.22
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T .

which ‘provide a basisffﬁr establishing the methodological
objectives of ESPscqursesk.' Central to his model is- the
idea that peMgownjc objectives not be¢ established iﬁ

accofdance.With target aimn or lihguistic product_but with

" reference to learning ptrategies and activities which will.

s

facilitate attaining target aims. " The end product of.such

- a’' course will be . learners who not only have a #et of

new linguistic structures and vocabulary, bul learners who

! ,

have Jtparned, to.a greater or lesser degree, a -"learning

. . —
‘process” to be 'used again.agnd again toward their eventual

alms. Widdowson (1983) is concerned with developing Muse

s0 as to gain combetencé, and mcthodology fs the key Ld

achieving this end. = : o .

‘e

. Widdowson (1983) draws upon child languaye dVQuisiLiun

.
-

(Halfidgy, 1973, 1979) in conjunction with recent Lheory in

L] -

“the'bsychology of cognition (Rumelhart, 1980) and sdqqest%
. E \

‘that: V4 ; _ T

- ;o

sa's the child abstracts his linguistic rules from the
mass of languaqe data; 50 fe also abstracts concepﬂudl
gutlines from the recu%rfnt circumspgqces of ?angﬁaqe
use _ang associates Lhd‘% outlines with linquiStig
‘realizations .:. 'the language :;;L {s leérned retbing

a trace of its situational prowx€nance. (p. 39)

Levels)gi Laﬁﬁuage Knowledge: Systemic vs. Schemat ic

Pl

\

Widdowson ‘'posits two. basic levels of lanquage

knqwlgdge: the "sYstémiC", or knowledge of grammar . and
' , . fl () - N . i ‘,
phonology, and the "schematic" or "stereotypic patterns

i . , o . -
] ' .
; \ f \ - .

-2

~
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derived .from instances of bast experience which organfze

1anguage;in preparatidﬁ for language use" (Widdowson, 1983,

p. 37). ‘

According to the model, the .systemic level, where a

measure of a user's systemic knowledge is referred to  as

‘"linguistic competence", plays  a "crucia&" {(p. 31} but

~

"auxiliary" (p. - 38) role’in language use. Unlike 'schema, -

system plays '"no direct executive function" (p. 38). Tts

r

function " is seen as providing "a .set of directions for

whi;% schema in ‘the user's mind is to be endaged" (p. 36),

as well as piovidihg "resources for sustaining - thg

schematic level when required” Yp: 58). Thus, the systemic

resources are seen as exerting no diregt control in the:

i 1

discou?se process.

-

The schematic level, on the other-hand, plays a. key

role. It alone is directly engaged in ‘active language use.

. ‘ g .
/ In fact, Widdowson (1983) asserts that it 'is this level of

language 'co;;étence which constitutes "communicative
competence" (p. 40) whicdh he freguently refers to as-:
_"schedatic competence" (p. 4i5. In shorf, schema serve as
éhe "main source oé referincet and we use our gchema{ to
inlerpiet 'and predict méaning. In Widdowson's terms, we

-

m&ggtﬁﬁse\"stereotyﬁTE images", which are'deriQed from past

rd

‘ekperfenég, "on to actuality in order to make sense of it“
(p. 34). I't is language or systeﬁ which gives thém form.
. ’ ~ —\ '

It follows: then, that for Widdp¥§on[ schemata plays a large

part in language use. - . : ' :
g .

7]



et d

. .

‘Commurhicative Capacity vs. Communlcative Cbmpétence~
/

Central toythe understanding of schemata is ‘Wlddowépn's

'

~concep£s of %Sapacity." “Capacity" is .the ability to "uge"
— ) o
language  which Widdowson is aiming for. In short,

-

capacity" ‘is the ability to engage in activity which

enables the language user to actualize. stored schematic

knowledgqe of one form .or another. It is 2%his, capacity
which determines "the extent of. his capabilfties as a

-
-

language user.' ’ : :

. ’ o _ - . . s
Widdowson distinguishes between "cqmmunxcatxve

competence" -’'a “"communicative, K capacity"..  For sWiddowson
r ' ' ", It ’ )

(1983) "communikative competence" “refers to the lanquage
user's 'storaq .ot schematic knowledqge. "Communicative

capacity," on the other hand, }gfers to the gbflhty,to make

use of the_ procedures necessary for ~the accessing. of

schematic knowledge. In other words, capacity.allows for

the usét ~to actualize his competence in aiscquzse.
. B ™

Therefore, capacity 1s not .a storage or -compilation of

/

linguistic structures but a‘setjofﬁstxatéqies or ~credtive .

)

‘procedures . for reaiizinq\the vglue of and actwally wusing

those linguistic elements (Widdowson, 1983). Capacity is

what allows a languadge user to effectively deal with riew

4

N 7
and@unspecified circumstances. S ot

-

Interpretive Procedures,

/ The last of Widdowson's .important concepts to be dealt

#

with here is "interprectative procgdures ." Schemata are
R . - , . -..\ M .

activated and engaged in the discouzsq-process'throuqh the

(

25 ‘
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use of ﬂintepretatfve prodedureslﬁ These are ‘"interactive

. negotiating .activities” (p. 40) which account for the

actual functioning of-the model of language use. In pther

»

words, the learning of lanquage is séen as beinq like any

pther learning;;’it is a matter of relating knowledge which

' . ot ’ : . .
has' been gained from past experience to given instances by

)

procedural problem—solx}nq'activity. I't is a maﬁtgr: of

"making  sense of the new -Qith\“fecogrse'Vto the old.

Inferpretative procedures are "needed to- exploit scﬁématic

’

\kndwlédée and bring it to bear on particular instances of - .-

diécourse"{(p. éb).

in more concrete terms, requiring, the learnér .to
understand and transfer information from the verbal to xﬁe
qon—verbal mode of communication, or vice versa, is an

example of such a procedure. In the case of writing, the

»~

learner might be asked to write a set of directions based

p iac '( » e x
on a diagram of a process. Such an exercise concentrates

on both the process of interpretation and the expression of

¢

verbal discourse. .

’

- L I ? ) ’
In sum, infexpxeta@ive pracedures are the activities

which negotiate meaning in discourse and . make it

i

interactive. They are the strategies for 1interpreting

directions and for altefing expectations "in light of new
evidence as discourse proceeds" (Widdowson, p. 41).

‘'We, as competent users of-a language, possess "a
. . R ' .

capacity for very n;mble mental activity in making sense in

’d15¢0u#se" (p. 43). .In Widdowson's view, capacity, to a

greater or %ésser dégree,' is yhat any language course

/
V
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should *engender in thé'iea?der. "It'is for this reason that

Widdowson asserts thaf'exercises, invoivﬁnq interpretative

procedures be built .into the methédoloqy of lanquage

’

materials. They are means to capa®fty. What is included

2

}n the materials should .facilitate the learniné of

procedures for "1earbers'to be~ablé,to achieve ‘their own
‘aimé after the course is over. The task Iof'thq,ESP Coﬁ:sé
desiqne;k is’ to devise‘exercigés and activities which will
exploit both,;leyeiS'of lanqﬁaqe knowledqge '(systemic and
§Fhema£ic) in order to'qgt;nd the 1earner;s aﬂility to

1

iﬁclude capacity to attain his own (study) purposes, -

" The Learning Process . o T ,' : ’

wé havé‘seen that Widdowéon (1983) viewé.the &er- of
Coﬂrse desién és beiA;—zelated to aﬁd dependent'dn a erw:
of the process of lapguége uée. " He says Lhaérhis concepts'
of éoméet%nceiand cabarity a;e not restricted to languagqge
alone but, are "principaes wh;ch c0ntrol'aL1 learninq' abd
all Gses of learﬁinq and whichH underlie ﬁuman c9nrnptua1
and'perceptual processes in general" (p. 106[.“ ngm this
it follows that the factors oracriheria whicﬁ have to he
considered in the design and/or fhe evaluatibn of an. ESP
co&zsé deriverfrom pfznciéles of lea;ninq and pedagogy. If
the principles of pedagogy serve as thé ba;is of Esb céurse
design, then "the learning of lan;uaqe for a purpouse cannot

4 ) R
be dissociated from the other activities that need to be

undertéken; to achieve that purpose" (widdodéon, 1983,
. g .
p. . 108). EEP is a means for achieving some other
. ‘ R \'

S
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_gives four quadrants which'}ypif} different educational and

-

,professlonalxof/ecademic éoal (formulated in a set'of alms

e

wTEh speclfic 1eéxn1n§ objectives) and not an end “in
}tself, and-must be seen as such. °*

The.Proportioh Qj:System and Schema

A

. The ptoportﬁon and nature of * the methodologicalv

"develoomentl of each level af., 1anguage knowledge depends on

the léarnets' background and 11nguxstic mastery - Uackay.

‘(1985)  provides an illustration  of fhe ' possible

interactions of the two variables in terms of typical.

'learhing situations. In'so doing, he hes provided 5 grid

R = _g,/

with which one can characterize the learning situation and’

[3

thereby, through a . logical analysis, ' determine the”
methodology regquired. '

Mackay's (1985), figure shows 1ntersect1ng axes -’ (sée

Figure 2). The -horizontal axis represents the varyinq

« \

" degrees o COzrespondence between' a learner s schemwmata ‘and
"his course. The vertical axis represents the varying
. . f N * » o

" degrees of correspondence between-thellearne;'s linguistic

’

system and his course. The.intersection of these two axes
. Q 3 ’ ‘.

. /
language training situations. Each quaq;ant represents

varying degrees of correspondence between the learner's

schemata and linquistic system and those of the LSP course\

which he is entering. Thus, a trained professional who is

studying his speclality in his L2 will probably share a
close correspondence - with the course materials and

instructor; -therefi will be a close correspondence: of

28
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3ystemic component will be somewhdt more distant Sut , much

ignore. . "

) Engaging the Learner in Authentic Activity

Y

schemata. The corzespoddence between ‘lahguage or the

-

‘closer than that of the near seginper.who is stQGying,a"héw

subject ' In his L2.  In this latter casé,  there. will be

o

liittle_ correspondence on either dimension énd‘cqﬁsequenfly

more methodq}ogicél development of the systemic component

will- be required .to get at the Séhqﬁatic level of the

.course.

The - point - of this diagram is to illustrate that a

clear knowledge of the learner's bagkground in, both

. dimefisions is essential in that it dpténminé; the . choice

and extent of the methodological development required. In

S,

“his .coftext, the nature of the 'learner's . needs, his

. préylously acqhifed knowledge and _current communication

s, L ' - e .
skill are all aspeé&s which should be ’‘considered .starting

LA

points in the establishment of course objectives. . '

" Widdowson's model ‘is, "as much a plan of; action as it

is—a theoretical framéwo}}" (kackay, 1985, p.* 31). ' His

H

l.;thIQe—part _ system,  with an insistence " on. infotmed

methodol'eogy to: bring ‘the !schematic” cohpohents'iﬁto~closer

correqundeﬁce'yith the\“sysfemié" conventions focuses”uébn

- the 1issues that other evaluative tobls gloss ‘over, or

—

a

\
-

-, The - hainstay . of many traditional A ESP °~ teaching

1<)

materials is-simplified texts used to provide,data for a

_series . 'of langquage exercises. §th exercises, usually

K

- ~



—

R . . N a

'Er@te and mechgpibal, trivialize 1language activity "by
C- , '« o - : -z
-directing the learner to £ill in the. blanks, to focus ' on

vocabulary, Tretrieve unimportant details, etc.'' Such a

‘format 'makes it difficult for the learner to-achieve much

more than "usagé"agf the language; it does not requjxu'thé

~

learner to engage in procedures which engender "authentic
response"” IWiddowson, 1978, p. ‘80).  As a result, the
learner has little oppértunity to. use the language he 15:

presented with. .

In reaction to -this earlier use of . contrived,

.si@plified lanquage data, ESL and ESP instructors have more

4 o

recently turned to the use of authentic materials. -There
. v R - N 5 ' A

-has been a trend toward the use of é;thunth texts
extractéed from flrs£ _ language _coﬁrse' .tgxtbddks,
éeriodicals,. radio broadcasts," efc:. compifménted wlph
_genuine comm;nicative activities- requiring _leéfneis “to
‘perform 'tagget~iike; tasks.-. It ‘ﬁas been”jie356ned Eﬁ@§
exposure to taiget~1iké‘ texts" (th;h are IAften only’
partially’ understood) and ,involvé&éhb_'in target-like
actlvifi;s _proviée.‘the.necességf coﬁaitioﬁs tor learning

the lauguage,

—_——

For Widdowson,- they may-be necéséary;,butcthey are ‘not

sufficlent. Widdowson (1979, 1983) takes issue. with,

. this trend Jpot _because , he disagrées ‘with the use of

authentic materials but because he feels that . educators
have uncritically accepted the need to present »auEhentic
data” and this has led to "an’ avoidance -of pedagogic

responsibility" (WiddowSon; 1979,;p. 171).

| -
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13

)
» - . .
,

Although’,this new app;oaéh creates a eituaﬁion where

~

* the learner 1s duly challenged by interesting and relevant -

mateérial, he is often denied the necessary facilitatlive

- .
means ' that enable ‘him to perform the given task. Simply,
the Iearner is unable to satisfactorily,process language in:
actual Muse", ‘ | N . o
widdowson points out tpat ext;ectsﬂ by definition, are
authentic, but; 1f the. learner Is hot able to- communicate
ﬁiihl.fhe"iexé‘and to engage himself'in 'actiQYties wﬁicp

allow him to access the‘material’ then the extracts "canmot

£
[}

. be said to. be authentic instanCes of use Genuiheness is a

characteristiq\ of the passage itself and | 1s an'_absolqte

quélity, Authenticxty 'Ls ‘a characteribtic . of - the”
felationship between the paééage and the reader and it has

to do with appropriate response" (Wzddowson, i§78, p. 80).

