
The effect of supplemental homework tasks
involving referential questions on learners'

target language linguistic output and accuracy

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Itangaza, Mubangu, 1954-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 26/05/2023 10:22:22

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/290682

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/290682


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 

fihns the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 

thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter &ce, while others may be 

from any type of computer printer. 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 

copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 

illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 

and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 

manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 

unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 

the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 

continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 

original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced 

form at the back of the book. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 

appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to 

order. 

UMI 
A Bell & Howell Infoimation CompaiQ' 

300 North Zedb Road, Ann Aibor MI 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600 





THE EFFECT OF SUPPLEMENTAL HOMEWORK TASKS INVOLVING 

REFERENTIAL QUESTIONS ON LEARNERS' TARGET LANGUAGE LINGUISTIC 

OUTPUT AND ACCURACY 

by 

Mubangu ITANGAZA 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

INTERDISCIPLINARY PROGRAM IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND 
TEACHING 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

19 9 6 



UMI Number: 9720644 

UMI Microform 9720644 
Copyriglit 1997, by UMI Company. All rights reserved. 

This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

UMI 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 



2 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA ® 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have 

read the dissertation prepared by Mubangu Itangaza 

entitled The Effect of Supplemental Homework Tasks Involving 

Referential Questions on Learners' Target Language 

Linguistic Output and Accuracy 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirement for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Renate Schulz 

Robert Ariew 

f/la /4e 

Prosper Sanou 

<?//0/ 
Date 

Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon 
the candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the 
Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

Dissertation Director 

Renate Schulz 

Datze / 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the University 
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the 
Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable 
without special permission, provided that accurate 
acknowledgement of source is made. Requests for permission 
for extended quotation from or reproduction of this 
manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the head of 
the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when 
in his or her judgement the proposed use of the material is 
in the interests of scholarship. In all other instances, 
however, permission must be obtained from the author. 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

First and foremost, I would like to express my sincere 
gratitude to the members of my dissertation committee - Dr. 
Renate Schulz (dissertation director) , Dr. Robert Ariew, and 
Dr. Sini Prosper Sanou. Special thanks go to Dr. Renate 
Schulz for accepting to be my mentor throughout my stay in 
the SLAT (Second Language Acquisition and Teaching) program, 
for the time and energy she put in reading various versions 
of this dissertation, and for her suggestions, comments, and 
encouragements in accomplishing this project. Special thanks 
also to Dr. Robert Ariew (Head of the Department of French 
and Italian) and Dr. Sini Prosper Sanou (Director of Basic 
Languages) for granting me permission to cari^ out this 
research project in the Department of French and Italian, and 
for accepting to serve on my dissertation committee. 

I also wish to acknowledge the contribution of the 
faculty of the SLAT program to my formation. Special thanks 
to professors Muriel Saville-Troike, Andrew Barss, Rudy 
Troike, Donna Johnson, Doug Adamson, and Kenneth Goodman. I 
also wish to express my gratitude to the Graduate Teaching 
Assistants who participated in this project. Special thanks 
to Anne-Marie Brooks and Idrisse Abdoulaye for their help in 
interrating procedures. 

I wish to express my deepest gratitude to the Fulbright 
Organization for financing my studies in the United States. 
Thanks also to the Center for International Students and 
Scholars of the University of Arizona for their support. 
Special thanks also to Dr. Angela Zerdavis, Dean of 
Instruction at Pima Community College, Desert Vista Campus, 
for granting me an adjunct faculty position during the last 
two semesters of studies. 

Finally, I wish to express my deepest gratitude to my 
family - my wife Hadisi Tabu, and my children Wilondja 
Mubangu, Shabilenge Mubangu, Ngalima Mubangu, Byakombe 
Mubangu, Mwenyemali Mubangu, (and those to come) - for the 
sacrifice they have endured in these five years of 
separation. Their patience is greatly appreciated. Nature 
will pay them back by tens. Special thanks to my nephew 
Fikiry Kasuku, who, day after day, took the pain of keeping 
me in touch with events in Zaire, my country of origin. His 
courage is also greatly appeciated. Last but not least, I 
wish to thank my friends Ron Chaoka, Nick Mokhothu, and Wanda 
Clayton for the many "Happy Hours" spent together in an 
effort to manage stress. God bless. 



5 

I dedicate this dissertation 

to my late parents, 

my father WAKENGE MASSUMO MUBANGU 

and my mother WAKOYIKA NGALIMA BIKAMBO. 

It is a pity nature never gave them a chance to harvest 

the fruit of their efforts. 



6 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
LIST OF TABLES 9 
LIST OF FIGURES 13 
ABSTRACT 15 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 17 

1.1. Introduction 17 
1.2. Purpose of the study 19 
1.3. Rationale and theoretical basis 20 

1.3.1. Context 20 
1.3.2. Output and accuracy 21 
1.3.3. The role of homework 25 
1.3.4. Theoretical basis 27 
1.3.5. Instructional methodology 29 
1.3.6. The role of questions in L2/FL 

teaching and learning 31 
1.3.7. Research questions 41 

CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 43 

2.1. Introduction 43 
2.2. Objective measures of written proficiency .. 43 
2.3. Error analysis 53 

CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 58 

3.1. Introduction 58 
3.2. Quasi-experimental design 59 

3.2.1. Subjects 59 
3.2.2. Instructional materials 62 
3.2.3. Data collection procedure 65 
3.2.4. Scoring procedure 67 
3.2.5. Data analysis 76 

3.2.5.1. Linguistic output 78 
3.2.5.2. Syntactic complexity 81 

. 3.2.5.3. Grammatical accuracy 84 
3.2.5.4. Comprehensibility 85 

3.3. Follow-up analysis with higher and lower 
scoring students 87 
3.3.1. Introduction 87 
3.3.2. Procedure 88 

3.4. Attitude questionnaire 90 

CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 94 

4.1. Introduction 94 
4.2. Results of quasi-experimental study 95 

4.2,1. Linguistic output 95 
4.2.1.1. Number of words 96 



7 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

4.2.1.2. Clause length 101 
4.2.1.3. Number of T-units 107 

4.2.2. Syntactic complexity 112 
4.2.2.1. Coordination 112 
4.2.2.2. Subordination 118 

4.2.3. Grammatical accuracy 124 
4.2.3.1. Accuracy on grammatical test . 124 
4.2.3.2. Error-free T-units 130 

4.2.4. Comprehensibility 136 
4.2.4.1. Interrater reliability 137 
4.2.4.2. Relevance of responses 141 
4.2.4.3. Comprehensibility index 147 

4.2.5. Siommary and discussion 148 
4.3. Analysis and results of follow-up study .... 156 

4.3.1. Introduction 156 
4.3.2. QUESTION 1 159 

4.3.2.1. Analysis of objective 
measures of written proficiency 
on question 1 159 

4.3.2.2. Results of objective 
mesures of written proficiency 
on question 1 165 

4.3.2.3. Error analysis on question 1 ..175 
4.3.2.4. Results of error analysis 

on question 1 181 
4.3.3. QUESTION 2 

4.3.3.1. Analysis of objective measures 
of written proficiency 
on question 2 189 

4.3.3.2. Results of objective mesures of 
written proficiency 
on question 2 195 

4.3.3.3. Error analysis on question 2 ..197 
' 4.3.3.4. Results of error analysis 

on question 2 202 
4.3.4. Summary and discussion 207 
4.3.5. Contribution of follow-up study 211 

4.4. Results of the attitude questionnaire 219 
4.4.1. Introduction 219 
4.4.2. General information 221 
4.4.3. Effectiveness 224 
4.4.4. Enjoyableness 225 
4.4.5. Referential questions vs. 

fill-in-the-blanks 226 
4.4.6. Classroom activities favorable 

to writing skills 228 



TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

4.4.7. Overall usefulness of homework 
assignments 230 

4.4.8. Summary and discussion 231 

CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 235 

5.1. Introduction 235 
5.2. Research questions, method, 

and results 235 
- 5.3. Pedagogical implications 243 

5.4. Limitations of the study 249 
5.5. Recommendations for further resear-ch ...252 

APPENDIX A 256 
APPENDIX B 279 
APPENDIX C 285 
APPENDIX D 301 
APPENDIX E 315 

REFERENCES 319 



9 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 3.1, Assignment of classes to research groups .. 60 

Table 3.2, Number of subjects who took part in the 
study 60 

Table 3.3, Assignment of classes per TA 62 

Table 3.4, Correlation coefficients for interrater 
reliability 76 

Table 4.1, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for the niimber 
of words 96 

Table 4.2, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for clause 
length 102 

Table 4.3, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for number 
of T-units 107 

Ta±»le 4.4, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for 
coordination 113 

Table 4.5, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for 
subordination 119 

Table 4.6, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for grammatical 
accuracy 125 

Table 4.7, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for error-free 
T-units 131 

Table 4.8, Interrater reliability for 102-1 138 

Table 4.9, Interrater reliability for 102-2 138 

Table 4.10, Interrater reliability for 201 139 

Table 4.11, Interrater reliability for 202-1 140 

Table 4.12, Interrater reliability for 202-2 141 



10 

LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

Table 4.13, Mean scores, mean gain scores, and 
statistical significance for 
comprehensibility 142 

Table 4.14, Comprehensibility indices for all groups ..147 

Table 4.15, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 102-1-Treatment and 
102-1-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 1 160 

f t 

Table 4.16, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 102-2-Treatment and 
102-2-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 1 161 

Table 4.17, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 201-Treatraent and 
201-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 1 162 

Table 4.18, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 202-1-Treatment and 
202-1-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 1 163 

Table 4.19, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 202-2-Treatment and 
202-2-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 1 164 

Table 4.20, Error analysis for 102-1-Treatment and 
I02-1-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 1 177 

Table 4.21, Error analysis for 102-2-Treatment and 
102-2-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 1 178 

Table 4.22, Error analysis for 201-Treatment and 
201-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers(HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 1 179 



11 

LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

Table 4.23, Error analysis for 202-1-Treatment and 
202-1-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 1 180 

Table 4.24, Error analysis for 202-2-Treatment and 
202-2-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 1 181 

Table 4.25, Total number of errors made by groups 
on question 1 182 

Table 4.26, Lexical, grammatical, and other errors 
made on question 1 183 

Table 4.27, Error ratio for HA and LA on the pretest 
and posttest on question 1 186 