Davies (198@), Swaffer (1985) and Mountford (1981) ekpreser

-

‘similar views on authenticxty. A o .

As . ,such, Widdow30n (1983) ma#eq a . case . for .=

'

estabiisﬁing adeguate means to achieve the desired endé

"while stil1l providing opportuni%ies for language osef '

‘However, 1it-is not . enough to" simply dzaw arbitrarily from

the general poollof'methodological 'practices.. <Not all
. s p .

exetqiseé'ére~ahthentic'in Widdowson's terms Authenticity 4

pls not "a qoelity .o residing in instances of language but

a quality which is bestowed" (Widdowson, 1979, p. ')i

.

In_ ‘Widdowson's view, the learnerishould be’ provided
with  discourse proceduies' ..whieh convert a knowledge of-

lépguage usqge"into communicativeiigctivityr, In ‘other

i
R - : '
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words, .procedural activ1ty s needed to. reconcile the two
leVels"of lanquage . knowledqe. the~ systemlc hnd the
schematic. - . ' . -

i
’

Criteria ‘for Evaluéting;?edaaoqlc onectives: Part Li of
Tool - - - ”A C ‘
Introduction “"j ST iﬂ .

d ?

It should be pointed out tbat Part 11 1s not comprised
of conventional evaluation cziteri% ' they are not so much
concerned with eventual aims as. they ere‘ with interim
course objéctive; whych ‘axre the "“pedagoglc conetruEte
deelgned to facllifate learnlng" (ﬁxddowqon, 1983, p. 166)
For the evaluator, “it is not the groduct whirh dé%ermlnes

éhe_ content but rather the languaqe 1earn1ng grocess which

determines the COntent

Partj 11 of the evaluative tool is designed tov'focos
dpon "how 'effecfively' ‘the exercilses reconcile the " two

A~ e . . O N \ * - A :

dimensions of language knowledge, proposed by fWiddquson.

‘ The evaiuétioh AuItimetely asks the eValuhtor * Judge

;whether,'tﬁe materlals haye«been suff;cxently developed

methodologxcally gs"to:'alloﬁ.the_learnet to engage in‘

-

',actual lanquage use . However,L this does noﬁ mean that

o fCOnventional features should be neglected For example, it

-,

. ilo;_.gextz selection oriteriaqpe Omitted, the emphasis 1s ‘

éiﬁply.‘Shifted “from' a “focus on text to a focue on
@ - ' ) ' B [N

_ exercfse , = .

- -
o' \

Although Widdowson (1983) does not provide a taxonomy

s

‘0@ . . .
Q >a ' «
. .

- - v -

‘
,

"ie not suggested that linguistic specification of content

PN




of procedural activity or éleqr guidelinés for their

-

production, prgvioué’wogks (1978, 1979) and his L2 learning

textbooks provide examples of such activity. The following

are the criffria which have been extracted from Widdowson's

-]

mbdelﬁand from activites found in course materials based on

his writing (1983, 1979, 1978) 'and other explanatory papers

(1981, 1983). Essentially, all the criteria share a common
2 L4 .(0
characteristic: each has as its central purpose the
engagement of the learner. Wwiddowson (1983) assérfsg that
. & .

in order to process discourse, the user's schemata must he

'engaq@d.“ If the échemata‘appropiiate to a given'situation

\

v

are not engaged the knowledge or experience which’ they

s 5

lreprgsent will remain abstract and will not be realized as

- -

gbmmunication. In short, language activity must engage the
; .

\earner. - o

P%RPOSEFUL ACTIVITY ' °, : .

—

o - \ R .
Widdowson asserts that the learners' interest should
~ . :

A
I 5
be\ viewed as "an intrinsic part of the/ language-using

A

\

pro%ﬁss itself, not a state of mind it is desirable to be

L] * <
(Widdbwson, 1983, p. 91). 1If learners see np "reason for
- i .

achleving meaning ... they will not engage procedures and
. ' , . J .

§

so will not authenticate the language as discourse ét all"

(Widdowson, 1983, p .91). Widdowso& (1979) argues:
confronted zi%h a class of'physiés stdents wanting
to learn English so as to read textbooks in their

subject, - I might be tempted to .select passages

~
-

34
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€

) . : ‘ 'J.k/ ¢

relevant from a whole. range of sources on the

?

assumptioh that I .am thérebyl '£urtﬁéring\’ the

language. But if I exploit these passages for the

i

traditional kind of combrehensioﬁ question, strurture

. exercise and so on, their authentic potential remalns

unrealized. I might Jjust as well ‘have' selected . an

extract from the nghway Code or Winhie the Pooh-

(p.166) R "

I

-‘"imblant items of knowledge'in the léarner{ﬂ'-mind and not

e v

~to dg9€lop a capacity ﬁbr,using this knp%lpddé" (Widdowsoﬁ,

1983, p. 100). ' Further, these exercises are. ih no way

. congruent with’the kind of inteileétual’activity required

-~ contingency.

-
¢

by learners 1n the pursuit of spec1al .purposes study The

purgose of methodologlcal development is’ thus to -generate
N )

)problem solv1ng activity of the kxnd whxch is "coqg;gent
with the 'student's spec1allst preoccupat;gnf" (Widduwson, .

'1983, p.” 100) and ' for ‘which langane is needed, as a

\

- >

5. DO THE EXERCISES INVOLVE THE LEARNER 'IN. MEANINGFUL,

PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITY WHICH IS CONGRUENT  WITH THE

»

LEARNERS' SPECIAL PURPOSES?

Application E . . o oo

" In. Part I of the toql the .evaluator was asked to.
determine _ whether a training or more educational approach

. is téken. The more tzaining oriented the program, the moze—

e

- -

35 v

communicative purpose for which the learners need, the

Such '"uhthinkinq" exeiégse§ are cléarly designed to-



s
’ “ - , »

st}qightforward the task of providing relevant restricted,
P ' -

content. - The more educatlionally-oriented the program, the’

qreater the call for a'methodological component and hence,

s

the® less emphasis on restxiéted ¢content. Inherent in’
such a wide angle, approach is the 1likelihood of. the -

materials being viewed as irrelevant. In other words,

stuqenfé may not be interested ‘in materials unrelated to
their discipline becauseAthey fail to see how dealing with

such materials can develop what they peréeive théir_'needg
. be,  that s, the quabﬁlary specific to  thelrt

 Sp gallzatlon.\ ‘.

The evaluator's- §§Qk, particu]arly-ﬁhen evaluating an
educationally-oriented tourse, is to note whether materials
which reflect other areas of specialization are used, and '

— - ——— -

.

"if so, whether''they are preseﬁtednin such a way that they

. k] ' . ' «
"activate ‘the acapacity for 1anguage use and learning"

tequlred by the target learners (Wlddowson, 1983, p. 91).

-
v t

. In other words, one is to assess the extent to which thesé
materials include activity which directs the learner to
particxpate in the type of. activxty needed 1n order to make

"seqse of the materia{g/and, ultxmately, be able~to carry '
out target activity aésoéiated'wwyth the learners'

'

purposes. : o . e ‘ L e

Take for exdample a group of Kuwaiti policemeh who need-
fhteryiewlng stzétegies so as to be-able to collect data on
speclal weaponry and pactics Presentlng tq,m with a video '

on lnterviewlpq~brocedures, although unrelated to lice'

——— ]

technology, is a valid pedagogical move/ Téchniq es 1in,

«

L ~
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. <

asking and rephrasing questxons is representative of their

Yo

future communicative nEeds

In addition to evaluatdnq,'exercises for their
r?p:esent€t§§éness of communicative ébiligies,saught éfﬁei,
the evaluator Shquld{‘dSSéSS t hie lextent fo which the
methodology ,makes' "appeal " to the L. intellectual
dfﬁpositions \ofllea;ners" (Widqéwsou,h 1983, ‘bp.4 97 8).
Thus, one shbuldlevaluéte'the extelt Lé wﬁich,the targelb
ieaxncrs will be iﬂvofved ih exercises which are compétihlo

with their intellectual pursuits and vapacities.

SCHEMATIC KNOWLEDGE

o
'

‘Schematic knowledge, . sometimes . referred tﬁ ai
. - ’
"background ' kdowledée"-or "past ex Lrienre" Lonqibtu‘fof
P P
any number of. areas . everyaay experxﬁnch, dareas “of

previous _ study, Lntengfsonal trelationships and cultural
. ) ‘. ' , . : ,j

heritage, to mention a few .

Widdowson ~ asserts that exercises “should . utilize

schematic knowledge, ‘as a means toward effectinq their end

-and developinq qreatez '10nq term 1Jnguaqe. ppucessing
’ strategies:~ A good part of- comprehensxon is .achieved by
reference to prev1oug knowledge and to "frdmﬂs of .

reference" (Widdowson, 1983 p- 54) which the 1anguage uoer

has dtawn upon. from other experiefées and learning. Coming

to course material "COld" deprlves the learner' of- such -

cﬂntextual clues, and, .as a result makes comprehension more

" difficult. Moreover, the learrer is- less likely to develop

[ 4

transfer strategies which help "him. wifh his language

~ ¥

*

-

\lg;‘



meaningful and easier to remember.

encounters in unspeciffed future circumstances.

Activities -should aim at éxercising "the normal’
leagnibg sfrategy of xelatihg new experience to: existing
. 1 e

éoncgptual and behavioral - patterns" (Widdowson, - 1979,

p. 75). qu example,' senténcg‘cpmbination is a useful

Néxéxclse in the manipulation of logical relationships ana

structural elements but does not work ‘or cannot be

effective If the learner cannot. draw ﬁpgn "his. backgound

'knohledge in.order to effect the transformation. In other

words, - it is meaningless.unless the learner can assess ' or

5

wverify°the truth of the resulting statements by recourse:to

his ' knowledge of the ‘area. c¢oncerned. . Iﬁn keeping with

' widdowson's v@ew,"HdtChiﬁson & Waters (1982) encourage the

use of opportunities .for learners to use their own
ey N .

knowledge and abilities to reinforce connections bétween

. the new material and the studénts' ""fund of backgound

c&ncepts" {(p- 110)1 An mepxtant advantage of such. an
Qpproaqh is thét’a teacher can be mqré cohfident~%§a%——%he'
conye;f is firmly bésed in the student's‘-experiénce.
Moreover, duch- a- coﬂ%extualizagion of kqowledge has .the

added advantage .of- making the target: information more

. 6. DO EXERCISES DRAW &PdN AND ENGAGE THE LEARNERS'

¥

SCHEMATIC KNOWLEDGE? : , '



Application A ‘ - ) ',-f, . . . :

‘\

In 'evaluating the 'extent  to théh' the: learner's
%chematic knOwledge is drawn upon,. thé evalﬁator should
note whether the complex of new (and unknown knowledge) to
be taught (both schematlc and systemic) is presented within,
a ' framework of‘USing what the students already ‘know. In
other words, gctiviéy lsﬁould-§er9e as a means for -allowing

i ,tﬁe_ learners to éenérate/gecognize their élreq@y existing
khow}edge so asnto aid }n égntextualiziqq the_ne; knbwlédég,
to be studied. For example, .requlring the technical

‘Learner to ‘estabiish Qﬁich taols m?ghé be ~needed ‘to
compléte: a. plﬁmping tas£~at'a straéeqic‘ poiﬁL in ‘éﬂé
leagning 'sifuation allows him to ;elate the Ehbject matter

"“to- his own knowledqe and begin the process of ﬁqing‘ his
ébLfties and strategies. Additionally, worklng in: thematirr
units can be :eﬁfectjve ‘in  building : p the learnern

‘backg;ouﬁd 'and plaéing the new knowledge into context.
In’short, it should be hotéd whether exercises rgléte the

"language to be, ledrned with what the learners a;reddy’know~

and - whetﬁer the exercises wuse tLhe language for’ an’

»

extension Of this knowledgé.'j

SYSTEMIC MEANS

1

w1ddowson~ makes a case'fbr the,inciuslon of gl syétémic‘

component. Accordipg to Wlddowson (1983), fpr the Janghaqe
‘user:, o c | . . ' | .
Alll‘ communication debenas'.on the alignmént . ané .

adjustﬁent of each inferlocutor's schemata, so that
* . ‘ J




é !

~  they are "prought‘into sufficieﬂt corfesbondenqe for

the . interlocutors to feel satlsff‘a that .they have

1reached an understandlng. (p 40)

MacCormack (1986, p. 113) {1lustrates that the amount’ a
of interactive' prdcedural negotiation required is a
functiop of the . convergence of thelr schematic .worlds - (See'

|

Figure '3).’ o P . D

o ) Co L i T D;ve”gence
I-', 1\ v . A - . . (. '.. s /
n LA N
RN S
e. - N\ Su
b o \{ - \
L 1 N 0 . Prcximiiy
: S \ BEREEE -} S
o c" Schematic
uﬁ“ ' Worlds
'.Prdcedurei ) . L
- Negotiation . r I
between : ‘
Interlocutors L
. A and B Convergence e
Al ' ’ - ‘ \‘ ""Va

> 5

'Procedural Activity in Relation to.Schemata (MacCormack, 1986)

Fig. 3 _' a R

. ;,' S
Thls is especially true and ‘even more -impdrtant"f p
second language learners because they are also dependent on
the"compatibility of their :espective.systemic masteries.