Table 4.28, Error frequency across levels within groups 
and across levels on question 1 188 

Table 4.29, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 102-1-Treatment and 
102-1-Control for high achievers (HA) and 
low achievers (LA) on question 2 190 

Table 4.30, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 102-2-Treatment and 
102-2-Control for high achievers (HA) 
and low achievers (LA) on question 2 191 

Table 4.31, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 201-Treatment and 
201-Control for high achievers (HA) and 
low achievers (LA) on question 2 192 

Table 4.32, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 202-1-Treatment and 
202-1-Control for high achievers (HA) and 
low achievers (LA) on question 2 193 

Table 4.33, Analysis of objective measures of written 
proficiency for 202-2-Treatment and 
202-2-Control for high achievers (HA) and 
low achievers (LA) on question 2 194 



12 

LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

Table 4.34, Error analysis for 102-1-Treatment and 
102-1-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 2 197 

Table 4.35, Error analysis for 102-2-Treatment and 
102-2-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 2 198 

Table 4,36, Error analysis for 201-Treatment and 
201-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers(HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 2 199 

Table 4.37, Error analysis for 202-1-Treatment and 
202-1-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 2 200 

Table 4.38, Error analysis for 202-2-Treatment and 
202-2-Control on the pretest and posttest 
for high achievers (HA) and low achievers 
(LA) on question 2 201 

Table 4.39, Total number of errors made by HA and LA 
on the pretest and posttest in their 
responses to question 2 202 

Table 4.40, Lexical, grammatical, and other errors 
made by subjects on question 2 203 

Table 4.41, Error ratio on the pretest and posttest 
within groups and across levels 
on question 2 204 

Table 4.42, Error frequency within groups and 
across levels on question 2 206 

Table 4.43, Response rate to the questionnaire 222 

Table 4.44, Gender distribution of respondents 222 

Table 4.45, Experience with FL learning prior to 
enrolling in French 223 

Table 4.46, Reasons for taking French 223 



13 

LIST OF TABLES - Contniued 

Table 4.47, Effectiveness of referential questions 
on a four point scale 224 

Table 4.48, Enjoyableness of referential questions 
on a four point scale 226 

Table 4.49, Mean ratings of referential questions 
versus fill-in-the-blanks on a four 
point scale 226 

Table 4.50, Mean ratings of classroom activities 
favorable for developing writing skills 
on a five point scale 228 

Table 4.51, Mean ratings of classroom activities 
favorable to FL learning on a five 
point scale 229 

Table 4.52, Means and standard deviations of learner 
perception of the overall usefulness of 
homework assignments activities 
on a four point scale 230 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 4.1, Mean ntamber of words for level 102 98 

Figure 4.2, Mean number of words for 201 99 

Figure 4.3, Mean number of words for 202 101 

Figure 4.4, Mean clause length for 102 104 

Figure 4.5, Mean clause length for 201 105 

Figure 4.6, Mean clause length for 202 106 

Figure 4.7, Mean number of T-units for 102 109 

Figure 4.8, Mean number of T-units for 201 110 

Figure 4.9, Mean number of T-units for 202 112 



14 

LIST OF FIGURES - Continued 

Figure 4.10, Mean coordination index for 102 115 

Figure 4.11, Mean coordination index for 201 116 

Figure 4.12, Mean coordination index for 202 117 

Figure 4.13, Mean subordination index for 102 121 

Figure 4.14, Mean subordination index for 201 122 

Figure 4.15, Mean subordination index for 202 123 

Figure 4.16, Accuracy on grammatical test for 102 127 

Figure 4.17, Accuracy on grammatical test for 201 128 

Figure 4.18, Accuracy on grammatical test for 202 13 0 

Figure 4.19, Error free T-units for 102 133 

Figure 4.20, Error free T-units for 201 134 

Figure 4.21, Error free T-units for 202 13 6 

Figure 4.22, Mean comprehensibility for 102 144 

Figure 4.23, Mean comprehensibility for 201 145 

Figure 4.24, Mean comprehensibility for 202 146 



15 

ABSTRACT 

This study investigated whether training in and use of 

referential questions had an effect on learners' linguistic 

output and accuracy. The study had three components. A 

quasi-experimental design with treatment and control groups 

examined quantitatively the performance of students on a set 

of variables, including number of words, number of T-units, 

clause length, coordination, subordination, grammatical 

accuracy, error-free T-units, and comprehensibility. A 

pretest and posttest were administered to a population of 149 

students (64 in treatment groups and 85 in control groups) 

enrolled in three consecutive levels of French as a foreign 

language at the university of Arizona. Gain scores were 

computed and statistical tests were conducted on these gain 

scores for significance. A follow-up study examined the 

performance of selected high and low achievers within groups 

and across levels on the same variables. Finally, an 

attitude questionnaire was administered to the treatment 

groups at the end of the treatment period. Its purpose was 

to tap the students' perceptions of the effectiveness and 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions in language learning. 

Results of the quasi-experimental study indicated that 

all subjects within groups and across levels significantly 
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increased their performance between the pre- and post-tests 

on most of the variables examined. No statistically 

significant differences, however, were found between 

treatment and control groups. Results of the follow-up study 

with high and low achievers indicated that only in two areas 

were the differences between high eind low achievers clearly 

established cind consistent across levels: error-free T-units 

and number of words in error-free T-units. The high 

achievers outperformed the low achievers in 100% of the cases 

on these two variables. There was variation on the other 

variables. Results of the attitude questionnaire indicated 

that the majority of students felt that referential question 

assignments were more effective and more beneficial tools of 

language learning than were fill-in-the blanks-type 

exercises. However, barely half of students rated 

referential question assignments as enjoyable. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Introduction 

The need for competence in second or foreign languages 

continues to grow as technological advances of the twentieth 

century keep making the world smaller and smaller a place. 

Second language (L2) and foreign language (FL) educators and 

researchers in second language acquisition (SLA) have always 

pondered on whether there are any best methods of teaching a 

second or foreign language. Their endeavors resulted 

throughout the years in the emergence of different approaches 

to L2/FL teaching, making the 20th century the most prolific 

in the development of L2/FL methodology: grammar translation 

in the early 1900's; the direct method in the 1920's; the 

reading method in the 1930's, the audiolingual method in the 

1950"s and 1960"s, the so-called "designer methods" in the 

1970's, and the currently prevalent communicative approaches. 

Descriptions of each of these methods and approaches can be 

read elsewhere (Brown, 1994a, 1994b; Larsen-Freeman, 1986; 

Richards and Rodgers, 1986; Omaggio, 1985; Yalden, 1981) and 

will not be repeated here. Each of these methods has its 

strengths and its flaws. Each has produced satisfactory 

results at some times, and in some settings, but none has 

provided a definitive answer to the q[uestion whether there 
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are any best methods of teaching a second or foreign 

language. Classroom observations have shown that actual 

instructional sessions usually utilize aspects of more than 

one method. This somewhat odd reality pushed some L2/FL 

educators to encourage teachers to adapt and not adopt any 

method which fits their situations (Celce-Murcia, 1991). 

Adaptation entails that L2/FL educators focus their 

attention not so much on which method to apply, but rather to 

test the effectiveness of specific techniques they use in 

their efforts to enhance and facilitate language learning. 

Teachers' concerns should be reflected in their way of 

answering the following questions during lesson preparations: 

Does a specific technique appeal to the genuine interest of 

the students? Is the technique relevant to the social 

environment of the students? Is it compatible with students' 

ability levels and learning styles? Does the technique 

contain a discovery element? What is the best way to handle 

the technique? (Brown, 1994a, 1994b). An analysis of these 

questions brings to awareness the impact that a focus on 

techniques rather than on methods may have on the language 

teaching profession. First, these questions indicate that it 

is possible to make an evaluation of techniques in terms of 

purpose of task, motivation, relevancy, and degree of 

creativity and discovery required by the learner. A 

technique that works is one that appeals to the genuine 

interest of learners, that is relevant to their lives, that 
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is compatible with students' ability levels and learning 

styles, that has a purpose, and that contains a discovery 

component. A detailed evaluation of this nature allows 

teachers to implement those techniques which fit the 

realities of their classrooms and drop those which do not. 

Second, the questions indicate that it is possible to test 

the validity of each single technique through research. As 

in other disciplines, classroom-oriented SLA research can 

provide insights into what actually happens in the language 

classroom and can contribute valuable insights in the field. 

This study is one such attempt to test the validity of one 

such technique - the use of questions in language learning, 

specifically training in and use of referential questions as 

a tool to enhance L2/FL learning in the classroom. 

1.2. Purpose of the studv 

The purpose of this study is to investigate whether 

training in and use of referential questions have a positive 

effect on students' linguistic output and accuracy. 

Referential questions are those questions for which the 

questioner does not know the answer. They are contrasted 

with display questions, those for which the questioner knows 

the answer. The study is based on the assumption that 

activities that involve learners' higher level cognitive 

skills are likely to force learners to produce more target 
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language (TL) , cind to pay more attention to TL forms. If 

practice in referential questions can be shown to have a 

positive effect on language learning, the study will 

enlighten teachers as to more effective ways of facilitating 

language learning in general, and learners' linguistic 

productivity and accuracy in particular. 

1.3. Rationale and theoretical basis 

1.3.1. Context 

The study was conducted in the context of classroom-

oriented research. One issue that has raised a considerable 

debate in second language acquisition (SLA) research in the 

last two decades is whether instruction is necessary or 

useful for language acquis it ion/learning; and if yes, whether 

it makes any difference in learners' performance? Schulz 

(1991) puts two interesting questions concerning SLA: 

Why can practically all "normal" children, adolescents, 

and yoiing adults "acquire" a language when immersed in 

the target language culture, but so many fail to succeed 

in the classroom setting? Why do people who have 

acquired a second language in actual communicative 

context remember the language much longer than 

individuals whose language experience was limited to a 

tutored setting? (Schulz, 1991, p.18). 



21 

Whatever the reason provided as an answer to these questions, 

the reality remains that not every FL learner has the 

opportunity to operate in or travel to an L2 environment. 