Clearly, a program for L2 learners must be concerned -with

‘both diﬁensions,'the systemié and..the schematic.

40
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< .
What wlddowson .stresses is that although the systemic -

"is not eﬁecutxve,, it does play an. Important ‘role. In

Wid8owson's terms, to ‘realize- meanjng requxreo “the ability"

' "to. draw systemxc knowledge into the 1mmediate PYPCHQXVE,

-level of Schemata and to relate.these schemata to- gctual

insté;ces" (Widdow;op, ISQJL p.106). As such, the §ystémic
cbnvehf}ons ,proQideléhe learner with the tools with which
to feéch a schemafic fit with his interlocutor. ‘AWiddQWSOn
furfher asserts that aithough‘the linguistic convenﬂions
cannot "figure expiicitly in the éreéehtation'of"1aﬁghage
as communication,-‘they have a c;uciél role té play in_'ﬁhé

learning of language for commuﬁipation" (wyddbﬁson,' 1983,

pp.\30—3l)n
7. IS THERE SUITABLE EXPLOITATION OF THE LEARNERS
" . SYSTEMIC NEEDS? ARE THE STRUCTURE EXERCISES MEANS TO
COMMUNICATIVE ENDS? _' L
. lelcation o v
The evaluator s task is to derlde whether thc klnds of
1ingu1st1c means which are requized to successfully
complete the task are incorporated into the material. In

*

other words, one need assess whether those linguistic

skills' demanded to .carry out .tasks are present and

exercised and whether they are "an intrinsic feature 6£ the

‘communicative abilities"™ sought after.. These means should

have been selected on the basis of their usefulness, and
aécording to the students needs and proficlencles. such

1tems‘may be purely structural, functional, rhetorical or a

A}
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_-DISCOURSE

3-

1

combination  thereof. For example, a unit on the

‘

."pnepaxatlon of lab reports could.include~w1hstruction and

- practice’ in use of the passive voice. 5nd,< analysis of

1

sample lab reports for the‘'use of relative. clauses in
classlflcatioﬁ would be relevant activity. Nohhgre does

Wwiddowson 1insist that all activity be models of real-life

’ -

tasks. ..In fact, 1if the exercises Serve a useful purpose;
- . .

that s, . 1f they are.means toward developing an authentic

‘end, they are then, steps toward authentic activity; 'they'

9]

are part o% the methodology quuired; in the learning

situation, .

From Widdowson's discussions (197&; 1979) of "text"

vs. "discourse" and "cohesion" vs. ‘“coherence" ;omés‘ga

K * [

justificat;bn for “the creation of exercises Wh%ch encouragé'

‘language use., ~For Widdowson, the grammatiéal ‘relatiogns

" which  work together to form msentences'™ constitute "text"

a

while . the way.in Whibh ﬁetteranqesﬁ expres% meapihg in l
, com@anxcatxve'contexts constitute "discours&". The ability
_éo _procéss 1qnguage ,at the sentence 'ievel 1pv§1yé§ ’an
'undgrstandinq {Qf grthar; ‘wpiIe the ability 'tb' proceéi;

_language at the'utterane ievel involves the cééacitY‘ﬂfor

- s

communication.’ Widdowson points ‘sut’ that wusing the

langquage involves the use of sentences " go express’

utterances but that "they do not occur Mn isolation:  they

_combine o form discourse” (1978, p.  52).  Further,

i3

,ﬁiddbyéon claims that a knowledge of how the  language

L,
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functions in communicatlon does not neCessaxily follow from .

B

a knowledge ofssentences . , 3. . ‘ IR

-’

The dlgtinctlon W1ddbw$on makes hetwéen Pcohérénce",

]

and "cohesjon" offers further justification for. exercises

operating at the leuel of discourse.
S - . \

L d
'

bropositions " are linked together bXﬁ a variety of

',st:uctural operations to form texto, coherence has to

. do with the illocutionary functlon ' of! “thése

AIEY

‘Qropdsitibns,' with HGQ they 'are ' used to~ cﬁeatg[

o, »

dlfferent klnds of discourse. répogts,{desbripgﬁons,

»

explanations, and so.on (1978 p. 52

Thgrl connectlons' between propos1t10ns ‘are . Erequently”

¥ )
signaled by'sentence cbnhectars such_as:"hOWever"“ "thus”

1

"because",. etc. ;~w1qa6wson'$ .point in méklng the

'disbpnctioﬁ between cohesion and ccherence is that "thesg

. expreééio?s operate as indices of schematic structure”

& ! v

"« (Widdowsan, 1983, p. 73) and -as such, help mékg'discou;se

-

more easily }ntéxpretable. However, becausé they“aréfnoﬁ .

: ] . _ * )
always present, the task for the language learner is. not

only to identlfy cohe51ve dev1¢es but also to interpret the .
1llocutionary fortes or uttetences they connect.“ACCoxdlnq -
. to W1ddowson,‘ exercises wh1ch focus .6n coheience éhd

.discourse are essential in ordnr to. involve the learner ln'

language use. - T

".8. ' ‘DO, EXERGISES REQUIRE THE LEARNER TO OPERATE AT . THE -

. LEVEL OF DISCOURSE? T

43 . o ‘
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Whereas cohesjén e has to do with the .'wéy.
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£ ' , . &Q\ o
.- Application : | S

The evaluator's task is:  to assess whether . the
L J ‘ . ,

Q.
exercises operate at the discourse level. In other words, .
. o discbursg' should serve as a reference poiht fbr the

exerclises, 'w1ddow30n ' suggests that teaching un%ts be

"organized as moves from one instance of discourse to

5\ ——

¢

. another" fddokson{'l978, p. 146). The leérner's‘p%ogzgss
thr‘b\)g:h f@_rﬁaterial is "cyclical"; the ’exploratlc;n of the
flrst 'insténce (eg. feéding é tgxt)'has at the same time
.the 1funct1&n of breparing the 1ea£nef for hisihinteractionf‘
.with/pthuction of' the éecond (;g.’ transferring textuéi 'ﬁ
Information to a table). ! The]function:of the exercise .is
"to medlate this shift" - (Widdowson, 1978, p. 146). in
. \ ' discourse. . . . _ | ."'iv : dﬁ
For‘ exaﬁple, a ' discourse gétiviiy mighta inciqde' a
- serles of exercises designed to reinforce the -ése' of
-énaphorﬁé ‘devices in Qriting:ﬁ cohééiQe téxt. : A ppssibaé'
first exercise would be reéxranging'a jumbled lﬁsf: of
,sentences }éccording‘ éo a diégrém. "A second task wduld
LnVleé\ cbm51n1n§ an expandé& list of sentences according-
to specific directives. ix is at this.point‘that‘spécific o

»

aﬁ%phozic references would be substituted for kéy, :‘_‘

{

repetitous words. This '‘could be followed by a cloze _which

would demonstrate a correct model. After explanations of

[3

anaphprié‘;eférence and perhaps an exercise which requires

underlining every anaphoric-device in the passage and its

antecedént, ‘the students would finally be given a diagram

g [}

of another sort with which they would be asked to produce a

. “y . i
Hd . - . . 4A l X ¢
. . .- - . ) R )
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™

short paragraph using anapﬁoric.references wﬁere posslb;é.

In sum, it should,be assessed whether'the 'maferlals '

include exercises which link toqether and logicaily. fiow
with resbect to genuine dlscounse‘ and not whosv 1ink is a.

par&icular theme, grammatical point ".or * function. _fhe

- / -
materlals ‘are nat, only to be assessed in terms of théme, or.’
- ) ' 1

Fa

grammatxcal poxnt or ﬁunction, _but more importantly, 1h-

. terhs of’ how well the exercises 11nk Lhe. dxscour%e It is

sty

to be understood that 1n a,leazninq situatxon where 'the

unifying 1in is. only a gzammatxcal feature, each—exervi%e‘

o

lmay have 1ts own 1nternal coherence but lo decontextuallzed

- e

|

'in relation to the greater whalée. in sum,ithe materidln are

tq be. evaluated with respect Lo whethér there is' -an

’

ovétlappiné':of diécourSe activity so ubat eaéh exercise -i3

set up in response to some discour se feafute of a previous

a v . ! ! N

‘act1v1ty prov1d1ng organ17ed moves xn«pzoce'oxng di&COUYﬂ?.

’

¢
INTERNAL PROCESSES

ﬁ Wlddowson, stresses tbat the materxals should 1nc1ude

i

exerc1ses which make overt what - qoes on in the mind in t he

process} of QeCOding. Inference and predictlon exerclises

. v -t . L ' ' 2 ! : . ) -
are exaigples df 'such. exercises. . The learher ls made aware .

b

of internal stxetegieé, which, ‘Tf developed, are aids'to

comprehension. - ‘

Widdowson (1983), fefeqring back to his prevfous work
. ot

(1978),'s£resse§4;hat comprehension exerclses, for example,. ©

"should not distract the learner from internal processing

Ty ' ——

strategies.” .For 1nstance, 'feachets insisting on eompleﬁe:

Y T o :
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sentencés in reSponse to wh- and yes/n q‘ue‘\étions draws the
focus a\qay £rom comprehenslqn anc.[z plac 'S it\ on ptoductlo'n
'rhis distracts the learner Ezom thé na&ural heuristic
’”pzocesses E'gat . 9o o‘n in‘ t.he mirLd hen i decodinq
Comprehension question types "should ndt str ive to simulate
any kind of normal soglal 1nteraction 14 or require. him tq

‘ pzovlde_ anything 'like a natural overt ‘,response" (p. 987 . |
Thiq only serves to emphasize the artificiality. wWiddowson -
; f~uzthet exemplifles this assertion by stating that although
el multlple choice questions aTre prefe:able to wh- and yes/no
qa_estwns,‘ they are not 1deal either. l'I‘hey are likely to

E -dist.;;:a-'ct the learner anm his reading o‘f the passage by -
‘:focd,'ssir;g his attention -on the re,sponge\ opt'ions w.hosé
differences ‘are likely £o be sIlight, rﬁak‘i:{q,\\'t;he('wt}o}e o

o

. process ail the inoré distracting. . .

9. DO‘ EXERCISES TAP THE INTERNAL PROCESSFS BY WHICH THE, *

. Lsmugg ACHIEVES uuofsasmuomc? -5 I

/ T ' ‘ ¢
N v a ’. +
N .

I .

leication
. The evaluator s;hould evalaate the extent to whlch the.

’

.' methodologj,cal development 1ncludes a ‘conc rn not only for .
L3 ' ﬂ‘ 1
“the demOnstrat fon’ of ‘the lea:ners v underst nding but mo::e

a,impo,ztantly,'. for the ,upr'ocess by which} he »arrlves at |
l,‘ﬁndezstsndinq As , ineni:i'onéd ) labove,_ pzedicting ang
, infezenclng are gtrategies 'which'are ‘normally - uéed ;l'n
\,decuoding. ,WIddowson would Iinclude other exercises, foi
’,example; ‘learners: should - be encouraged to woxk out- t,t‘re‘

h

" ‘meanings of unfamlllar words w‘ﬁerever possib],e. ’ “Exasur"é h

. ' \ I . '\,

v o - N v t ‘ A



Vto:Eechniques'for'qgessing words from‘contéit will develop

L R dseful strétegies for  coping with later unfamiliar words.

f

contextual rgfe:ence and correcting false statements, etc.

l

' _Exertises which make overt the normal decoding process
. . £ ’ N .

without unnecessary distractions fulﬁrlf“this criterion.

3

L In .addition, it , should be noted whether thére<?oge

. ' . : F . . ' . .
- explanations provided which make. the leaxner aware that he .

15 being encouraged to use his skllls and abillties w@lqn
.he uses in processing his natlveglanguage, for examole,

s - Kl

L ©
L , PR Y . . i
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: FULFILLING COURSE AIMS

ade
-
+

"As has‘ been clear throuqhout th}o dlacussxon, the
- . ""~- v

. 'primaxy» focu? of«—this Pvaluatlve tool(‘iS" to establlsh

‘\fwhether the exezcise actlvity 1s appropriate for project(nq

'the learners toward fullelan specialrpurQoses aims.,

L)

j\\ .~ THE couass AIMS’ T fﬂz
. l' . \ s ’ . K4
J

o

N

- Applrcation< - ) 3 .o -1 L :vj' Y
ﬂ {A consideratxon ‘of the: nine crite;xa dxchs ed ‘above
! ¢\ : C . ‘t.
“3y1%i” 1nvolve the. evaluator in ‘many judgements ,This

Other eﬁgrcise types which meet such a criterlon are

prev;ewing a text. to get a global pilcture of what ds ‘to be

e
V

'10. DO- THE pEDAéoclé QBJECTIVES ‘(1!E.; EXERCISES) FULFILL °

; - ‘ piofess is by no means a. mechanicql one. Aftex examining"'

the: matezials from the perSpecbive set forth, .one should

.afrive ét ;an‘ overall’ assessment fof ’tne pedagoglc
N objectives. psséntiélly, - one’ Is trylng to establish tb
. ) ' . o . s s ,"‘{ X [
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! .

"materials s appropriatev for achleving the aims of ‘thé_

° £ .
N - course.' Certainly,- too wide a. discrepancy should caution

the evaluator in a’ declsion to adopt the set of mater1alsh

.