The classroom may be (and in many cases is) the only setting 

in which the learner can have contact with the FL. Many 

people have learned languages as FL, that is, far away from 

the community where the language is spoken. In addition, 

classroom language instruction, if well implemented, can be a 

valuable source for language acquisition. The context of FL 

learning should be understood to include language learning 

activities inside the classroom and those which take place 

outside the classroom in the form of homework. 

1.3.2. Output and accuracy 

This study addresses the learners' linguistic output and 

accuracy. The main goal of most FL programs is to enable 

learners to comprehend and produce (listen/read/speak/write) 

the target language as much as they can, and be able to use 

it in a range of contexts. Production and ability to use 

have received different emphasis in L2 and FL learning and 

teaching over the years. Communicative approaches to 

language learning and teaching of the 1970'S and 1980's 

stressed communicative fluency over accuracy. What became 

important was the message the learner could convey, the 
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meaning the learner could negotiate, and not so much how 

accurate in grammatical form the message was (Savignon, 1972; 

Schulz and Bartz, 1975). Communicative competence became the 

key term in the profession (Savignon, 1972). It is defined 

as "the ability to f\inction in a truly communicative setting, 

that is, in a dynamic exchange in which linguistic competence 

must adapt itself to the total informational input, both 

linguistic and paralinguistic, of one or more interlocutors" 

(Savignon, 1972, cited in Higgs and Clifford, 1982, p.58). A 

communicative setting is "one in which real or authentic 

communication takes place, not one in which a teacher is 

doing a question/answer drill based on a story, a dialog in 

the book, or on some other ad hoc data base from which the 

teacher already knows the answer" (Higgs and Clifford, 1982, 

p.58). Canale and Swain (1980) make explicit the term 

communicative competence by breaking it down into its 

components, including grammatical, sociolinguistic, 

discourse, and strategic competences. 

As mentioned earlier, communicative approaches to 

language learning first put emphasis on meaning; form became 

secondary. Flaws in this trend include particularly the lack 

of a clear definition of "what" the learner should be able to 

communicate, and "how well" he/she should perform in order to 

communicate a message successfully in the target language. It 

is not enough to be able to say something in a foreign 

language; it is most important to say it in an appropriate 
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way. In human communication, settings, participants, topics 

and contexts vary. Any communicative act involves a range 

of grammatical functions and requires a certain degree of 

language accuracy. As Higgs and Clifford (1982) point out, 

it is easier to order a meal in a restaurant, than to 

convince a businessman through logical arg\imentation that his 

financial interests are protected. What is needed is a 

breakdown of the grammatical functions of language, and a 

specification of linguistic accuracy needed to fulfil each 

function. According to Higgs and Clifford (1982), 

communicative competence must be understood not as 

"communication in spite of language", but rather as 

"communication through language" (p. 61) . This view of 

communicative competence inspired the ACTFL (American Council 

on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) guidelines, in which 

knowledge of language is defined in terms of proficiency: 

what can a learner do at such or such a stage of target 

language (TL) development, and how well can he/she do it? 

Grammatical precision becomes an integral part of 

communicative competence (Omaggio, 1983, 1984, 1986; Schulz, 

1991) . 

The emphasis on grammatical precision, and the necessity 

to introduce it as early as possible in a language learning 

program, stems from findings of studies on native speaker 

judgements of L2 learners' efforts at communication and the 

"Terminal 2" phenomenon. Studies on native-speaker judgements 
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of L2 learners' efforts at communication reveal that lexical 

and grammatical errors are the major causes of communication 

problems between native-speakers (NS) and nonnative-speakers 

(NNS), and that the degree of tolerance for certain types of 

errors varies from culture to culture (Gunteinmann, 1978; 

Chastain, 1980; Galloway, 1980; Tomiyama, 1980; Piazza, 

1980; Delisle, 1982; Ensz, 1982; Ludwig, 1982) . Second, 

there is the "Terminal 2" phenomenon. The Foreign Service 

Institute (FSI) developed a model to explain the constituent 

components of students' language abilities, called 

"Performance Profile". The profile includes categories for 

grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency, which are 

all believed to contribute in vairying degrees to general 

language ability. Results of a study indicated that there 

were students who exhibited high levels of vocabulary (e.g., 

at an FSI rating of 3 or even 4), but who could not perform 

the functions expected of a level 3, because they lacked the 

necessary knowledge of grammar and/or control over it. These 

students came to be called "Terminal 2/2+" (Higgs and 

Clifford, 1982) . These learners have a good command of 

vocabulary, but a poor command of grammar, and even with 

additional instruction, the incorrect grammatical patterns 

that the students have developed are resistant to correction. 

This phenomenon is known as fossilization (i.e., the point in 

time in interlanguage development at which non-native 
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grammatical patterns are difficult to be remedied despite 

attempted remedial instruction). 

1.3.3. The role of homework 

Most FL programs utilize homework assignments to speed 

up FL learning. Textbooks and workbooks contain exercises to 

be completed outside the classroom. The assumption is that 

clasroom time is limited, and that students who perform some 

learning tasks outside of class time progress faster than 

those who do not (California State Department of Education, 

1985; Lowe, 1987). 

A considerable amount of research has been conducted on 

homework in content areas (math, science, and social 

sciences) at elementairy and high school levels (For reviews, 

see Coulter, 1979; Paschal et al., 1984; Natriello and 

McDill, 1986; Cooper, 1989). Early studies tested the 

"homework versus no homework" hypothesis. Later on, 

investigators improved their research designs by 

incorporating such variables as "type of homework" (e.g., 

practice, preparation, and extension assignments). More 

recent studies have investigated the role that grades and 

feedback play in homework. These studies have indicated 

conflicting findings. At times, no significant difference 

was found between the homework group and the no homework 

group; some other time, the homework group outperformed the 
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no homework group. In the overall, the research supports the 

view that regulary assigned homework enhances school 

achievement, specifically if homework assignments are 

regularly graded and feedback is provided to students. 

In L2 and FL acquisition research, the role of homework 

has not been empirically explored. The assumption that 

students who perform some learning tasks outside of class 

perform better is based on beliefs and anecdotal evidence. 

Where homework is mentioned in the literature, it is more a 

recommendation than an integral component of FL learning 

(Krashen and Terrell, 1983; CA Dept. of Education, 1985; 

Lowe, 1987; Kock, 1988). Since it is assumed in FL learning 

(CA Dept. of education, 1985; Lowe, 1987), as in L2 learning, 

that much learning takes place outside the classroom (e.g., 

with homework activities), it becomes interesting to examine 

the possible effect that such activities outside the 

classroom may have on learners' TL outcomes. 

There is little agreement in the literature as to the 

definition and classification of homework (Jongsma, 1985; 

Cooper, 1989). For the purpose of this study, homework is 

defined as tasks assigned to students by instructors that are 

meant to be carried out during non-class hours (Cooper, 

1989) . 
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1.3.4. Theoretical basis 

This research is motivated by the "Comprehensible Input 

Hypothesis" (Krashen, 1982; Krashen and Terrell, 1983), "the 

Comprehensible Output Hypothesis" (Higgs and Clifford, 1982; 

Swain, 1985), and theories of writing (Hayes and Flower, 

1983; Flower, 1985, 1989; Kroll, 1990). Krashen's (1982) 

model of second language acquisition (the Monitor Model) has 

been criticized for a number of reasons, among them lack of 

explicitness in the definitions, and lack of supporting 

evidence for the hypotheses (McLaughlin, 1987), but many 

language educators agree on the importance of comprehensible 

input. The key to language acquisition is through the 

understanding of messages. "We acquire language by 

understanding input that is a little beyond our current level 

of competence" (Krashen and Terrell, 1983, p.32). Language 

acquisition takes place when input (language addressed to the 

learner) is understood, and when there is enough of it. It 

is therefore necessary that learners be given sufficient and 

appropriate comprehensible input so that they can understand 

messages which are at their level of acquisition and a little 

bit beyond. In Krashen's teinns, this is called i+1 

comprehensible input. The purpose is to let the learner move 

from stage i (the present level of proficiency) to stage i+1 

(which is the next level of proficiency). If input is at too 
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advanced a level, it will cease to be comprehensible, and 

acquisition will not take place. 

Similarly, there is room to postulate an output 

hypothesis. We acquire language when we are encouraged to 

use the target language (orally or by writing) in 

communicative tasks that are just beyond our current level of 

productive competence (Higgs, 1982; Swain, 1985). According 

to this hypothesis, learners should be given tasks that they 

understand, but which require them to pay more attention to 

the means of expression needed in order to successfully 

convey their own intended meaning. The idea is consonant 

with Cole and Williams' (1973) finding that the cognitive 

level of the teachers' questions is correlated with the 

cognitive level of the students' responses, and that the 

cognitive level of the response is correlated with the syntax 

of the response. In other words, higher level questions are 

believed to stimulate higher level responses, and higher 

level responses are believed to require greater syntactic 

complexity (Cole and Williams, 1973). It can be claimed that 

students develop syntactic complexity and grammatical 

accuracy when they are "pushed" to complete tasks that 

challenge their current linguistic resources. 

The study is also grounded in the process approach to 

writing, specifically in its cognitive view. According to 

this approach, focus should be on what the writer does when 

he or she is involved in the process of writing. Writing is 
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seen as a "problem-solving" activity (Flower, 1985, 1989, 

cited in Kroll, 1990) , and as such, it involves higher order 

thinking skills. Students have to define a problem, place it 

in a context, explore it, generate alternative solutions, 

until they reach a well supported conclusion (Kroll, 1990) . 

Writing also means translating ideas into words, revising 

them, and editing them (Kroll, 1990; Hayes and Flower, 1983). 

Answering referential questions in writing engages learners 

in a problem-solving activity in that it compels students to 

pull ideas from their experiences, to place them in the 

context of the question, and then to plan, revise, and edit 

them. The language of student responses is their own, 

stemming from their experience and creative ability. 

1.3.5. Instructional methodology 

This study is conducted in the pedagogical context of 

proficiency-oriented and language experience approaches to 

language teaching. Proficiency-oriented instruction (Omaggio, 

1983, 1984, 1986) emphasizes five components: context, 

function, accuracy, students affective needs, and culture. 

The approach claims that students should be given 

opportunities to practice language in a range of contexts, to 

carry out a range of communicative functions, to develop 
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linguistic accuracy, and to develop cultural awareness of the 

target language (Omaggio, 1986, pp.35-36). Proficiency-

oriented instruction includes all the characteristics of 

communicative language teaching: language is presented in a 

real life context, it is authentic, it has meaning and 

purpose (Yalden, 1981; Richards and Rodgers, 1986; Larsen-

Freeman, 1986); but it takes into account levels of 

communicative competence - what can a learner do at a given 

stage in the process of language learning? 

This study is also based in a language experience 

approach (LEA) to language teaching (Hatch and Hawkins, 1987; 

Rigg, 1989, 1991). This approach emphasizes that students 

are not "blank plates" on which material should be printed; 

rather they bring a lot of resources to the task of learning; 

and that the more they are involved in the planning and 

implementation of the teaching, the more they learn ( Nunan, 

1988) . Early adulthood is an eventful period in life. 

Students bring a lot of resources to the classroom: 

knowledge, experiences, interests, ambitions, expectations. 

Rigg (1991) demonstrates that LEA enhances language learning 

(particularly writing), because it "uses students' strengths 

in the new language. The vocabulary is theirs, the 

grammatical and discourse structures are theirs, most 

important, the topics are theirs, coming from their 

backgrounds and their interests"(p.199) . Nunan (1985) 

demonstrates that learners' comprehension of a passage is 
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easier on a familiar topic than on an unfamiliar one, even 

when the unfamiliar text is easier than the familiar text in 

terms of linguistic constituents. The FL teacher is 

therefore encouraged to promote activities which "push" the 

students to actually pull material from their experiences 

with the real world. 

1.3.6. The role of questions in L2/FL teaching and 

learning 

The purpose of this study, as mentioned earlier, is to 

investigate whether referential questions have an effect on 

learners' linguistic output and accuracy. Questions have 

been selected as a target of this study because of the role 

they play in cognitive development eind social interactions. 

In first language acquisition and content areas, for example, 

findings of several studies (Hunkins, 1970; Cole and 

Williams, 1973; Arnold et al., 1974; Smith, 1978; Mehan, 

1979; Dillon, ,1981) indicate that teachers' questions 

correlate with students' responses; and that the cognitive 

level of questions correlates with the cognitive level of 

responses, and with students' achievement. Questions have 

been classified into factual and opinion questions, closed 

and open questions, narrow and broad questions, factual and 

interpretive questions (Hunkins, 1970; Cole and Williams, 
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1973; Arnold et al., 1974; Smith, 1978; Mehan, 1979; Dillon, 

1981). 

In L2/FL acquisition, research indicates that questions 

facilitate interaction between interlocutors. Long (1981) and 

Long and Sato (1983) found that in NS-NNS interactions, for 

example, questions establish topics and turns between 

interlocutors, and sustain participation by the NNS. Long 

(1981) conducted a study to investigate how NS-NS 

interactions differed in structure from foreigner talk 

discourse, and how the differences affected the syntactic and 

morphological features of the language used. Results indicate 

that for both NS-NS and foreigner talk discourse, questions 

are the prefered form of initiating topics (62% of the cases 

in NS-NS interactions, and 96% of the cases in foreigner talk 

discourse). Moreover, Wh-questions were the most favored 

type in both types of interactions. However, not so much has 

been done on questions in FL pedagogical research, especially 

in terms of relationships between types and cognitive levels 

of questions and other learner variables. 

As far as classroom drills are concerned, Paulston 

(1970) classifies them into mechanical (where there is 

complete control of the response, and the student does not 

need to understand the utterance to be able to complete the 

task); meaningful (where there is still relative control of 

the response, but the student needs to understand the 

utterance in order to answer), and communicative (where the 
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student not only understands the utterance, but also, and 

more importantly, contributes new information drawn from 

personal knowledge of the real world). Paulston recommends 

"an orderly progress from mechanical drilling through 

meaningful to communicative drills" in the organization of 

classroom activities (Paulston, 1970, p.192). Though 

everyone recognizes the validity of Paulston's 

classification, few agree with the recommendation. Mehan 

(1979) argues that not only are mechanical and meaningful 

drills not consonant with what happens in actual 

interactions, but they may be frustrating to the student, to 

the teacher, and to the class as a whole. Mehan, for 

example, makes a distinction between "known information 

questions" of the type: 

Speaker A: what time is it, Denise? 

Speaker B: 2:30 

Speaker A: Very good, Denise. 

where the questioner already knows the answer and his/her 

response serves rather as an evaluation of the response; and 

"information seeking questions" of the type: 

Speaker A: What time is it, Denise? 

Speaker B: 2:30 

Speaker A: Thank you. (Mehan,1979, p.285) 
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where the questioner does not have the information. Mehan 

found that in actual social interactions, information seeking 

questions were more common and appropriate, and that 

interactions between teachers and students, unfortunately, 

were still characterized by known information questions. 

Mehan also expresses the concern that asking known 

information questions does not ensure that the students know 

the answer. It may be that the student is just imitating 

another student's reply or retrieving the required response 

from written texts. Known information questions may also be 

frustrating to both teachers and students in that they allow 

only one correct answer, known in advance to teachers, and 

efforts are then focused at retrieving this answer. So long 

as the correct answer is not found, search practice 

continues, sometimes resulting in frustration. In the same 

vein, Jarvis (1970) and Joiner (1977) conducted experiments 

in which they respectively found that meaningful language 

practice produced greater ability in speaking and writing 

than non-meaningful practice, and that students who had 

engaged in communicative language practice outperformed those 

who had been exposed mainly to non-communicative language 

practice in situations which call for a realistic use of 

language. Therefore, if questions are to be used as a 

teaching tool in FL learning, it might be useful to promote 

those questions which ensure that students understand and 

know what they are saying, that they are free to answer as 
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they wish and expand at will, in short questions open to 

flexible responses. Referential questions meet all these 

criteria. 

Long and Sato (1983) present a teixonomy of question 

functions likely to be found in FL contexts. This taxonomy 

is in fact an adaptation and expansion of Kearley's (1976) 

taxonomy of question functions. For the purpose of this 

study, however, the taxonomy and definitions in Long et 

al.(1984) will be adopted. 

a) Referential questions are questions to which the speaker 

(here the teacher) does not know the answer. 

Example: Do you eat shark meat in your country? 

b) Display questions are questions to which the speaker knows 

the answer. 

Example: What is the opposite of boy? 

c) Open referential questions are questions to which the 

speaker does not know the answer, and to which a variety 

(often an infinite niomber) of answers are possible. 

Example: What would you do if you saw a shark swimming 

towards you? 
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d) Closed referential questions are questions to which the 

speaker does not know the answer, but to which there is 

either one or a very limited (closed) set of possible 

answers. 

Example: What is the word for shark in your country? 

(Long et al., 1984, p.12) 

Of these types of questions, only referential questions 

(open and closed) fit the purpose of this study. Referential 

c[uestions are hypothesized to generate more linguistic output 

from learners because, by their nature, they impose a demand 

on learners to activate and use their higher level cognitive 

skills, and to retrieve information from past and current 

experience (Hunkins, 1970; Cole and Williams, 1973; Arnold et 

al. 1974; Smith 1978, Winne, 1979). It is hypothesized that 

if students are given tasks where they exercise high rank 

cognitive skills, they are likely to pay more attention to 

the form of their responses, and that this will improve their 

linguistic accuracy in terms of grammatical structures and 

lexical items (Cole and Williams, 1973; Swain, 1985; Brock, 

1986). It is further hypothesized that because referential 

questions involve exchange of information, students will 

spend more time responding to questions, and so produce more 

language (Arnold et al., 1974; Dillon, 1981; Doughty and 

Pica, 1986). It is finally hypothesized that referential 
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questions help to make linguistic input comprehensible (Long, 

1981; Brock, 1985). 

All studies that have been conducted on questions in L2 

acquisition have focused on oral interactions between NS and 

NNS, and between teachers and students (Long, 1981; Long and 

Sato, 1983; Long et al., 1984; Dinsmore, 1985; Pica and Long, 

1986; Pica and Doughty, 1985; Doughty and Pica, 1986; Wu, 

1993) . Few studies have investigated the relationship 

between discourse patterns and learners' outcomes. Long 

(1981) analyzed informal conversations between NS and NNS. 

He found that of the three linguistic forms mostly found in 

such discourse (questions, statements, and imperatives) , the 

question was the most prefered, and that Wh-questions were 

the most favored. This study however was limited to counting 

instances of questions, statements, and imperatives in NS-NNS 

oral interactions. No relationship was established among the 

factors investigated. Long and Sato (1983) conducted a study 

in which they investigated, in an exploratory way, the forms 

and functions of teachers' questions in ESL classrooms, and 

then compared the findings with previous ones in NS-NNS 

conversations outside the classroom. They found that 

teachers used more display than referential questions in the 

classrooms, and by far more display questions than native 

speakers interacting with nonnative speakers outside the 

classroom. Interestingly, they found that NS used by far 
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more referential questions when interacting with NNS outside 

the classroom. This finding is interesting in that it 

reveals that actual communicative use of the TL happens 

outside the classroom, and that it is outside the classroom 

that learners have real opportunities of sharing and 

negotiating meaning through referential questions. Again, 

the study was purely quantitative. Dinsmore (1985) observed, 

audio-recorded, and analyzed three classes of adult English 

as a foreign language (EFL) students in Japan. He found that 

on many occasions, classroom activities are at odds with real 

life situations, that a lot of time is misused in the 

classromm through teachers' repetitions, structuring 

utterances, and metalanguage, which do not reflect real life 

communication. In an entire lesson, only one question was 

truly communicative. The question was: "Was Japan in the 

First World War?" This question refers to the real world, 

and students were expected to answer by providing knowledge 

from the real world, which they failed to do because they 

were not sure of the answer. Other findings include the fact 

that classroom activities are at odds with the objectives of 

the curriculxam or program, and that teachers often engage in 

activities which are beyond the students' level of learning 

ability or which do not reflect any communicative value. 