[

what extent .the learning situation set up fh the giveh‘

. \Qn the other hand, an expectation of a"perfeét fit! is

- *unreaiistié. A preparedness to adapt existing material,
howéver, is more realistic. In”sum, working through the

nine criteria, which do overlap to some degree, should a1d

< - - '
- objectives are: smccessful in achievxng the course alms,
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TOOL

- PART

Anl.‘

) ) \
AT A GLANCE o : |
1 OF TOOL: |

Are the.coursp'aims_clga}ly stated? If_yes, what arel
\ "L

’ - ﬂ .
they? If the ailms are not specified, can the aims be

‘éktrapolated from the course mater,ials? ~

,w}th the aims arrived at in question one, where on* the

iscélg of specificty does the course belong?

"PART.

&, ]

10..

‘the colrse aims?

Has =~ the author accurately -specified. thHe - tarqeé\”
population  (for. whom the course Nmater}als were
written) and its aims? 1f no, describe your

.perceptions -of, the target population and its aims?

Are fhe .course aims appropriate for ybur ‘target'

'popdlat;pn?

IT OF TOOL; R .
‘e . t . »
Do the exercises involve the learner in ~meaningful, *~’

purposeful activity which' is qongruent with the

“

learners' special purposes?
. - . ) ) , / R .

Do the exercises draw upon and éngage the learners'. .

4 -~ ‘ - ' . ‘ .

schematic knowledge? \

Is there suitable exploitation of ‘the Ieaénéts"\
syétemic'needsé Are the str@cture egercises meaﬁs to
communicative ends? | |

Do exercises require the léarner to'obezate af _fhe
level of discourse? ) ' I

Do engéises tap the internal processes by which the

learner achieves understanding?

Do the pedaéogic objectives (i.e., exercises) f01£111

°

-



Chapter 3

APPLICATION OF TOoL ¢ ~ ' .,

-

Intrdﬁuction; B Lo . N ) L

’ . L4

iﬁ’ chapter 3, I will use the instrument created, in-

’ chabter 2 to evaluate The Barren Ground Carlbou Proqrami

J

Essentialiy, I W111 be. using these materlals as a sample on
,whxch the tool and the use of’W1ddowson s framework w111 ‘be

testedh To this end, I will’ systematlcally apply the main.

ALY
i

tenets of. the framework, - embodxed in thls- tentative

ifnstrument, to  selected features of the program.. T will '
feport the‘ fxndxngs of this appllcatlon and discuss the
'strengths” and Weaknesses of the program in'lighﬁ of - the

evaluatxve framework. - \ K S

" ~

Specifically, ghe biog;am aims will bélé«amined_us;qq
Part 1 of éhe §ool.“' Subsequenpl},g tﬁé course‘ object;ves
will bé' examinea‘-with respect to their ,methddologicél
deveiopment u51ng Part II of the tool.

, . R 3

';.'- ARE THE CGURSE XIMS CLEARLY STATED? IF YES, WHAT ARE

THEY?  IF THE AIMS ARE NOT SPECIFIED, CAN THE AFMS

fﬁE EXTRAPOLATED FROM THE COURSE MATERIALS?
, . ! §

2. WITH THE AIMS ARRIVED AT IN QUESTION ONE, WHERE ON THE

SCALE OF SPECIFICITY DOES THE COURSE BELONG?

In the program'guide it is clearly. indicated that the

'BGCP is a course of instruction designed to meet the needs
-~0f 'native children in Engliéh—medium instruction. The

program is intended to supplement the 'existing schobL

34



-

- ’ . ) : . T
‘cgrriculumlby providing -cqntextuallyﬂrelevant}/’motivatlnq

-

“imstruction géals of-expanding lanquagqe. profiviency within

content  while expanding lanquage ‘proficiency.. Given the

\

.-nature of the region and its rgliance‘ﬁn the Qaribou, tﬁe

what jé'khown about the caribqu'and‘whétlneeds to be  knowh

'sd -as to ‘invelve 'the children in the jissues of ,caribou

) 3
»

maMagement during their adult lives. '

[N 1

The cpui&@ aims, extracted from the teacher'y nmanual

{see excerpt in Evidente below), emphasize a concern -with
- ‘ ’ 4 - .

-

general educational values, that ‘is, English-.medium of.

1

-

" program is © designed to 5r6pare children .to understand

the fcqntent\~area. "As such, this program talls on the ’

education end of Widdowson's scale of specificity.

Evidence:

v

-*-The Barren Ground Caribou Schools Program aims to .

prepare children to take a well-informed, drticalate

oo, - ‘ o o
~and cpnutructive role in' . thre ldssue Of caribou
management , during.their  adult. iives. . This wi,1 ‘be -

achieved by providing a thorough expusition ot Lhe
facts as ,réflected by‘all‘the qrdupsv cuncerned  and
-pxovidinq‘ ample opportunities {or dévé&opinq ski1lls

(intellectual and _p:acticaif with which to deal: with
the, is?ue. "' The broqram "will , support ‘ current

.

educat{qﬁai ideology in seeing that ' children are

‘stretched to acquire lively, enguiring minds, with the

L]

ability to question 'and argue tationallyul’ to

discriminate and'to,devglop the ability to j,understand.

and 'sympathizg‘ with other peop1§5'~ viewpoints ° and

s

t

-

i



. ' attitudes. (p. 2)

3. HAS ~THE LAUTHOR ACCURATELY SPECIFIED THE  TARGET
POPULATION  (FOR WHOM THE COURSE MATERIALS  WERE '
'WRITTEN) ®° AND ITS' AIMS?  IF NO, DégcRxgé YOUR
./ PERCEPTIONS OF THE TARGET: POPULATION AND ITS. AIMS..

This program Qéé created specifically by educators for
children (aged 9-15) whosr communities fall within the area

where thé Beverly énd Kaminuriak caribou herds graze:. ' the

northern regions of Manitoba and Saskatchewan and the

s,
N -

south-qentral region ‘of the lerthwest' Te;ribqrieé.\ The -
Cnljuren  aire {arqe;y RON NET SVe speéﬁq;a ViNINWLY T &L ';nc
'progrém is used . aé éart of theix' E?glish—medium
Instruction. -« - > |
Evidence:
‘ it ié being. offered to.’schools fhj the Northwest
Te;racopfes, Saskagchewan\Jaﬁd Manitobq; cee 'Lu' a
- '. , o number of community schools almgst all of which £a€e a
variety of 'difLerest situations ..f} uﬂg " musl
}méortan@ of all) {which] Have as studerits éhildren—
‘szna\difﬁe}ent “ethnlclgroupb<thse vackground. ania.
' experiences differ widely é@om each other's. (p.4) o

tne general rieeas or stuaents, L. Grade. 4 to 9  were

! 1
. .

7/

kept.-in mind, (p. 5)

. - 4. . ARE THE COURSE AIMS APPROPRIATE FOR THE ' TARGET

POPULATION?: .
Yes.  The 'stated aims reflect ‘the eductionally-

°
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oriented needs suitable for children *in English-medium ~

ihstzuction.f

.

o

ART I1

——

5. DO ‘THE EXERCISES INVOLVE ‘THE LEARNER IN - -MEANINGFUL,
' . ¢ .

- PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITY WHICH Ié CONGRUENT WITH THE

’

_LEARNERS' SPECIAL PURPOSES?

1 o, ) , .
For tNé most part, the exercises‘do not involve the

learne; in’meanihgful} gurposeful'activity. Examination of
the BGCP reQeals a disparity between the texts and’ tasks.
A }oqk‘ at the-text_feveals linguistically (éomplex énd
televaﬁt content wh}gh can be ~zecoqn{zéd as qenuline
treatments ‘of the_issu?s £nvnlved in Ear{buu hdndqrmen£.

However, while the exercises themselvesfmay not be entirely

without interest for the learner, they do not direct him to

become involved in the process ofzmaking‘sénse ol discourse

, ) . . : g ‘ _
or in the type of activity w ici will tacilitate languaqge
\ o ) ,

.o oo ‘ .
mastery so as to be able to\ fulfill his/her need 4u a

learner in an English-instruction- medium, Simply, the

materials are lacking the. necessary procedures and

*

activities to allow the leJrnQ; to -epngdge with the

materials so as to gain the desired ends.

“In order to 1illustrate this discrepancy, I will
briefly discuss the first two 45-minute lessons which’ will

serve to contextualize lesson three, the first lesson which

- contalns formal exercises. This discussion on neaningful

activity 1is based, in parf, on'a paper glVen as a plenary

-address_at an LSP congress in Belgium by Mackay (1985).
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-Evidence:

o

As an - introduction and before any preparatory
instruction, a videotape presenting the gene%ZI theme of

the. unit (the Barren Ground Caribou) is played to the

students, Thé‘ purposé of the video presentatlon 1is to

conteitgalize the jssueg and ideas for_subsequent related
classroom activities. ‘

The videovitape is of the taiking—head variety. The
text of the videotape cantains about 2,000 words comprfging
eight monoloques ranging in &omplexity and style. For
eﬁamplé, a biologisg.ls talking:

the caribou utilizes a larée amount of éhrubs,’ mostly
willows - pulls éhe leaves, of f' them. But they utilize

" fai; amount of lichen in the summer. Then .in winter

y roughly 60% of their diet is lichen that grow on the
~ground ~ and the rest is made up of needles of fir and

" spruce, and jack pinel THey may take those in when

they are trying to get to the %ichens, so it may be

‘not an intentional diet. (Teacher's Guide, p. 25)

Suggestions on how to exploit this lfngnistically and
conceptually complex vldeo?ape are: "show the pideotape,
leaving 10 minutes at the end for a\§ummary‘to consolidate
Maiﬁ points" (p.2). No q1recfiVes are given as to what the

consolidation procedures should be, what those main ﬁoints :

are, or how to best go about effecting such a discussion.

" (A more id‘depth treatment of the videotape appears in the

evidence sectlon of question 6, which follows.)

Al
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Lesson'two inQolves the students in viewing 12/ Slides
while 1listening to a text which the teacher reads aloud.
These texts,var§ in length from between 120-220 words. The
firsé slide‘is a'dlagfam representing five animal groups.
The accompanying text (see Appendix A)’which is both formal
and technlcal,,is from the Teacher's qulde (p. 12).

It is suggested that two to three minutes be 'STLotled

per slide. After showing the 12 sligdes in 35 minutes and

reading aloud 12 texts, totalling appro&imately 1800 words,

-

it is again recommended that the te€acher spend the luast few
minutes on "a summary discussion to consolidate main

© points" (p. 1l). This time, the methodelogy specified is

that the summarizing discussion "could be gyeneral guestions

based on commentary" accompanying the slh‘;é. Such a lagk
1] ’ ( . 4
of qguiding  and pfincipled methodologigal development s

representative of the TGECP materials. (See other similarily

@

vague directives in Appendix B.). s
. .

Iﬁ the first ten minutes of lesson three, ,Lhe'teacher

is asked to\summaﬁizu the main points from the text . (for

. . the teacher only -- see Appendix C) with the aid of a wall

1 -
poster as a visual aid. -- For. the remainder of the class,

Irouthy 35 minuées, ;the sFudents are to wo?k thruﬁqﬁ the
.exercises Which are p:ovi@ed (see Appendix D).“ The
dﬁscrepancy , between the linguistic‘ complexity of -the
language in thelfirst two lessons and the tasks of’ lesson

1 s .
three 1s apparent. The exerclses are, for the most. part,
o

examples of trite, time-consuming activity which has little’

to do with what constitutes English-medium Iinstruction.
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2
‘Students who may have become motivated '‘and interested in

the relevance and conceptual content of the text _may find

the \subsequent activity unchallenging ‘and 'contributing
Y . :

little to their real needs.
! r

Finally, an eight-page "infbrmation »dlgest" s
included as. materlal available for the student (see
Appendix E). " The 2000—yoxd téxt.explains the development

.an.d"?1 evolution of mammals over a 60 million year period:
( . . ’

Concepts and terminology includéd in this treatment are:

?

~-Miocene and Pliocene Epochs
~dominant spécies -

-monotremes ‘

~the process of ndtural uolect‘on
-gestation period, etc. :

Tbe inclusion of this ipformation digést ié,'as we are told
ié 1 the .teaéhér“s ‘gquide, -"to éupﬁ%xt .an - exﬁSnded
éﬁploitétion‘ of a particulé; type" (p.x v). Hyw this is
used and éxploited is left up to the individual teacher.

A

It';is‘this-léék‘of methodology, that:is, directives for

.I.matérial use which is the focus of this applicatian.
A turn . to other lessons, re&eals Ipurposefgl Itextf
complimented by *similér uéchalleﬂging, ana oégen trite,
mephan?stic acti&ity. They are simply exerciseg serving
vocabulary learning and mastery of ‘faciualr informétion'
contalned 1nwkhe textsl Appendlx F includes many‘extfacts
which aie\ 1ﬁ&ustrative\of suchﬁun—engagiﬁg activities . in
ﬁhe program. The examples ~pravided ahove present gﬂ
objective portraval of the‘discrepancy in the materjals of

;he BGCP. It Is clear to éee-that the exerclises as they\

.are presenﬁed, without other compliment pfocedural activity
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are pla;nlyltbb’éimple,_ hévé little if any relation to the *

intellectual 'capécity of the target .pﬁfposes of the
. ' o o z - T
"learners and in effect, test the learners competence rather

than develop it,.