Long at al. (1984) conducted a study in which they 

investigated the effect of training on teacher questioning 

patterns and use of wait-time, and the overall effect of 
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these new behaviors on student participation in the 

classroom. Six teachers participated in the study: four as 

treatment group (two for questioning patterns and two for 

wait-time) and two as control group. They were each observed 

four times in a period of four weeks. They found that after 

training, treatment group teachers produced more referential 

questions and used more wait-time than the control group 

teachers. The researchers did, however, not find any 

statistically significant difference between students' test 

scores in the two groups, though the direction of difference 

favored students in the treatment group. The study was 

flawed by the small niamber of teachers, the duration of 

treatment, and the measure of students' outcome. Training in 

the types of questions and questioning patterns lasted only 

15 minutes, and the experiment as a whole lasted four weeks, 

of which two were not part of the treatment. Students' 

outcomes were measured in the area of content, not language, 

and through a multiple-choice test, which is subject to 

variables likQ guessing. Students' responses and turns are 

an indication of their participation and language production, 

but they do not show how much learning takes place. 

Moreover, many students' turns seem to be limited to one or 

two word utterances (Dinsmore, 1985). Much more research is 

needed to investigate the effect of referential questions on 

students' TL learning. 
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In a study conducted by Brock (1986) on the effect of 

referential questions in reading instruction on adult ESL 

learners' outcomes, two teachers were trained to use 

referential questions and two were not. Each of the four 

classes were made of six adult ESL students. The condition 

was that there be interaction in the classroom. She found 

that the treatment group teachers asked more questions than 

the control group (194 vs 141), and by far more referential 

questions (173 vs 24). Learners in the treatment group 

provided more turns and more syntactically complex responses 

than those in the control group (Mean length 10.00 vs 4.23; 

mean S-nodes 1.19 vs 0.56 respectively). Brock's study has a 

number of merits. It is the only study that has focused on 

referential questions and has connected these to learners' 

outcomes. However, like previous research (Long and Sato, 

1983; Long et al., 1984), Brock's study is limited in size. 

In fact, as she puts it, it can only seirve as a pilot study. 

Two teachers per group and six students per class are just 

too limited a.sample for any kind of generalization. Fifteen 

minutes seem insufficient time to train someone on the 

distinction and use of question types. Finally, in classroom 

research, very little can be said based on the result of one 

lesson. 

In summary, studies on questions have focused on 

learners' oral production, and have been conducted in the 

context of L2 acquisition. No study could be found that has 
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investigated the effect of questions on learners' written 

production, and none that has been conducted in a FL context. 

Moreover, reports on the effect of homework practice in FL 

learning are based more on assumptions, beliefs, habits, 

assertions, and student comments than on empirical research. 

No study has ever investigated whether homework practice has 

a positive or negative effect on FL learning. In this study, 

I propose to investigate the impact that written homework 

tasks which require use of higher level cognitive skills may 

have on students' linguistic output and accuracy and overall 

instructional outcomes. The study is consistent with 

Chaudron's (1988) recommendation that "in addition to 

anticipating immediate improvements in learner TL (oral) 

production as a result of different questioning behavior, 

researchers must be concerned with mastery of lesson content 

whether that content constitutes knowledge about the TL or 

other subject matter taught via the L2" (Chaudron, 1988, 

p.174) . 

1.3.7. Research questions 

This study will examine the following research 

questions: 

1) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help generate greater learner productivity than "fill-in-
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the-blanks" type exercises? Exercises in this latter 

category include "fill-in-the-blanks", "completion", and 

"substitution". 

2) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

have an effect on learners' linguistic accuracy? 

3) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help make input (written and oral) comprehensible? 

4) Are there differences in performance on the variables 

examined between high and low scoring students? 

5) What indicators seem to be the most useful in 

discriminating between high and low scoring students? 

6) What is the students' perception of the effectiveness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions in 

language learning? 

7) What is the students' perception of the enjoyableness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions? 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF RELATED r.TTERATURE 

2.1. Introduction 

Chapter 1 described the purpose and significance of the 

study and attempted to define them within theoretical and 

methodological frameworks. This chapter will describe the 

literature which is relevant to the analysis of constructs 

under investigation, specifically the literature related to 

the concepts of T-unit analysis and error einalysis. Section 

two will review literature on analysis of objective measures 

of written proficiency and section three will present the 

rationale and findings of research on error analysis. 

Literature related to the use of and research on questions in 

language development and second language acquisition was 

presented in the section on the role of questions in L2/FL 

teaching and learning above and will not be repeated here. 

2.2. Objective measures of written proficiency 

As language acquisition became a subject of more and 

more research in the early 1960's, investigators in the area 

of syntax were concerned with ways of measuring children's 

syntactic development and maturity. Syntactic maturity is 

defined as the ability to compress an increasingly large 
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amount of information into fewer words (Gaies, 1980; Cooper, 

1976). In first language acquisition, researchers utilized a 

device called mean length of utterance (MLU) to measure the 

syntactic development of children (Hakuta, 1975 'cited in 

Larsen-Freeman and Strom, 1977). The MLU has been a useful 

measure of syntactic maturity in children, especially as its 

findings are indicative and compatible with other forms of 

development (physical, cognitive, and emotional) which happen 

simultaneously in children. The measure is limited, however, 

in that it only measures efficiently the syntactic 

development of the early stages of language acquisition. The 

MLU has very little application in L2/FL learning because, in 

general, L2/FL learners are cognitively more mature and able 

to produce utterances which are more than a few morphemes 

long even at early stages of L2/FL acquisition (Larsen-

Freeman and Strom, 1977). 

LaBrant (1933) designed a subordination index as a 

measure of syntactic maturity. This device was implemented 

by Anderson (1937), but the findings could not be generalized 

as reliable measures of children's syntactic maturity because 

a number of variables had yet to be controlled, including 

composition length, subject matter, and the context in which 

the language was used. In his attempts to measure syntactic 

maturity, Hunt (1970a, 1970b) pointed out that sentence 

length could not be considered as a reliable measure of 

syntactic maturity, the reason being that its segmentation 
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was not easy because of inadequate punctuation and 

indiscriminate use of "and" (Hunt, 1970a; O'Donnell, 1976). 

Hunt (1970a, 1970b) then introduced the T-unit as a measure 

of syntactic maturity in schoolchildren. He defined T-unit 

as "one main clause plus any subordinate clause or nonclausal 

structure that is attached to or embedded in it" (Hunt, 

1970a, p.4). Ever since, many researchers have selected the 

T-unit as a basis for their investigation of syntactic 

maturity in first and second language acquisition. The 

longer the T-unit, the more mature the language has grown, 

the assximption being that at any given age children's speech 

or writing contains longer T-units than at an earlier age. 

According to Hunt (1970a), Monroe (1975), O'Donnell (1976), 

Cooper (1976), and Larsen-Freeman and Strom (1977), the T-

unit includes among other advantages the fact that it is 

grammatically capable of being considered a sentence, it can 

be objectively segmented, it is not affected by poor 

punctuation, and finally, it preserves all the subordination 

achieved by the student and all the coordination of words, 

phrases, and subordination clauses (O'Donnell, 1976) . 

Following are some illustrations of the segmentation of T-

units. 

Jim went home/ (1 T-unit) 

Jim cind I went home/ (1 T-unit) 

I went home and rode my bike/ {1 T-unit) 
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Jim and I went home and rode our bikes/ (1 T-unit) 

(Hunt, 1970a) 

Then the rain falls/ and spring comes/ (2 T-units) 

I don't like/ what is left in the cup/ after-you finish drinking/ 

(3 T-units) 

I don't like the dregs/ (1 T-unit) 

(Gaies, 1980) 

I first met this very special man when I was only about a year 

old/ and my earliest memories of him are vague/ (2 T-units) 

(Larsen-Freeman and Strom, 1977) 

Henri est un professeur qui habite a Paris/ et il travaille k 
I'universite (2 T-units) 

(Monroe, 1975) 

On the basis of the T-unit, additional measures of syntactic 

complexity can be computed including the number of words per 

T-unit, the number of clauses per T-unit, the number of words 

per clause, and the number of T-units per sentence. This 

type of analysis has an additional advantage of allowing the 

computation of statistics such as means and standard 

deviations which in turn allow the computation of statistical 

tests. 

In addition to its use as a measure of syntactic 

maturity in first language acquisition (Hunt, 1970a), the T-

unit has been extensively used as a measure of syntactic 
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maturity in SLA. Monroe (1975) used T-unit analysis as a 

measure of written fluency in French. He administered a 

rewrite task to four different groups of native English-

speaking students taking French as a FL. Ther'e was a fifth 

group comprised of native French speakers which served as 

control group. Subjects had to read a passage and then 

rewrite it by either combining sentences, by changing the 

order of words, or by omitting repeated words, but making 

sure that no information was left out. He tested six 

objective measures of syntactic development including mean 

number of words per clause, mean number of words per T-unit, 

mean number of T-units per sentence, mean number of words per 

sentence, and mean reductions to less than a clause. Monroe 

found progressive syntactic differences among the groups. 

More advanced students wrote longer sentences, subordinated 

more, and more significantly, they tended to reduce sentences 

to less than clause level by using prepositional phrases, 

appositives, participles, compounds, or adjectives. These 

strategies resulted in an increase in clause length for 

advanced students. In today's context, Monroe" study would 

be criticized as far as the task is concerned. A rewrite 

task is not considered a communicative activity. No new 

information is provided, and in general, it does not often 

happen that FL learners are involved in rewriting passages 

(or repeating sentences) when they are involved in real world 

communication. Cooper (1976) conducted a similar study with 
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English-speaking students learning German as a FL. His 

subjects included four groups of students representing four 

different levels, and a fifth group of native speakers used 

as control. The purpose of the study was to measure the 

syntactic maturity of the subjects in the different groups 

and determine any significant differences, and also to test 

the validity of the T-unit as a measure of syntactic maturity 

in L2 acquisition. Data consisted of samples of students' 

writing (500 words in length) on a variety of topics. Cooper 

examined four constructs: clause length, T-unit length, 

coordination ratio, subordination ratio, and sentence length. 

Cooper found that developmental stages existed among groups. 

Clause length increased progressively from level to level, as 

did T-unit length and sentence length. The rate of 

subordination also increased. The problem with Cooper's 

findings lies in the lack of homogeneity in the data 

collection procedure. Students' writing samples were either 

a summary of a newspaper article, or of a poem, or of a 

novella, or of a novel, or a description of a situation. 

Obviously, as will be shown below, some topics are more 

demanding than others, and different modes of discourse have 

different effects on writing. Narration, argumentation and 

description may reveal different syntactic characteristics. 

The T-unit has also been used in the assessment of oral 

discourse. Long (1981), Long and Sato (1S83), and Pica and 

Doughty (1985) all used the T-unit in their studies on 
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foreigner talk discourse. A few studies have examined the 

relationship between written and oral development of foreign 

language learners (Vann, 1979; Perkins, 1980; Cooper and 

Morain, 1980; Dvorak, 1987) . These studies found that 

written language development in L2/FL learners is similar to 

oral language development and follows a similar path as 

written and oral first language development. Mean T-units 

increase with language proficiency, syntactic complexity 

increases through coordination, subordination, and clause 

reduction. Coordination precedes subordination, which in 

turn precedes clause reduction. Other variables which play a 

role include mode of discourse (argumentation, narration, 

description), topic familiarity, and interest. 

The T-xinit has not gone without criticism as a valid 

measure of syntactic maturity. Gaies (1980) issues three 

such criticisms. First, he points out that it is not clear 

why only a clause containing a subject noun phrase can be 

counted as a T-unit in Hunt's definition. For example, " The 

rain falls and spring comes" counts as two T-units, whereas "He 

went through the woods and pulled the feathers out of his hat" counts 

as one T-unit (Ney, 1966 cited in Gaies, 1980). Second, in 

L2/FL learning, it was found that it was not the T-unit per 

se, but rather the error-free T-unit which was a valid 

measure of growth in the second language (Vann, 1979; Larsen-

Freeman and Strom, 1977; Scott and Tucker, 1974). However, 

there is yet the problem of reaching an agreement on what 
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constitutes an error and on how errors should be weighted. 

Should spelling and punctuation be coimted as errors? Is 

omission of article as serious as omission of a verb? 

{Larsen-Freeman and Strom, 1977; Scott and Tucker, 1974; 

Vann, 1979) . Third, there is finally the issue of what 

constitutes syntactic maturity, especially in second language 

acquisition. When one considers the two following sentences 

"I don't like what is left in the cup after you finish drinking" and " 

I don't like dregs" (Moffet 1968 cited in Gaies, 1980) , one 

wonders which one is more mature. There is a temptation to 

assert that the writer of the first sentence is more prolific 

than the writer of the second sentence: thirteen words vs. 

five; three clauses vs. one; three T-units vs. one. On the 

other hand, in terms of vocabulary development, one can, with 

minimum risk of error, assert that sentence two is more 

"mature" than sentence one. This issue raises the question 

whether vocabulary development should be part of syntactic 

development. 

There have been other attempts to design measures of 

syntactic maturity in children. Endicott (1973) developed a 

theoretical model of measuring syntactic complexity based on 

psycholinguistic analysis, specifically transformational and 

morphemic analyses. He introduced terms like "Co-meme", 

"base co-meme", "syntactic co-meme", "morphemic co-meme" 

(Endicott 1973 cited in 0'Donnell,1975). This type of 

syntactic analysis is similar to the MLU analysis and is of 
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little application in L2/FL learning. Golub and Kidder 

(1974) developed the syntactic density score (SDS) to measure 

schoolchildren syntactic development. This device is based 

on the T-unit and measures such variables as words per T-

unit, subordinate clauses per T-unit, words per main clause, 

words per subordinate clause, number of modals, number of 

prepositional phrases, number of possesives, number of 

adverbs, number of gerunds and so forth. Each variable is 

assigned a loading, the loading for each item is multiplied 

by frequency, and the products are summed and divided by the 

total number of T-units. The result is the syntactic density 

score of the student (Golub and Kidder, 1974 cited in 

O'Donnell, 1976). The underlying assumption is that the 

higher the score, the more mature the syntactic development. 

This measure, like other measures described earlier, fails to 

be reliable because mode of discourse (narration, 

argumentation,etc.) suffices to trigger unequal amount of the 

variables under investigation. Larsen-Freeman and Strom 

(1977) attempted to qualitatively construct an L2 acquisition 

index of development. They examined 37 compositions written 

by non-native speakers of English. The purpose of their 

investigation was to discover the features which were 

characteristic of each level of L2 acquisition. According to 

Larsen-Freeman and Strom (1977), identifying learners as 

beginners, intermediate, and advanced was vague and 

subjective because these labels tend to overlook many other 



52 

variables including age of different learners, rate of 

contact with the target language, and individual strategies 

that different learners choose to cope with challenges of the 

target language. They selected a few measures as basis for 

their investigation: writing mechanics, clarity, 

organization, grammar, lexical choice, number of words, 

number of T-units, sentence construction, and content. After 

testing each measure, they came to the conclusion that, of 

all the variables analyzed, perhaps, mean length of T-unit 

and total number of error-free T-units were the most suitable 

basis for an index of L2 development. 

Finally, it is possible to measure syntactic maturity by 

examining the learners' ability to embed sentences within 

sentences. Such ability can be analysed using linguistic 

techniques. The underlying assumption is that the more 

mature a learner gets, the more embedded sentences he/she is 

able to construct. This can be observed in the number of S-

nodes (sentence nodes) on a tree diagram. Hunt (1970b) 

administered a rewrite task of combining kernel sentences to 

schoolchildren in their LI. He found that as schoolchildren 

got older, they tended to embed a larger and larger number of 

sentences within some uppermost S-node. This procedure may 

be excellent in analyzing learners' ability to embed, but 

does not fit the purpose of this study. This study 

investigates syntactic complexity of written proficiency and 

not learners' ability to embed. 
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In conclusion, as O'Donnell (1976) puts it, until a 

better measure is found, the T-unit and its related measures 

will still be the most useful, most valid, and most used 

indices of syntactic maturity, particularly in L2/FL 

acquisition. The T-unit (and related measures such as clause 

length, number of clauses per T-unit, and number of T-units 

per sentence, number of error-free T-units) has therefore 

been selected as basis for analysis in examining the effects 

of referential questions on learners' linguistic output and 

accuracy in this study. 

2.3. Error analysis 

Error analysis emerged in the 1960's due to flaws in the 

contrastive analysis hypothesis in linguistics which argued 

for step-by-step analyses of (two or more) languages in order 

to detect similarities and differences among them. 

Contrastive analysis assumed that structures that are similar 

in two languages would be easier to learn than structures 

which are different. The problem with contrastive analysis 

lies in the fact that it is quasi impossible to make such 

analyses for the thousands of the world's languages; and in 

addition, there is evidence in the few languages that have 

been studied sufficiently that L2 learners make errors which 

cannot be accounted for on the basis of their first languages 

(Dulay and Burt, 1972; Schachter, 1974; Wardhaugh, 1970) . 
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Dulay and Burt (1972), among others, claim particularly that 

language acquisition is a "creative construction process", 

not random, but rule-governed. They further argue that L2 

acquisition is a dynamic process which involves active 

participation of the learner"(Dulay and Burt, 1972; Ravem, 

1968, Cook, 1973) . One major outcome of this argximent has 

been the realisation that the learner's language constitutes 

a wealthy ressource for analysis in order to understand the 

processes involved in L2 learning. Not only does error 

analysis indicate items in the target language which are the 

source of interference to the learner, but also it signals 

the frequency of occurrence of such errors suggesting their 

relative difficulty. Errors indicate to the teacher how far 

the learner has progressed and how much more he/she has to 

learn. They indicate to the researcher evidence of how 

language is learned, evidence of what strategies the learner 

uses in acquiring the target language. Finally, they 

constitute a device by which a learner learns through the 

process of hypothesis testing (Corder, 1967). 

In an era of learner-centered curriculum (Nunan, 1988), 

it is of utmost importcince to focus attention on the kind of 

errors the learner makes, because they are the window through 

which the teacher or the researcher penetrates the learner's 

real world, his/her successes and failures. Teacher-oriented 

information sequencing should be replaced with learner-

oriented information sequencing, or, in Corder's (1967) 
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words, a "built-in syllabus". Focus on learner's successses 

and failures constitutes the best weapon to overcome 

challenges in language learning and teaching. 

Research on learner's errors is abundant and multi-

faceted. Scott and Tucker (1974) analyzed written and oral 

samples of 22 Arabic-speaking students learning English as a 

second language. Their purpose was to identify sources of 

errors made by students {if possible) , types and frequency of 

those errors, and compare errors made in written and oral 

production. They found that students made more errors in 

verbs, prepositions, and articles than in other parts of 

speech including nouns, adjectives, and adverbs. Within the 

category verb, the auxiliary and copula constituted the most 

frequent errors, followed by the third person singular form. 

Guntermann (1978) examined the frequency and communicative 

effects of errors made by Peace Corps volunteers in El 

Salvador. She collected a set of sentences uttered by the 

volunteers which contained errors, and then asked native-

speakers of Spanish to listen to the sentences and to provide 

their interpretations of the message intended. First, she 

found that agreement between modifiers and noun phrases as 

well as between subjects and verbs constituted the areas 

where most errors occurred, followed by substitution and 

omission. She further found that grammatical errors did not 

impede communication so much, not even in the case of 

multiple errors. Chastain (1980) focused on native speaker 
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reactions to errors made by L2/FL learners. He found that 

comprehension is most severely affected by word usage, the 

use of wrong words, or the addition or omission of words. In 

the same vein, Ensz (1982) found that native speakers differ 

significantly as to their degree of tolerance of errors made 

by L2 learners, the French being the least tolerant. 

Tomiyama (1980) examined the kinds of grammatical errors 

which affect communication between NS and NNS of English in 

written discourse. She had native speakers correct L2 

written texts in which articles or connectors were either 

omitted, inserted, or of wrong choice. Her assumptions were 

that if native speakers were able to correct the error, then 

that error was not considered a source of communication 

breakdown. However, if the NS could not correct the error, 

then that error was considered a source of communication 

breakdown. Among other things she found that connector 

errors result in more communication breakdown than article 

errors, and that omitting grammatical items where they are 

obligatory causes more communication problems than inserting 

them where they should not occur. Other researchers (Ludwig, 

1982; Piazza, 1980; Delisle, 1982) came to similar 

conclusions about L2/FL learners' errors. 

All these studies have looked at L2/FL learners' errors 

from different perpectives, and all of them have singled out 

different interesting points about the processes in which 

L2/FL learners are involved. Despite the lack of agreement 
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cunong researchers as to the weighting of errors, errors will 

remain a concern for a long time in language learning and 

teaching. 