6. DO EXERCISES DRAW UPON AND ENGAGE LFARNERS = SCHEMATIC'

KNOWLEDGE? "

.The ovetall preséhtation of thé BGCP matérials reveals

.a concern for the engagehent of‘the‘learnéis; schemafa - -
. \ . “, , 173 ‘_ - . .: ! o I.

presenting  frames of reference linked to  raribou

management . However, this concern is only sdperﬁic{ally

" exploited _-through the texts, 1in the sequencing.and use of
: : ‘ g ' U :

video. Wigereas it 1is virfually nbn-existant;gin".the
exercises. . . ; L
Evidence: : N , e o
= . ] ) ,

! N v o a‘l § n .
Generally speakingy, the BGCP is of obvious'relevance

to the immediate,geogiaphy of the learners" locai,%{tuatiqn L

apd to their culfural Dbackgound. “quhla contextuallzation:
- serves as a starting point for which unfamiliax evénts and
‘concepts can e more readily'accbmoﬁated by the ‘learner .

More specifically, for example, the thgmqtlc'orQ@nization,‘

. thoughtfully sequenced, is helpful in COptex&ualizing- thé

-

- subject matter. Sequenéing factual iﬁﬁoimation 'w-.the'
ﬁroqess of .rutting precedes thé‘procéss of cdalving (Whicp )

48  the normal order. in the carlbou life cycle) -- enables -
. Pl s ) .. s

¥

the. learner to bettqr.understghdl suqh proqes$4orientea‘

content. what s ‘presented andg sequéncgd " as 'new ~and

-

YN J ~ o, . S

.
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familiar, then, has 'the -greater potential -of being

. Incorporated into the learners' schematlc structure of

kmpwledge; As such, ‘the process of bringing ,what |is
reférred to. within the bounds of what is familiar can be .

better effected.

Addltlonally,' as  briefly discussed earlier, a

videotape is provided the use of'a v1deotape as a starting

point (as is the case with the BGCP) is a sound pedagogical

méve for contextualizing what is to come. \Exsentially, it

should provide the learners {and for thal matter,.‘;he
teacher) 'with a common frame of reference to ‘ thch all
.can .relate. However, the V1deo program used in the BGCP -

is one which preéeJ;" fixed shot close ups .of. the headssand

shoulders of .huptefs,.lkbiologists',or~, conservationists

talking a out. caribou processes and related activi;y,' " The

only visual cpntext brovided ‘is-briefléhots of sunsets and

snow-laden ‘trees interspersed throughout the preéeﬁfatioﬁ.

Jn \effect‘ the tape ‘'is " an ahXiIiary -feature of the
materials providing little in the way of a v1sual dimenbion

‘to 'The ‘context of the situation It is 1nef£ect1ve as a

means .of providing and/or building up background knowledge,
it does little .to ease’ tho learner throughu'llnguistic‘
difficulty |

In the same critical vein, although more imoortant‘
thefe‘ is no concerted attempt made to engage the 1earners'
schemata ‘through problem—solving exercises or activitieSu
The methodoiogy consists of short, “nohhdixective comments

i

informing the teacher to "offer"informatioh and answer

i
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.

l'-’

»

- Lesson IAS, |in which 1earneks reﬁefxing to a map'of tﬁe

-

.target populatlon is irom "diffetent ethnic -groups wﬁose (

backgroundb . and’ experLenceo d;ffer; wldely Emen each~

.under his own steam. S T

qpestlons“ . "diséuss what they see in the slides", and to.

"take turns to read- aloud"- etc. Student directives are as’

! v 3

curt °and directxonlesa' ‘"WOrk thbrudﬁ activities A and B

-

thh reference to documentatlon thPtb"' " "Work alune or in

grougs to .complete act1v1fy sheeﬂg§: "Cdnéolidatel méin
’ 1 : . . r
points through discussion®, . etg.. There are no preliminary

strateqy-oriented exercisesh for example, exercises which
. oo [ ' . * ‘

.

build upxtvecabularyl.ehzough' collo&etibn o{"perﬁinentk.

“

lexical items, nor:. are there predictive, pre-reading ’
. s . ' P ' v ’ -_, ,

exercises‘ which . geperate expectations about = whal s b

gome. Furthermone, Ilttle , accomodation .is made for the.

1earner who comes to the tabk "coia""and,takeq on the task’

[

» N . -

Ite_‘iS‘dnotéd .in7 the teacher 8 quide that * xné.

other ‘st (pf4). ' Althouqh there is thlb acknowledqvment

1

there is little attempt to enbgre thdt content lu Exzmly.‘

Y-

based: on ‘the: learners’ exper1ence or thaL ‘they ‘have - even

reached an ‘undergtaqdlng; 'Inl other woxds; " the °BGCE
materials do _not directly address the fisseeigéf ‘tﬁe

learnera' dlvergent schematxc worlds. Consciously devised

]

'actlyities, ,where the.learners are'encohraqed to use their

f : &
¢ .

‘oWn knowledge and abilities to make pbnﬁections;between the
- e »

new -language and "matetial' and their own background

'
-

knowledge, are 1ack1ng An exception to the rule is

3 Y ' L

- . /7 R “ ’
| . .

- 4
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' ‘enqage and utxlize the learners'’ schemata ' f‘ '

at v PN

carilbou range terri o;y,o'are”asked to ' draw upon thelr

knowledge of local geography in answering several ‘car 1bou

related questions (Seéa'éppendlx .G): “ This lesson

fllastrates . the type of ,ekercisgl which allows ane C

¢

opbortﬁnityyffor learnézs to retonclile given schemata and

I 'S

‘graphic 1nformation (pf "which there is little),‘ for

example, In other wozdsﬁ the learners are drawn inﬁo Lhe

l

task~ by :wha; they already know and are in a posltion “to

fplace the rew knowledge into context., All in all, however,

there are very, 3w activities which fulfill this

.
3

In general . the- BGCP texts can be viewed as

LA . . r ,
tepresgptxng-spgcial purposes .schemata; the}éillustrate a

?

variety - of‘t fxaﬁes“'qf, reference .linked to. 'carlboh

jmdnageheht..’aut, unless the pﬁoblem'SOIVIHQ leans by which

-

schemata'.can.be gngaged aré.provided, one is not working .at

. the schematic“level}‘ rathe:‘texts-are,use' to illustrate

' formal itemg o f usage © As sich, : the‘éxzrcises do not

t

H . . f ) ! ".' - ) K " i N
7. 18 THERE 'SUITABITE . EXPLOITATION' . OF THE LEARNERS'
SYSTEMIC  NEEDS?, - ARE ° THE -EXERCISES  MEANS  TO

‘¢

" COMMUNICATIVE ENDS? .. + . = .
“The <édCP materials . have - been designed to impart .

4

[ I . PR R . -
caribou—r?lated subject‘ mattey throuqh. the ~'medium of

English iinstruction. - Throughout the materials,_Hhowever,

thexe ii\Iittle acknowledgement of the ‘learner havinq to

cope with baoth lgnguage and cgntent.

, "
@ . \ -

!

N
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ultimately will be reqdir&d~by h Lubk. " Tn ntheyﬂ wordsJ‘
ch

there, are few pxerc1se>7«ct1vxt1ea provided . whi

Evidence: . ‘ . N oo )

[}

sound. However,,the linquibtlc level of the texts is both

) difficult angd techqical. An ackno@ledgement of qoncerﬂ\fbr

’
-

linguistlic cpmplexity can Be found 'in the teacher's qulde
suggesting that commentaries and documentation sheets (see.

v
A}

Appendix H) -be adaptéd.tgiihdividuhi levels oii stuydents

depending on their profidiency, but the.bgus to simplity
' R , .

3

and/or modify such texts is left up. to the’ 1ﬁd1vidu‘a1

_teacher. , dtherwiée, there 1s 11ftle prov1\1on for enwuran

¥

that the Iangyage resources prespntkd 5usta1n thv lfarnurb

qchpmata The learners in thlS case *v{ denxed th( ldnquage

K

.knawledge that -enables them to do what is or what

v ‘s

make

.
- - N ce

the texts accebsible,:—prch dllow the learner to not 6nly}

.‘recall' information (on which qreat'baluﬁ is placed) bBut

* 5
which albo allow&the Ieazncr to become an lnutrumég( 0f his
. roo

,N'

t

own education throuqh the medium of Enq11¢h o N

,(The series of exercidee Eol]x?gfq the texts (qq:eady

-~

'ZC1ted ‘r~; sLe Appendic&s ) and F) primarxly focug on

f,quabulany 1tems esqentlal to Carlbou mdnagement“ withbut

mastery of such 1te&s, the SChPmdta and. Erames of rpference
HF

¢

aesociated w1th them mlght be incorrégtly -assimilated.

[ o

‘HOWeyez, the exercises are essentlally presented.as ends

[v3

and not as means. The vocabulary items are pqt'thph used

"The texts are genulne;  the concepts presentad Care /)

‘.

k)

4

to achieve the communiqative'@ﬁilitles sought after in the

) LN -

a;ms; ‘instead they merely illpétzéte usage of éome forhadg‘

.
4
- ' .
.
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ltems ib the linguistic system. . - '
8. DO EXERCISES REQUIRE THE LEARNER TO OPERATE AT, THE
LEVEL OF DISCOURSE? >
The BGCP text materials, as we have seen, are
: ) A
presented in realistic contexts an8 in .connection ~with
. ' . -3 °
representative cultural 1traditions. However, although

whole units of langquage ére presented via the texts, the

exercises themselves account for why langquage activaty Iis
. - ) . o .

levelled at the usage and/or sentence level. . . )

. ‘ y ‘ o >

Evidence: ‘ o L. )

The exercises qre.,decontégtuéliieq, \thaf is, thef

present bitls of language which are cut off fpgmfthe naturai
R 3 o e .

circumstances of their use. - The exercises&ac&ivit)ps are’

simply a weans for fermally exploiting vocabglqryhitems (of

which we have seen* many) and are not .geared toward -
encouraglng use "of such linguistic knowledge - to create
discourse. In other words, the exercises separate out -

ltems6 isanted from the communicative prdcess and as such

provide 1little opportuhity< for interaction with and/or

production of actual discourse. Furthermore, there is no
overlapping of activity; each exercise,-although having'its

own lInternal context, provides no-sense of continuity or

progression in the discourse process. Lesson 1A4,} What
) .

Vs -

) . v : .
Caribou Eat (see Appendix I) illustrates a typical learning.

I'4

situation. . The «core of thé lesson is a text explaining

what caribou eat. The three exercises which follow are: a -

rvocabulary matching/eXercisg, a draw-and-color activify and -

- > #x-)
.
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a fill-in-the-blank exercise. Although related by topic,

the exercises provide 1little more than a collection of

v

loosély unified exercises. - They . are - pot Conly

decontextualized in relation to the greater whole, but A}Qo

v
J

there is’ little logical prpgression or redson fo}" the’

learner to move on.

9. Do EXERCISES TAP THE INTERNAL'PRQCESSES' BY - WHICH

 BHE. LEARNER_ACHIEVES UNDERSTANDING?

i

. There are few exercises which make overt Lhe normal
decoding process. For example, the vocabulary exercises

"qiveslittle if no directives 'wﬂich help the ]eé;ﬁvr Lo use
‘conteit[clues'in vqcabulafy build;nql No sbch %ertnqy-lxke
activipy is encouraged. Furthermnrp, thPrédeQ no langdgqe
learning related ex§1anatluns ipforminq the }earnex g to

the relevanée.of the activity. - In fact, there is clittle

- & \ v 0 ' * }‘
acknowledgement -of the .fact that they' are nun native

learners. In sum, exercises emphasize® a concern for

demonstrating recall of:  content, that 1a, test-l1ke
) . R . ‘)

écthiLy. There is no overt acknowledgement of a concern

for the learners language 1earning/proé€;é1ng,auiliﬁgﬂs.

10. DO . THE PEDAGOGIC QBJECTIVES (I1.E., EXERCISES)

[}

FULFILL THE COQOURSE AIMS? -
I . )

o '(ﬁ’ , )

As has been.evident throughout this evaluation of the f
v . , : : '
BGCP “materials, the pedagogic objectives fail to fulfill |

the educaEIOnallbirlented,aims‘set for the program. The

o

program .promotes, through the use of simple, random and

e
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~_
\ -
"

effective progr?h.

‘purposeless activity, little of what constitutes
prep&r@tion for English-medium Instructlion, Insteéd,
) .

extensive caiibou~ielét}d vocabulary and centent is focused
- ]

upon throughout the materials. As such, it resembles a

' narrow;purposes training program. It is this lack of

methodoloéical development, that ~ is, - the lack of

prlﬁcipled, purposefhl and consciously-devised exércise

‘“activity which may account résponsible Eor the 1edrnefs not

~ A

'beinq. able to thiéve academic success in an English-
med ium instructﬁgnal settinéi\

. There is no doubt that. the progrém has merit.
However, given a ;ejecti@n of the pedagogidal_objectives as
a means for,proie;tiné learners toward the desired aims, a
revision of pedagégy is negegséry iﬁ ordér fp have a mé;e
L *

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS »

—ym——

" In applying Widdowson's tenets, ndw embodied in an

[l

evaluative instrument, it was arrived at that the

pedagogical . objectives in the BGCP fail to ﬁeet the aims

specified-by the course designers., 'Nevertheless, there is -

. o l - -‘ '
strength in the materials. Thisgstrength lies in the use

ot

.of texts with a signiflcantly pic# systemic and schematic

content. = There are 21 units ’oréanized according . to
lschematic frames of reference relgVant,to caribou life and

management . Examples of this schematic diversity can be

Y
1

seen in the fqllowihg examples:
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caribou gzazing

: "caribou’ life cycle . . .
., - calving grounds’ a ’ - . y
.+~ - garibou biology, : :

oL

i

N

Although * the -range of ‘topfcs, ‘reiéted bpacifically “to

.caribou, laré, ccncéptbal’ ' and thematxcdlly appropxxate,

4,
.