In summary, this chapter has described different 

attempts that have been made to measure the syntactic 

maturity of language learners. In this line, the error-free 

T-unit has emerged as the most useful and most valid measure 

of syntactic development. The chapter has also addressed the 

issue of errors and their importance in second language 

acquisition, teaching, and research. Research on linguistic 

output and accuracy is bound to consider these two: measures 

of syntactic maturity and error analysis. The following 

chapter will describe the research design that has been 

selected to investigate the effect of referential questions 

on learners' linguistic output and accuracy. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

The preceding chapter reviewed the literature related to 

the two issues of concern for this study: the measurement of 

linguistic output and accuracy. Different measures of 

syntactic maturity were described, but only one was selected. 

The importance of errors in L2 learning was also addressed. 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the research 

design selected to investigate the effect of referential 

questions on learners' linguistic output and accuracy. This 

chapter is divided in three sections corresponding to the 

three components which constitute the study. Section one 

describes the quasi-experimental study, including description 

of subjects, treatment, data collection procedures (pretest, 

posttest), and scoring procedures. Section two describes the 

follow-up study with high and low scoring students and 

presents data analysis procedures. Section three presents 

the role and analysis of the attitude questionnaire 

administered to subjects of the experimental group. 
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3.2. Quasi-experimental design 

3.2.1. Sub-jects 

The study was conducted in the spring semester 1995 in 

the Department of French and Italian at the University of 

Arizona. It involved three multisectional levels of French 

study: 102, 201 and 202. Subjects in level 102 consisted of 

students enrolled in their second semester course of French; 

subjects in level 201 consisted of students enrolled in their 

third semester course of French, and subjects in level 202 

consisted of students enrolled in their fourth semester 

course of French. A total of ten classes were involved in 

the study: four classes at level 102, two at level 201, and 

four at level 202. At levels 102 and 202, two classes 

constituted the treatment group and two classes constituted 

the control group. At level 201, one class constituted the 

treatment group, and the other class constituted the control 

group. Assignment of classes to groups was made on the basis 

of randomized assignment of intact classes. Assignment of 

students to classes was based on the registration list of the 

Department of French and Italian. Table 3.1 shows the 

assignment of classes to the research treatment and control 

groups. 
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Table 3.1 Assignment of classes to research groups 

Level Treatment Control 

102 section 1 section 3 
section 5 section 4 

201 section 1 section 2 

202 section 1 section 3 
section 4 section 6 

210 subjects took the pretest and 171 took the posttest. 

Only 149 subjects took both the pretest and the posttest. 

This discrepancy in the number of subjects can be explained 

by the fact that some students dropped classes in the first 

few weeks of the semester, others added classes; others did 

not come to class the day of the test. Table 3.2 shows the 

number of subjects who took part in the study. 

Table 3.2 Number of subjects who took part in the study 

Number of students who took 
Level oretest Dosttest both 

Tr Co Tr Co Tr Co 

102 18 27 18 22 17 22 
27 17 16 13 14 11 

201 16 27 13 23 11 22 

202 18 29 16 21 11 17 
15 16 14 15 11 13 

Subtotal: 94 116 77 94 64 85 

Total: 210 171 149 
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Data analyses are based on the 149 students who completed 

both the pre-and post-tests. ,Sixty-four of these were in the 

treatment groups and eighty-five in the control groups. 

Five teaching assistants (TAs) were involved in the 

study. Two at level 102, one at level 201, and two at level 

202. Two of the TAs were native speakers of French, and the 

three others were non-native speakers, but they held degrees 

in French from American universities. All of them had 

satisfied the university of Arizona English language 

proficiency requirements for teaching assistants. All 

participating TAs participated in an orientation at the 

beginning of their assignments. Their teaching experiences 

varied from two to three years at the time of the research. 

An attempt was made to control teacher variables by having 

the same TA teach both the treatment and the control groups 

at each level. Since at level 201, only one TA was assigned 

to teach two classes, only two classes could be included in 

the study at that level. 

The TAs all volunteered to be involved in the study. 

The purpose of the study was explained to them, and their 

role was defined. It consisted of handing out to and 

collecting homework assignments from their respective 

classes, correcting these assignments, and providing feedback 

to students' responses to referential questions in the 

treatment classes. Table 3.3 shows the assignment of classes 

per TA at each level. 
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Tcible 3.3 Assignment of classes per TA 

Level TA Treatment Control 

102 TA # 1 section 1 section 2 
TA # 2 section 5 section 4 

201 TA # 3 section 1 section 2 

202 TA # 4 section 1 section 3 
TA # 5 section 4 section 6 

3.2 .2 Instructional materials 

This section describes the different materials used in 

the study. In terms of regular instructional materials, 

learners at each level used the same syllabus and the same 

textbook. For level 102, the textbook was Premiers echanaes 

(chapters 9-16), (Ariew and Nerenz, 1993), and the 

accompanying workbook was Premiers echanaes. Cahier 

d'activites orales et ecrites (Ariew, Nerenz, and Kulick, 

1993). Levels 201 and 202 used the textbook Par ici. 

Echanaes intermediaires (Ariew and Nerenz, 1993), and an 

accompanying workbook Par ici. Cahier d'activites a I'ecoute 

et par ecrit (Nerenz and Ariew, 1993). Level 201 studied 

chapters 1-6; whereas level 202 studied chapters 7-12. 

Classes met four days per week for 50 minutes each day. 

Instruction was based on communicative approaches to language 

teaching. The syllabus was function-based. The goal of the 
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course was to develop learners' proficiency in the four 

language skills (listening, reading, speaking, and writing), 

and to raise their awareness of the French culture. 

The purpose of the study was to examine the effect of 

referential questions on learners' linguistic output and 

accuracy. This was achieved by contrasting two types of 

exercises assigned as homework: one type consisted of 

referential questions and the other consisted of exercises 

which included fill-in-the-blanks, substitution, and 

completion. For the treatment groups at each level, 80% of 

the exercises assigned as homework consisted of referential 

questions, and the remaining 20% consisted of fill-in-the-

blank-type exercises as proposed in the workbook. The 

referential questions were written by the researcher and 

discussed with the instructors prior to assignment. They 

were administered twice a week, for ten weeks, and their 

topics were related to the material and topics covered in 

class. In fact, each homework assignment was provided with a 

context. Appendix A shows the twenty homework assignments 

which were administered at each level during the ten-week 

treatment period. 

For the control group, 80% of the homework assignments 

consisted of fill-in-the-blank type exercises proposed in the 

workbook, and the remaining 20% consisted of referential 

questions. In practice, if the homework assignments for the 

treatment group consisted of five referential questions, the 
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control group was given only one question to answer. 

Conversely, if the control group had to do five exercises of 

the fill-in-the-blank type in the workbook, the treatment 

group had to do only one. No additional referential question 

exercise from the workbook was assigned to either treatment 

or control groups. These arrangements were relatively easy 

to make because the two classes had the same instructor. The 

purpose for implementing this mixed treatment practice was to 

familiarize students with the type of questions they should 

expect for the final exam. Face validity was thus controlled. 

The practice also reflects actual classroom situation where 

students are exposed to various types of exercises and 

activities. 

Tasks involving referential questions were administered 

as homework assignments for two reasons. First, consistent 

with the theoretical framework for the study, it was 

hypothesized that tasks involving referential questions would 

involve higher level cognitive skills and would require more 

time. Since classroom time is limited, and since a specified 

amount of material is supposed to be covered during the 

semester, it was decided to devote classroom time to teaching 

and feedback, and assign referential questions as homework 

assignments. Second, it is not clear as yet what role 

homework assignments play as learning activities in L2/FL 

learning. By administering the referential questions as 

homework assignments, it was hoped that the study would 
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provide some insights as to the beneficial aspects of 

homework activities in foreign language learning. 

3.2.3. Data collection procedure 

A pretest-posttest procedure was used to examine the 

effect of referential questions on learners' linguistic 

output and accuracy. The pretest was identical to the 

posttest at each level. The pretest was administered during 

the first week of the semester during one regular class hour. 

As in any research involving group comparison, the role of 

the pretest was to test whether the two groups were 

comparable at all, that is whether they did not differ in any 

significant way before the beginning of the treatment 

(Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991; Johnson, 1992). Group 

comparability was particularly important because it was not 

possible to ensure random group assignment. As mentioned 

above, classes were formed on the basis of students' 

registration. The posttest was administered as part of the 

final exam, that is two weeks after the treatment had 

stopped. Posttest scores constituted the basis upon which 

groups could be compared in terms of gain scores. The 

posttest was identical to the pretest and consisted of two 

parts. Part 1 tested grammatical competence and accuracy and 
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part 2 tested writing skills and ability to answer 

referential questions. The grammatical part of the level 102 

test consisted of five questions. Question 1 was fill-in-

the-blanks with the correct form of avoir and etre, and/or 

descriptive adjectives (14 blanks total), questions 2 was 

fill-in-the-blanks with the correct articles (definite, 

indefinite, and/or partitive)(8 items), question 3 was fill-

in- the-blanks with the correct adverbial form of an adjective 

provided (5 items), question 4 was fill-in-the-blanks with 

the passe compose of faire. lire, prendre. voir, or avoir (7 

items) . Question 5 was fill-in-the-blanks with the imparfait 

of provided verbs (8 items). All these items were selected 

from the workbook for 102 : Premiers echanaes. Cahiers 

d'activites orales et ecrites (Ariew, Nerenz, and Kulick, 

1993). The writing test consisted of six referential 

questions to which subjects had to provide responses based on 

their understanding of the questions and on their life 

experiences. They were also advised to write as much as they 

could in the space provided. The six referential questions 

were composed by the investigator. Questions covered topics 

that students usually discuss or events in which students had 

just been involved. Levels 201 and 202 had an identical 

test, also divided in two parts. The grammatical part 

consisted of five questions. Question 1 was fill-in-the-

blanks with the passe compose and/or the imparfait of 

provided verbs (12 items total). Question 2 was a rewrite 
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exercise using pronouns (9 items), question 3 was a rewrite 

exercise using relative pronouns (6 items), question 4 was a 

rewrite exercise using the comparative of adjectives and 

making additional changes in agreement where needed (5 

items), and finally question 5 was fill-in-the-blanks with 

the indicative or the subjunctive (5 items). These items 

were selected from Cahiers d'activit^s orales et ecrites 

(Ariew, Nerenz, and Kulick, 1993, and Holtkamp and Scott, 

1993) . The writing test consisted of eight referential 

questions to which subjects had to provide responses based on 

their understanding of the questions and on their life 

experiences. Levels 201 and 202 had identical tests. It was 

hoped that the test could help pinpoint areas of differences 

between the two levels. Appendix B shows the 

pretest/posttest for each level. 