'there is little princxplpd methodoloqy which wncou:agea an

approptiate sequence of pzoceduxal activ1€¢ﬁ;o as tn dilow

thp learnpr to aCCESb .the Enql:sh medxum' mnstructional

materJaJ Qo:'his own‘purpnses, In ahorb, “the learner ls"

L.

not encourag#d to engage in phxpaséfﬁi activity . andjf

2 [N
therefure“ has 1ittle opportwnity to e' language rowa:d
attaxnan special purposes.rf"a : : L e

- . ! , . N ."‘ 1 ," v N . ' N ' v
“ .{1',_]>Q'\ ‘ e
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Chapter 4

) -

" . The qenéraluquestion that  this thesis has addressed
is: ng .can an ESP‘éeacher determine the usefulness of a
diven'get'ok ESP maLerials 1p,ﬁé1pingrto achieve the goals
set for thé'studgnts? . | S
Widdowson's frame&prk, although intended fqr use in
E3P course . design, has been. offered as. tﬁe ‘céntral"
construct in addfessin Rhis queétion. The propoéal'to use’
algrahework for course%ZZéign as a framework Eor\évaluatioﬁ‘
has h;isen because a géQiteof théilltOLature revéaled  no
'appropgiate‘ Cevaluakive too}s. ' A review bf .ﬁﬁe ’ES?
'ilteratﬁre‘revealed_that for the most éart, ESP evaluatiow
is 'equa_tjd with testing (Robinson, 1980) aud ‘morr:- 'qlobql'
aspects of programs (Long, 1584). A turn to the GTPE:
literature revealed frameworks seldom bﬁ%ed on prin&ipIed
. - » .
assumptions, ‘but ‘rathe} basgd on languyage description and
neéds analyses (Cunningsworth, 1984; Harmer, 1983;
Williams, 1983),. And “finaily, L1 frameworks were
iiadequate hecause Ehey do not acknowledge the lanépage:'
uomponént per se. As such, it was necessary tb return té
the’ESP literatuxe‘tg'propose the use of Widdowson's (1983).
model for course design. .
In chépter 2, a tentative tool .comprised of fen
criteria ' was arrived at. The tenets of Widdowson's:
‘frameﬁork are embodied in this tool. | |
In chapter 3, the tool was applied to a Canadian’
''set of non-native speaker materlals, tﬁe Barren Ground®

B
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‘Caribou: Program and the strengths and weaknesses _of the

’

ipxqgram we{i\ discussed in light of the use of the tool.

Hoyever, the' ultimate purpose of.ﬁhis‘gpplicatioh is .to

assess’the.evaluative.lnstrument itserf. - ' ) : ya
| In ‘chapfer é; a more épecific'Quesﬁioh is dddresséq;

’ How‘ useful 15 widdowson's framework-as a ;uide for thel
assgséméht,-seiection aﬁd/or_revision of non mative spoakdr
materials?: | P | | —

on’ the basts of the application to the BGCP, it waé

'fougé fhét the tool has both strengths and , weaknesses.
Firﬁt, I will focuq ubon what is offered In the tool that

 makes it qualita?ively'different from other tools. Desplte

the weakhessvs, it will be argued that this tool focuses on

- évaldative' conslderations which are not.only relevant  but

long overdue. . Secondly, the tool's shortcomings will be
discussed. Specifically, I w.ll, diocuss what  the
evaluative " tool does not provide. Because the  tool s

. based exclusively on w1ddows6nfb ﬁm@el for course " deslyn
and focusses on exercise activity and methodology only, it
does 'not  address certaln issues which an ESP évaluatlive

instrument should address. In other words,’ thils analysis
N 4 ¢ -

will coénclude that the shortcomings of the tool proposed

-

are . actually gaps and not problems inherent lin the

framework.

v

- ‘

Widdowson's Framework-1s Suited to Course Evaluation

The ultimate task in anyjform of material evaluation

*1s . to ,éstablish“whethe; the language teaching obJectlives

. : . “ ) \
+ . »’
‘ . .67 e ‘.
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(defined herein as "language used for communication")

‘project the learner toward the course aims (defined a3
"language used as cammunication"). One has to understand
the difference, ‘and “one al%o has to underétéﬁd that
whatever the obJjectlives ére, they are gouing tolbe moré or
less contrived. This is a function of the formal élaséroom
sgtting. _Most importantly then, what this model-cum-tool

provides iz the means .with which an evaluator can

' s
determine the effectiveness of a given set of materials to

achieve the natural ends set for the learners.

B

The méjor premise: of the tool iIs that It is Lhrough

the realignment of methodoloqgy, "l[thel set of activities

degiqned to develoup the procedural problem solving capacity

"of learners" (Widdowson, 1983, p. 107), that course

objectives can more effectively achleve the natural end g§

coping with real life subsecqguently.

The Strenéths of the Scale of Specifickﬁy
As a starting point, the evaluator establishes the
extent to which the alms of the course should he reflected

in the interim objectives. Although there Is no precise

way of determining such specificity (as one would expect

from a scale of measurement), it is nevertheless a valuable

: concebt/device. This fcature has strength 1in that it

allows the evaluator to judge the kind of and extent ﬁg

-

which methodological development is required to fulfill thé

course aims.

Turning to the application of the tool to the BGCP
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materialé, there is nd question that the placement of the
A | . -

course on the scale is toward the education exttreme, 'slnce
the alms of the program dre stated as' educatlional. The

value of tHe tool is that Lln answering the'ggestinnb (Part

‘

I) the gudluatur;becomes cognizant of the'gruater need for -
emphasis on edycationally oriented objectives. .This {s the

strehéth of the tool. . S

4

How 1t translates 1nto'p;actice In other slituations in

also. essentially étraightforward. the difficulty which may

arise. VQen applying the tool. is whex; exactly o course . of

’*

instruction will be placed between the ‘two  extremes of

t

training and education. However, according to Widdowson and

-therefore_according to this tool, it is not that important

~

to. dell'caté exactly\whére on the zdale a courte falls but
rather to understand thg emphasis r,gqi;ed to fulfill the
eoursq'armé. As such, . a course whose purpose is Lraghing
will focus on“ fdr more discrete language and Lavks
associéted with the special purposes bgt will need tﬁ make
allowances for and provide an educat%oh( elemén;ij _ The
situation where a learner needs énly rgZ; roufines  ‘and
formulalic expressions is rare and for this réason'WiddowsoQ
(19833 claihs that "caéac;ty ... to §o1ve pf@biéms and

a

equivalently, to make meanings" (p. -106) should bhe

developed in any course. .
" ‘
_Three-Part System L T

\

Traditionally, 1in ESP materials, there has been a

focus on providing input so as to be able'" to explo}t
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grammatical structures through the ‘péé of langdage

éxercises. when - ESP raterials have not adhered to ;uch a

lanquage-oriented model, they have adopted a content-pius-
- task framework, 1in a sense, relinguishing the focus on

structure., Desplte whﬁt‘has been heralded as a more . L1-

like acquisition setting, the cqntent/task—based-quél is

" no more cfeative than' the lanquage-based model (Hutchinson

& Waters, 1982). The two models fail to reconcile the

. three elements involved: _content, language conventions and

tasks. (As is discussed ' in Hutchinson & Waters, content and

. lanquage arec similgrly treated separately for the sake of

this discussion.) o
Widdowsbn (1983) acknowledges this three-part system
and attempts to bring the content (schemata) element linté
closer correspondence with the’language (system) componeét
through the use of informed methodology (pfocedural tasks).

The coﬁcept of methodology as viewed by Widdowson (1983) is

the crux of the’model-cum-tool:

A Focus on Methodoloqgy

What the tool offers is a greater concern with
&

bringing the 1learners' schematic and systemic' components

into closer correspondence through the use of speclal

purposes methodology. Widdowson's approach to staging 1in

course ., design is in direct contrast with the traditionall

approach of syllabus-content specificationl This focus pon

the methodology (used to‘carry out course aims) 1is a
welcomed, more. holistic,approach to the ‘process of language
* : .

.10
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deyelopment.' ‘I;l~necessitaté§ a reversal In the deqiee of

dependence dn language Speqification aﬁd~presenhatlon, and.

the deg%eé of dependence oh methodﬁlééy: This réversal has

strength’in‘thét a focus on tlie methodology in'ihe inrtlul

.staging of ¢the course desiép p}pcess -establlishes as .a

' pfiorié?ii'arsefdgk aéfivitieék@hiéﬁubfovidggugppoxtuﬁlfles

- o '

for learners to make conneclions between  expression

‘(system) .and actual meaning - (schemata).. " Through  this

involvement ' in and use of the special . purposes language,

, " learners . can be brought closer to the ideal -- where they

8 L4

are capable of functidn@ng autonomously within theix chosen

- = emp o m ca

spheré. Thus, developing capaéity is ceen das an essential *

zpaxt of the learning process, and bn this schema, 1t iz
’buj]t in froﬁ the beginningx 'fﬁ that Lhe‘tool ‘focuses the
evaluaﬁ;r:s attentidn on the ~xlLent Lo‘whiéh‘this is dénc,
it fs'éffectivé. . Widdowson's arqgument of "usg" is very

convihéinq.l Not only does it allow the learner to explore

Strategy—buiidiﬁg techniques within the parameters scL,'put

v [ ] .
also. it ' allows the teacher .o better understand and
diagnése learner interignQUdge. As sucﬁ, it is rmtc only

7

motivating, 1in 'that it provide$ .return for the learner's

effort in such activit} but it is also pedagogically sound.

The Role of System Clarified .

. t L 1 )
_The problem is that this new stance |is frequént{y

vieQed as too radical (Swan,  1985). In éddiﬁfon{.

Widdowson's writing 1is frequently quite difficult to

interpret and this exacerbates’the pfoblqﬁ (MacCormack,.

-
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In particular, the role of system, deflined as
having ‘aldess,than executive role, 18 a confusing VYssue,

My contention 1is that the approach is not that radically’

"different and that the role of system can be stated 'quite

simply. I'think that Widdowson downplays the lmportance of

system so as éo embhaéiza the role of schemata in language -

o

use. HdweQPr, at the same ‘time, he does stress the
importance of the systémic‘éo&bonent..(hlthough system dors
not plégjan,executive role, it does blay an ihportant one).
Becausg“ the caSe - is freguently ovefétated; this wvery
fundamental “poinf ﬁenﬁu to be ob?cured.y-LPart%al
responsibility for this confusion is w1ddow§on'§ style. and
the dlfficulty wilp which he is read. To illustrdté;’
Widdowson states that "éapacity‘dépeqas on, even if it is'
not determined by, a kﬁéwledqe of the rules" (Widdowson,

»

1983, p.58). In the same text, Widdowson claims that

systemic knowledde "is not directly engaged" in language

use. Now which is it? MacCormack . (1986) puts it
éuccinctly: "The picture which emerges is a sometimes
paradoxlical one in which language use is portrayed as beinq

contingent wupon but not bound by 1linguistic éompetence"

(p. 195). The fact remains that the specification of ‘the

~degree tu which system is relied upon is not adequately

déalt with by Widdowson and As such needs clarification. I

believe, however,, that this important issue‘is ‘rendered

(¢
clearer and simpler in the tool.

S

The reversal 1in the staging of the course design

process (where the methodological componeﬁt betomes

72 ) -



superordincté),r is a,‘reflectionl'of *th% rcvarscl“ in
ﬁiddpwsonls- model, and this.helps to clarify the iséue cf
spccification‘ of degree. Just as in his moatl’ widdowson |
proposes thét! language cse be gbepehéent on prdcedufal
activity; s0 Systeh.is contingcnt on schemé in the;’model.
But  this is ‘not to say that system does not play an
impoftant role. Before the ESP ieérner can be brought -to
éngaée in appropriate special purpose activity, he mustibe
prepaicd for . appropziate activity with exposure“ to
'pperequisite language. ) The differing deg:ees of focus on
language aﬁd focus on activity can be seen chanqing over |
tiﬁe (see figure 4). Although'the»end sought is to get at -
language through appropziate activity,' thé mécns invvaé
getting atvactiyity tprough appropriate language.® Thus,
‘the reversal is not as radical as it sceds; (This can be
viewed in conjunction -with the‘logical analysis proposed by

Y

Mackay (1985)}.

7]
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What . the ‘Tool Does Nott’ offer - -+ -

'In ‘ sum, what ﬁidd‘owscn's 'framewotk"hés offﬂr‘ed, is a

new fotus for ESP ayllahus desiqn and evaluation. What it
“ . i

offets is-an informed perspectiVe on important 1ssues of

+ESP almg apgd: ob)ecplves. It is principally cuncerned with'

‘eettlﬁq -up a learning situ_a,ti,omwhich prepares 1earners t

cope ‘wiL'h unforese‘en futuxe s%uations. What ' the tool!

’woffers . is an extremely valuable perspectlve on E:‘SP* cours

design and evaluatlon. In other words, what’ 1t doec., it -
B R . A

|ldoes well Its’ weaknese‘ 1ies lh "what it does not attempt

to do It: has _gaps.

o

There are a numbez of aspect.s ‘of . evaludtion whieh this

.\

tbol neglects dealing wlth - Au a functlon of bN\g based
N

,,jexclusively on informed methoﬁology, the tool dOes not deal

with other, 'more ptactical aspects of evaluatlon Flrst,

"depending on how comprehene;ve a g1ven coursc -is, an

évaluative tool should take 1nto account whether a varlety

'of media and/ox support: materlalb -are 1ncozporated into the

s

syllabus. Genex:ally speaking, a kgalan_ce between visual

material and written text, for example,- should be struck.

‘An evaluatorv should consider the range and variety ot

‘course .materials and ‘'whether there are any serious

F]
N
i

omissions.

similarily, .the tool’ presented does not take into

~account ‘whether means ate provided for developing the

appropriate language skills: listening, speaking, reading
and writing. In additlon to.ensuring that the appropriate

skills fighre’ in the program; care should be taken t¢

- .74



~ensure that they are properly 1ntegrated

. general. Th¥%s Is {ts greatest strength.. ' L.

. ﬂ
r) v . . . I -

o . . ’

More 1mportantly, 'criterla for evaluating téxt 1tse1f
are, 1aékiﬁq. A comprﬂhensive evaluatlve 1nstrument should

have guxdelines for the appraisgal o£ the app:opriateness o£

texts selTected for-lnc*udion. \enidelines as to length

rhetoric, complex1ty and content are 1ack1ng in this tool

L] v

What is also clearly missxng 'is the ‘means for -

assessmént . of thf testing procedures p:ovxdﬂdggoz in ‘the

course mdteraala, “1f any. Thlu\ls an obvious omissidn.
This -and opher éépectsmeNtipned‘above‘are all aspects \of“j

dvaluation‘wbichlwould:kéhhd aut khe tool.

Flnally, overall; the- tool- tis too genexnl.' In some
CBSEb, ,fhe quesfidn& :Qre still opaque and puqh}ru being . \

!

catgigd.one:step further; i.e., the. que tionc need to . be

. broken down into mQre d@stféte questrons tthat “help tao

L -
. . 4 L

better address each bf’thgﬁméin<ibsues. L ~-
. ) ".)' . ‘ ‘ ‘\' ‘ ' “
' However, although this instrunent has shortconmings,:

the issueé'which“are dealt wdtﬁ are crucial, . Widdowson's

- Q ’

framework, now embodied in this instrument, makes it the

1

only evaluative framework that gets at thesé‘}ssucs,“

¢Addif'ionally and most importantly, this framework for

~ .evalaation ‘is‘eqdélly applicable bo othér areas of second

vy

languagé teaching. The prlnciples which govern its . design ‘

are 1issues which are important in any area which oéEKS to

4 ~

equip . leargers not only with a. knowledge of the.llanguage,:

but also with the capacity to use ltﬂ These'.prlncip}es “

-

are relevant to and valid fo; second® language téaéhiqqﬂ iﬁht.

! -~

N .
.
. g .
' . -
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" " APPENDIX A

Shde Presentation

Let C Talk Carlbou

Slide 1.

e There aro many dlﬂerent kinds of ammals living in the world
around us. K )

e Animais which have backbones are called vertebrates. They

can be divided in § groups: mammals. birds, repules. amphibians,
* and fishes. . - ‘

‘e  Mammals are different from all the rest because they are warm

blooded. This means they are able to keep an even body

_temperature.

e Most mammals grow inside their mothers' bodies for a period of
time. After théy are born they feed for & while an their mothers’
milk. The milk is produced by the mammary glands. The amount
of time they are fed on mothers’ milk varies according to the
animal; humans may feed their babies for a year or more, whiist
caribou caives are wuned after a few days.

' The slide shows that caribou are mammals. Can you triink of
any other mammals that live around you? (eg. bear, seal, whale)

d

Chart of five animal groups

, sare, s ow , o~ . -
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N " APBENDIX B

- . Excerpts from Teaéhér'Direcgibgg

"Gb througﬁ ‘documentation sheets with students,
where needed to explain terms" (p. 26). ‘

' ‘", ..ensure comprehension" (p.30).
"Intrépude topic...[and) gufde class..." (p.46).
"Lead summary discussion..." (p. 58). t ,
-~ ’ ‘ .
"Circulate to help where' needed..." (p. 72).
"...consolidate main points" (9.75). :
i L4 - »
, -
: ' |
" . . ‘ ! .
oA\ ‘ .
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APPENDIX D

- Mammals -2 | :
| Finish the d,iagram of vertebrate animals. Draw the missing
A .animals and write in the missing words.

v

Mammais
Fishes -

-~
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- Mammals -2

D) ' Finish these sentences. Choose your answers from the bo;(.

1. All the animals in the diagram are.

D S GGG AR G G Gt

mothers' bodies. °

o - 3. Most ‘ __ grow inside their

4. After they are born they feed from their mother’s

———_. ’ 0

5. The _ glands produce milk.

— milk mammary mammals
vgrtebrates warm blooded

3 Which of these animals is the odd one out?
)

man wolf seal walrus

caribou  ptarmigan bear

. The' ' is the odd one out. All the
others are : ’

L

-
(3 4
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Barren Ground Caribou Schools Progranm
Unit 1 @

Information Digest - Mammals Page 1

Suinmsz ‘

Mammals first appeared on the earth approximately 60 million years ago
during the Palasocene epoch and are the dominant animal group in the
world today. They live in a variety of habitats and climates.

There are certain characteristics which set mammals apart from oOther

animal groups. They are warm-blooded and maintain a stable internal

temperature. Most mammals have a protective layer of fur or skin to
insulate their bodies against heat loss, and sweat glands that excrete
fluid to the outside to keep their body cool. Mammals also have special
mammary glands that secrete a nourishing liquid to feed their young.

Their bodies also developed special structures to adapt to changes in
the environment. ,

Most young manmals grow inside their mothers' bodies for a period of
time that‘ varies with different mammals. Once thdy are born the mothers
feed them with milk from the mammary glands. There are tiree types of
pmammals: placentals; marsupials and monotremes. Placental mammals are
the most developed and common of the three groups. y

As their bodies developed, so did their brains and their capacity to
store and use information -received from their environment. Mammals
developed the ability to use this sensory information, and were ab¥e to
adapt to such things as changes in the weather and in their habitats.

This is part of the process of natural selection whereby animals survive

and reproduce. Only the strongast and fittest animals are able to sur-
vive. i '

Mammals began major adaptations about 26 million years aéo in the
Miocene epoch. The major mammalian groups evolved and began to look as
they do today. As the climate boga;i toagrow colder certain groups could
not adapt and they became extinct. Even-toed ’u.ngg‘ lates were one group
that were able to adapt to th’ qréwing area of grasslands. Ruminants,

part of this gx:o.up: vere quite numerous and one of its members,
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Barren Ground Caribou schooll Proqrm
Unit 1

Information Digest - Mammals , - 4’*‘1 Page 2

pscorans, dovolopod pul ti-chanbered ' stomachs to digalt the. tough gras~
ses. Members of this group were ancestors of thc modern caribou and,
during the Pleistocene epoch, crossed to Nox:th America from Siberia via
e land bridge. They £ound their way to the arctic tu.ndra and began to
live there. . . : —_

-Description

Mammals are the dominant’ species o‘n' earth although insects and reptiles
are more numerocus. They live in different areas of the world and in
different habitats. They include animals which eat other animals (carnir

’ vofo.), animals which eat grass and vegetation (herbivores) and ariimals

vhich sat many kinds of food (omnivores).

‘Mammals are warm-blooded and maintain a stable temperature within thei‘z‘

bodies a0 they can adapt to temperatures in different climates. They
keep their tomporaturc at one level by 'oating food which they use as
fuol. This stable internal temperature givos mammals a higher tolerance

) to t.mporatun changes and they can continue their activities even when

it is hot or cold, In contrast, reptiles (for example) _cannot control
their own temperature and must seek shade when it is hot; if it is very
cold “they becdome torpid. In either case, reptiles must find protection
against severe temperatures orgthey will die.

Most mammals have a p’totacthn layer of fur or skin to help keep their
bodies warm. Soms animals, like the caribou, have a thick layer of fat
and hair to protect them against harsh arctic conditions. Man has only a
thin layer of skin and usés other materials {clothing) such as caribou
skins or bird feathers to keep him warm. At one time this clothing was
made from animal skins -or feathers. Animals usually shed their coats
twice & year or they may shed throughout the year.

whin it 'u very hot, mammals sweat and pant to cool themselves. Water is

secreated to the cutside of the skin and, as it evaporates, it cools the
body. The d.volox‘nnt of these sweat glands, which produces the water,
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vas important because it led. ,to' the ‘development of special luckling.

glands called mammaries which produce milk for feeding young animals.
. ‘ -

Mammals nesd a constant lﬁpply_?f food and air tovmalntain their inter-

nal temperature and theiL bodies have adapted to meet this need. In

their mouths there is a lﬁcondary palate that separates the air passage

from the food passage, a?.lowing them to eat and breathe at the same

time. ‘Mammals use their tdeth to chew their food and have three sets of

teeth for different purposes:

. +

Incisors: t() pluck and pull off pieces of food
Canines: for tearing and stabbing
Cuspids: for chewing food.

Mammals have other body structures and senses which allow their popu~
lations toﬁ adapt and survive in & changing environment. Early mammal
populations followed a nocturnal existence and they .developed some of
the vital senses ('auch as hearing, smell and touc\h) to a high degree.
For example, the bones which form the ear are more complex than they are
in reptiles; the mammal's threa-bone structure in the ear amplifies most
aoun‘ds. The sensa of touch is also well-developed and many mamnmals have
special hairs (vhiskers) that axe sansitive to vibrations.

The mammal's brain is a complex and highly-organized structure. Memory
(the capacity for learning from other animals and the environment, and
the ability to absorb a mass of information and use .it) has snabled
mamm’al populations to :ldapt to different environments. Some mammals,
such as chimpanzees, have shown an ability to solve problems through
deductive reasoning. Mammals have also demonstrated their superior in-
telligence in the wild. For example, animals such as wolves co-operate
while hunting and have develpped complex social structures within their
own society. -

-~

¥When young mammals are- born they go through a learning stage where they
interact with their parents, brothers and sisters. In this period they

a

> 3
A
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learn the skills needed to lur;rive. The mother cares for her young until
they are resady to live on, their own, After a certain langth of time the

mother may force her young to live by themselves as she prepares for the
birth of another animal., This learning stage is andther characteristic
of the mammais. ,

The reproductive cycle is the main characteristic“‘which sets them apart
from other types of animals. In most pammals the fertilized egg remains

and grows within the mother for a certain period of time. The young
animal 1s called an embryo and it is fed by thé glacenta' while in the
mother's womb. The placenta links the young animal with the mother. It
receives its food and gets rid of its waste products via theyplacén’ta.

In this way the mother can provide her young with food and it is able t‘oﬂ

grovw in a protected environment during a vulnerable time of its 1life.
The gostiltion period varies from one mammal to another as does the
degrea ‘of development after birth. Caribou calves are ready to run
within a short time after birth but a human child may be a year or older
before it starts to walk. Animals which bear their young in this way are
called placental mammals but there are two other kinds of mammals,

marsupials arkdt monotremes, which are not as common. .
o

‘

Marsupials have a special structure called a Euch'tor their young.
Their young are born aliva but short after birth they make their way
to this pouch where they attach~themselves to a nipple to receivé food
n the pouch until they are old enouqh to
well-known marsupials ‘are kangaroos and koala

fend for themselves. So
bears that are found in/ Australia.

Monotremes are th/e most primitive group- of mammals. Although they may
have some .mammal charactozistics {(such as having fur and. teeding their
young on n:l.lk) the mothersf lay eggs and the adults have no. &,eeth wWhen
the young are born thcy feed on milk which oozes from special milk
glands on the mother's bcl].y.\Monottomos are not common in the world:
Two examples are spiny antesaters found in South America and the duck-s

billed platypus found in Australia and f.l‘asmarx_ia. '
\.‘. '\\

-
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1. Palaeocene epoch - 60 million years C : Lo : e =
Dinosaurs ruled the°world for 200 mi&ilﬁh'ypaté but became ex-
tinct, perhaps because theif'p&pulttiona couid not ;bleraia the
radical changes in the climate. Mhmmals'tlouriphed.ih,tha1Vacuum
‘ created by the death of the dinosaurs. By the end of this .epoch
several. important lines of mammals had begun to evolve. One of.
a

these was the condylarths, the ancestors of the major plant
eaters. Not much is known about the first tru{ mammals but the
' o ma jority of them were probably no bigger than rats and d%be. Some "
e ' © of them hunted insects and other kinds took to .the“trogg to,

‘ live. They avoided direct competition with the raptiles.

. . .
. |
- 2, Eocene epoch‘~554 million ye&rs - . | ' L

A h‘a

s

Mammals wers firmly agtabliahéd as. the dominant species on the

' . . egrth and had adapted to land, sea and air. Geographical clHanges
v*gr- .‘t ’

. .. were connected and thefl\!g:\:biard 1link between Eastern Asia and
! ‘ .
L North America. The climate wal t as varied as today. Most mam-

mals were still nocturnal and lived in trees.

A

During'thil time . period even-toad ungulates, thefg:ogp to which

- odd- and even-toed ungulates probably first descended from the
' condylarths. Even-toed ungulates have an. even number of toes on
eacli foot and their leag structure is different from the odd-toed
uﬂgulatds. Their teeth are well adaptad for crushing and grinding

* B

their food. . .

e 3. Oligéconq_spoch = 38 to -26 million years \;J/\\\

-

According to theory the Earth tilted slightly on it% axis and “an
ice cap formed at the South Pole. ih: sea lovoll'fcll-gng the

q .
\

.o

|

had occurréd in the sarth's structure.. North America and Europe .

h [l .
. ’ caribou belong, first appeared as a separate grdéﬁk’ Both the
. . ¢
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Climate and vegetation changed, There was more open woodland with

clumps of trees and clearings. The ‘even-toed ungulates began to
expand and divide into two groups, pigs and ruminanta. Pigs were
root eaters and ate anything they could find. They developed many
of the characteristics of the modern pig, they grew in size and
* adapted to different environments. The ruminants vere one of th;
most widespread of the mammal group. Ancestors of camels, gi-
raffes and deer evolved but they did not look like thelir modern
countotparts. . . *

“\
4
¢ "
-

4., , Miocene & Pliocene Epochs -~ 26 to 2 million years
u .

K These two pe‘rivoda‘ showeé an increase in the number and variety of
mammals. The climaté was cooler and drier, and huge areas became
grasslands. Mammals became more specialized "in their feeding
habits as more kinds of vaegetation were available as food, The
digestive systems became more complex as the campals adapted to
their changing food supply. All the major groups of ‘hooved ani-

mals svolved and began to lock ,Very much like they do today:
' J : o .

]
: A8 ‘the climate grew colder mni' types of mammals could not adapt
and by the beginning of the Miocene epoch only four groups of the
odd—toedhungulatea ware left: horses, rhinocerocses, chalicotheres
and tapirs. They lived in densely~-wooded areas and lived on trees -
and bushas. Even-toad ungulates were more successful and grew in”
" number and variety. The tumi.nan‘ta were the most important animls
of this group and thess included deer, antelope and canmels. Thia
group was successful because it adapted 5 the growing area of
4 grassland. Grazing became the main way of feeding and the rumi-
nants developed a highly specialized digestive system which broke
down cellulose "and. extracted .the groteinsl from the tough grasses
found on the plaint;.’ i '

-
Pecorahs were a group of ru;pinanta which had multi-chambered
N stomachs and were suited to eating grass. The bovoids (for

;xamples, cows) ware in this group, as were:

Cervoids deer and giraffe evolved from this group which did F
not have horns. They were browsers and all had four-chambered

90 * ‘
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’Ruminants are usually Marge animals which have adapted to feeding on
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"\:ptomachlk‘l‘n the nesxt epoch, the Ploietocan;. desr from
«Eurasia ud; their way across the land bridge and reached
* "North America. More familiar forms evolved suc}a:as» the moose
and elk.' One genuu (Rangifer) which includes “the caribou,
ddapted t5 life on the tundra and gevera winter conditions.’
Even at this early time the caribau ware migm:l.qg, to _the S
L south in the winter to find food.

5., Pleistocene Epoch - 1 million years

Knom as thg Ice Age, this period was marked by rigorous climafte :
changes. Severe arctic conditions prevailed even in .the more !
temperate zonés of t'.he world. Mammals and some animal groups were

able to adapt to these conditions but some groups did not ‘sur-
. -

vive.
, ’ (W= - . -
Ungulates - . K “ -

Ungulat‘;a ars one of the 1arg@~groups of mammals and can b\& subdivided

into smallexr groups. J’a’ny“of' _th'ex'n' are laxge ard are capable of mowving

quickly over grassy plains or the arctic tundra. Certain physical char- -
acteristics set them apart trom other mammal groups. Their legs are- long-f

and their toes are c%erod vith solid hooves. The animals walk on these

toes and the rest of the foot does not touch’ the ground, Their teeth

have, adapted to grinding “and crushing the herbivorouu material which ., |
they esat, Ungulates 4re ‘found in all parts of the world. Caribou belong ° \

to this group. ’ . @ -

‘

,( . -
A —

Even-toed ungulates chn be diyided into ruminants and nori-ruminanta.

plant material. Their: mola;s have enamel ridges which helps them'grind

and Cqulh. their\tood.‘ The inﬁteatines are long and the stomach is divided -
into three or four chambers, depending on the animal. Food is passed .
through each section ‘nd prepared for digestion by the animal. Caribou,
camels, llamas and other deer are some of the members of this group. - P

‘ -t - -
° t i S ’ ]

.
!
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Definitions \ , . )
Y - adapt ' change (physical characteristics) to °
.o y suit the environment ’
) “dominant ’ ‘

succeed or survive whercjothafl tai1; 7
more capable of adapting

R \ . ‘ .

B -gestation period - peé*od of tim~ in mother's womb T
. habitat ' - natural home of animal or plant . "¢
mamma ls - class of animals who have mammary glands
N T e S for nourigshment of young
AN, . - ; y - ] q
8 ’ © nocturnal existence - animals who are ‘active at night

ruminant animal that brings back food from the

.stomach to chew 'again -~ chewing the cud

I~

~

ungulates . largé mammal with hooves . .
'  wvertabrate animals ’ animals with spinal column (backbone) »
warm blooded . ) able to maintain a constant or even body;
i temperature
<
,
o , > ¢



. APPENDIX F

“‘SCIen‘IlSTS Know Caribou -1 -

N’ Spme of the words are missing. Choose the correct
ones from the box and write them in. Watch out! You
do not need them all.

\

biologist ) oral tradition
estimated number record
verify scientific data

1. Scientists __ __ __ ____ __ what they learn about

caribou. They write it down or take photographs.

2. Native people learn about caribou from their elders.
They talk about it. This is called the

——,————-———-—--—_—

‘3. Scientists have to see somethmg many tlmes to’
that it is true.

4, A scientist who studies ¢aribou or other ammals and .
plants is called a ._

.. What dp the extra words mean?




o S

Ammals for People -1

' Here are somé€ words and phrases you may have
heard or read. Match thém with the correct meaning.
The first one has been done for you.

5 | domestic animals
subsistence resource
-harvest

grazing animals

: - herdsman

8

v

1. Animals who eat grass and other plants.

./ .2, To kill wild animals for food:

. 3. Animals that we.live on.

. 4. A man who looks after a herd of amm\als SN
' Often he travels wuth it.

| )) _ 5. Animals which are raised and kept by farmers 3
’ for food. ‘

Draw and'colour one ammal
that peOpIe eat.

-

This is a(n)

It is used for

94 . o .




.~ _Caribou Biology -1
Cover up the words on the leﬂ Read the sentences. e

Try to fill in the missing words. Check your answers as .
you go along :

_ O

science 1. Caribou biology is a
university 2. Blologists study science at s
history 1 s Blologists learn about the | _
o efcafbou. .
. land [ 4. Biologists learr about the-
caribou where

B N N __ live. _—

‘observing 5 Biologists Iearn about caribou

follow | | —6. They ‘ ' caribou to
" ses where they go. -

.

-~

body 'T 7 Biologists examine the canbou s /
' ) to*see how It works. .

I

g
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- o Where Canbou Lwe /é

\‘ 4

& A Check with the wall map and complete your map.
ﬂ . \ ” ‘\

HORTHWEST TERRITORIES :
<

¢
N
- Map Legend [ e 1 2 >
. 0 Kaminuriak Herd Range (. - T .
‘0 Beverly Herd Range 0/ My home community.
\3 (0 Shared Range" ¢:> calving grounds
” B ) - ) N T

1. Some of the communities are mls§/r\g. Write in their names next to

, the black dots:  Rankin Inlet  Tadoule.Lake  Stony Rapids

Fond du Lac  Brochst  Baker Lake  Snowdrift

.2, Draw a line_aroufid the two herd ranges Colour them in
ditferent colours. .
3. Draw a line around the two /calving grounds. Colgur them both the
same colour. . ~
4. Drawa square around your home community and colour it in, '
5. Write the seasons on your map to show herd dlstribfutlon at dﬁferent
'tlmes of the year. /



7

Where caribou Live <3 -

" Use your map and the wall‘map and answer these questions.

X ;- 1. How mam] -communities are there on the

Beverly Herd range?

'2. How -many communities are there on the

Kamlnuriak Herd range? R

3. When do you usually have caribou near your commumty? )
In . Where do you live?

v
-

4. Can you-name two communities that would have caribou -
near them in winter?

1a - . -

2

—

5. It you travelled in a straight line from Fond du-Lac to

Beverly Lake, how many kilometres would you go?

6. If the Kaminuriak Herd travelled in a straight line from
its calving grounds to Tadoule Lake, how
many kilometres would the animals travel?

7. When would people in Snowdrift have caribou near their
community? ’

8. What is the namie of the herd? . .

9. Whiat other communities share that herd?

37
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"Documentation Sheet
Scijentists Know Caribou -

Scientists use notebooks and write down what they see. They
take specimens from dead caribou. They examine them in
" laboratories. .

Ao

You can see they do not learn about caribou in the same way ‘ T
as hunters do. '

e

,The first man to report caribou in a sclentlﬂc way was Samuel
Hearne. He travelled from Fort Churchill to Coppermine with"
Chipewyans as his guides. He left Fort Churchill in 1770 and it
took him two years to finish his journey. He wrote about what he
had learned and published it in a book.

One of the next scientists to

report about the caribou was

| Ernest Thompscn Seton. He

'| travelled across the Barrenlands |
in a canoe in 1907. He estimated
that there were 30 million caribou
then. But this estimate was never-

tested or confirmed. Now, = °
scientists do not believe his )
estimate.’

Scientists began to use aircraft to
study the caribou in 1948. They do population surveys every .
few years. They also fly to where the caribou are grazing to
learn about how they behave and what they eat. All the things
they confirm are publlshed .80 that dther scientists will know

.about them. . | L o , -
Most of the scientists: who travel to study the canbou are
. biologists. ~— o p

98 o g
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Documentation Sheet -

. . Scientists Know Caribou

Hunters watch caribou with great care. This way they know how
they act. Knowing how caribou act makes them better hunters.

When they. get back to camp, they tell their friends about what .-
they saw. In that way, other hunters learn also. - S

These things are passed down
from father to son. They are not
written down. Scientists who
study people call it the oral
tradition. T

Scigntiéts learn abqut caribou in
a different way. They watch the

see. They make drawings or take
photographs so they will. -

Y\ remember what(they saw: They

do not believe something if they
ee it only once. Thay have to

it many times to verify that it
is tlue. Then they_hope some -
other scientist will see the same
thing and record'it in his notes.,

' That will confirm that it is true.

. Doug Heard is the -
Chietf Biolagist in the

Northwest ’T-err[:orles.

Scientists also like to test what
they have learned. They do
experiments to make sure the
same thing will happen again:

P

&

-y

caribou and write down whgt they

-
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Documentétlon Sheet

What Carlbou Eat

Lichen and young sedges that grow on the calving grounds are
important to the caribou. They give good nutrition to the cows

who have new calves.

In the winter, the caribou metabolism slows down and they |i‘§b
mostly on lichens. But caribou must have a balanced winter diet.
Lichens do not give enough protein, so they also chew sedges,

__small shrubs and other small plants.

~

A Lichen

100

Caribou do not drink much
water. They get molsture from
the plants they eat, and from
the snow they take in with
their food in the winter. But
sometimes they drink water
from rivers or lakes. In the"
winter, they sometimes drink
from cracks in the ice or water
that has overflowed on frozen
rivers or streams.



Documentation Sheet

R What Caribou Eat

Caribou can eat over three kilograms of vegetation each day. i
When they travel they are often distributed over a large area as
they forage. In that way they do not strip an area of all plants.

If they did it wqjld take many years for the vegetation to grow
again.

’ ey In deep snow, canbou dlg .
. v/f: ‘ feeding craters to reach their
food. Many of the plants on
/l]l {/ / the caribou range grow’
| together in clumps. Caribou:

/ {( are good at digging craters

: where the clumps can be -
found. Sometimes there is ice

(L .
4 ( (’ on top of the vegetation or in

the snow. Then, the caribou
find it difficult to dig down to »
their food.

This is a sedge
- For their spring and summer dlet'\éa‘ib‘o'd éat lIchehs". sedges

and leaves of shrubs. If there is not enough, they eat other
plants ' T

- - i " , - 101
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What Caribou Eat -1

1. . Draw and colour
_ B one plant that

Here are some words .and phrases you have heard or
read. Match them with the correct meaning. The first
one has been done for you.

]

‘2’ ruminate

vegetation
feeding crater
lichen and sedges ,
- foraging - .
e “ T/
> 1. hole in the snow, dug by catibg;u_to uncover food
2. bring back food from stomach, to chew again
. »3. looking for plants and eating them

4. all kinds of plants
5. some plants eaten by-caribou

“caribou eat.

4
[ . <

A
This is

#

In my language it is

102
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. What Caribou Eat -1
Fil in the missing words in these sentence§ Chocse -
your ords from_the box -

-

’ g . L
B -

~ ~In winter cafibou *-__,. g feeding craters in the -
. —_—— They fmd their food by __ _Ade\  __
They use their _;" v_ % to break’and dag
N2 throu h the snow. tlmes caribou __ i o
S forthebesty __ __ __d__ __ __places. Usually -
o ‘anima& with —_l _'_ e o Win,
. - WhenVeows arrive atthe - _ _ __ __ __ __ .
S g_,___________,new e _ o__
is beginning to grow. They wul need a good
\ ‘_ _ __t when they, are feeding their -
o~ e .. ln_‘____-m______ and-.
! - __1_ thereis plenty of food. Caribou eat a lot
- - then and build up fat — e — __ forthe
R »  winter. / Lo j
' " ‘
. calves " smell - - . feeding
.deposits ,  _.dig - . . " fight
N SumMer .. > ‘diet - : ' fall-
' 7 hooves ' calving grounds - . snow °
|* ariflers +©  vegetation . ()
N ; ) ~ ! 7 - -
‘. 51‘03 X .
. - o l\ 0
o e
L . A 3