3.2.4. Scoring procedure 

A set of criteria was established for the scoring of the 

grammatical part of the test and another set for the 

correction of the part requiring free responses to 

referential questions. Each test item was scored according 

to those criteria. The points were summed up to obtain raw 

scores for each subject. The following are the criteria 

according to which the grammatical items were scored: 
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Criterion 1: 

where the subject had to provide the correct grammatical 

form, 

- 2 points when the form was correct. 

- 1 point when the form was correct, but not appropriate 

(e.g., a subject provided a present-tense form while he/she 

was supposed to provide the imoarfait. or a subject who 

provided the correct pronoun, but placed it in a wrong 

position). 

- 0 point when the form was incorrect. 

(This criterion was used to correct questions 1,2,3,4,5 for 

level 102, and questions 1,2,3,5 for level 201 and 202. (See 

Appendix B). 

Criterion 2. 

Where the subject had to provide the correct form of an 

adjective in the comparative and make additional changes in 

the sentence, 

- 3 points when the entire sentence was correct 

- 2 points when the form of the adjective was correct, but 

changes in gender and/or agreement were not provided 

- 1 point when the form was incorrect, but changes in gender 

and/or agreement were provided 

- 0 point when the entire sentence was incorrect. 
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The following are the criteria according to which the 

rerefential questions were scored: 

- 5 points when the subject provided relevant information 

without grammatical/lexical errors. 

- 4 points when the subject provided relevant information 

with minor grammatical/lexical errors. 

- 3 points when the subject provided relevant information 

with major grammatical/lexical errors. 

- 2 points when the subject provided irrelevant information, 

but used accurate language forms (i.e., language does 

not contain grammatical/lexical errors). 

- 1 point when the subject provided irrelevant information 

and used inaccurate language. 

- 0 point for blanks, illegible information, incomprehensible 

information, and full responses in English. 

Je ne sais pas as an answer to a referential caiestion. 

While in some cases, it could be a genuine response to a 

question, in other cases, it could be considered an easy way-

out for the student. For this study, ie ne sais pas answers 

were considered genuine answers and received 5 points. 

To date, error analysts have failed to reach agreement 

as to the weighting of errors (Monroe, 1975; Larsen-Freeman 

and Strom, 1977; Gaies, 1980). Researchers tend to provide 

their own definitions and classifications. In this study, 

the distinction between manor and minor errors lie in the 
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extent to which the error interferes with comprehensibility 

or constitutes a serious violation of the rules of the 

language, or a combination of these. For example, confusion 

of preposition as in " Je vais a la Canada" would be 

considered a minor error, whereas confusion of auxiliary as 

in "J'ai alle au Canada" would be considered a major error. 

Similarly, agreement between a modifier and a noun phrase 

would be considered minor, whereas subject-verb agreement 

would be considered major. 

In this study, errors have been classified into three 

major categories: lexical, grammatical, and other. Lexical 

errors are subclassified into three subcategories including 

spelling, vocabulary, and omission. Within vocabulary, 

further subcategories include: confusion of auxiliary, 

misapplied direct translation from the first language 

(English), confusion of preposition, confusion of pronoun, 

confusion of conjunction, word choice, use of English. 

Omission has been subcategorized into omission of a noun 

phrase, of a verb, of a preposition, of an article, and/or a 

conjunction. Grammatical errors are subclassified into 

agreement and substitution. Agreement has been 

subcategorized into agreement between subject and verb and 

agreement between a modifier and a noun phrase. Errors in 

the categoiry substitution are mainly in the substitution of 

tenses: the passe compose used instead of the imparfait (and 

vice versa); the present tense used instead of the imparfait 
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or the passe compose. the conditional used instead of the 

imparfait. the infinitive used instead of a conjugated verb. 

The category "other" includes words or constructions that do 

not exist or are impossible in French (imp.), and phrases and 

sentences that are incomprehensible to the investigator (?) . 

Following is the key for the interpretation of the different 

errors. 

Key for the inteirpretation of errors 

LEXICAL ERRORS 

1, Spelling (SP) 

2, Vocabulary 

- Confusion of axixiliary (CA) 

- Misapplied direct translation (MDT) 

- Confusion of preposition (CP) 

- Confusion of pronoun (CPR) 

- Confusion of conjunction (C) 

- Confusion within French (CF) 

- Use of the first language (LI) 

- Word choice (WC) 

3, Omission 

- Omission of noun phrases (NP) 

- Omission of auxiliary (OA) 

- Omission of articles (A) 

- Omission of preposition (p) 
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- Omission of conjuction (CO 

- Omission of verb (OV) 

GRAMMATICAL ERRORS 

1. Agreement 

- Agreement between subject and verb (NPVP) 

- Agreement between modifier and noun-phrase (Spec NP) 

2. Substitution 

- Passe compose instead of imparfait (PC-IMP) 

- Imparfait instead of passe compose (IMP-PC) 

- Present tense instead of imparfait (PR-IMP) 

- Present tense instead of passe compose (PR-PC) 

- Infinitive instead of conjugated verb (INF-CV) 

- Conjugated verb instead of infinitive (CV-INF) 

- Conditional instead of imparfait (CN-IMP) 

- Future instead of passe compose (FU-PC) 

OTHER 

- imp.= impossible. Such word or construction does not 

exit in French. 

- ? = the investigator does not understand what the 

student is trying to say. 

(Adapted from Guntermann, 1978; and Lalande, 1981). 

It is also important to point out that in this study 

missing accents in words like mere, pere. fete, chateau. Noel 

chaine, theatre. were not considered errors. 
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Here are some examples to illustrate the distinction 

between minor and major errors: 

1. Relevant information without grammatical/lexical errors 

Q. Quand tu vas manger au restaurant, qu'est ce que tu commandes 

souvent? 

A. Quand je vais manger au restaurant, je commande du jambon. 

(102) . 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu veux etre dans la vie et pourquoi? 

A. Je veux Stre (un) medecin parce que je veux aider les gens et 

je peux utiliser mes talents (102) 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. J'ai fait du ski pendant les vacances de Noel. (102) 

A. Chaque soir, je faisais du ski (102) 

A. Nous sommes alles au cinema (202) 

2. Relevant information with minor grammatical /lexical errors 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu veux etre dans la vie et pourquoi? 

A. Je veux etre une 1'homme d'affaire parce que c'est tres 

interessantg (102) (Spec-NP) 

A. Je veux travailler dans un ecole pour les enfants parce que 

j'adore les enfants (102) (Spec-NP) 

A. Je ne sais pas que je veux §tre dans ma vie (102) (NP) . 

A. Dans un restaurant, je coniinande souvent ia biftec ou du pan 

(102) (Sp, A) 
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other examples: 

J'aime aller au le cinema. (CP) 

Je vais manaer mes drooues (WC) 

Je vais raster pendant les vacances (WC). 

J'allais au theatre toutes le week-end (Spec-NP) 

3. rfaipr grrggg. 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous faites d'habitude le soir" 

A. faig habitu'?? Ig ?<?ir gtv<a.ig gt ]-a teX?- Je me 

couche a minuit (202) (imp., NP, WC) 

A. Je vais allee au club. J'aime allee au le cinema. (CV-INF, CP) 

Q. Comment est-ce que vous vous amusez les weekends? 

A. Je m'amuse les sports avec mes amis (202) (WC) . 

A. Je voir les films avec mon amies (201) (INF-CV, Spec-NP). 

Q. Pourquoi apprenez-vous le Franpais? 

A. J'apprenne le Frangais parce que je l'aime(202) (WC). 

Q. Decrivez trois activit^s que vous faisiez avec vos parents 

quand vous etiez jeune. 

A. Moi et mes parents a travail a New-york, a Washington, et 4 

Florida (NP-VP, NP-CV). 

A. Mes parents et moi ont naaes dan lac Michigan (102) (NP-VP, SP) 

Other examples: 

J'ai vovaaer(201)(INF-CV) 

J'ai beaucoup travailler (201)(INF-CV) 

J'ai fait pendant les vacances a Phoenix (201) (WC) . 

Je vacance sn New-York avec ma famille (201) (imp., CP). 
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4. Irrelevant information without grammatical/lexical errors 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. J'aime aller skier pendant les vacances (201) 

A. Je vais faire du ski avec ma famille (201). 

5. Irrelevant information with manor arammatica/lexical errors 

Q. Qu'est-ce tu veiix etre dans la vie? 

A. J'ai voulor au advocate (102)(SP, OV,INF-CV, P) 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous comptez faire a la fin de vos etudes? 

A. Je compte faire a la fin en 1997 (201) (NP, imp., ?) 

A. Je suis compte mai 1995 (201) (imp., ?) 

6. Incomprehensible information/ Responses in English 

Q. Decrivez trois activites que vous faisiez avec vos parents 

quand vous etiez jeune. 

A. Nous sommes alle de vail (202) (Agr, ?). 

A. Nous faisons pas roanaer a un famille maintenant (202) (?, Spec-

NP) . 

A. II est certain que ils mieux sovent (were) tres formidable 

( 2 0 2 )  ( ? ) .  

A. Mes parents sont dvsfunctional. et il ne faisent pas avec leurs 

enfants (LI, imp.). 

In order to establish interrater reliability for the 

evaluation of referential questions, half of subjects' tests 

for the pretest and the posttest were randomly selected for 

correction. The papers were copied, numbered, and handed to 
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two independent raters. Interrater reliability was 

established by computing the product moment correlations 

between the two sets of scores. Table 3.4 presents the 

correlation coefficients for interrater reliability for the 

different groups. 

Table 3.4. Correlation coefficients for interrater 

reliability. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Level N Pretest Posttest N Pretest Posttest 

r r r r 

102-1 9 .95 .85 10 .92 .92 

102-2 8 .92 .83 6 .95 .80 

201 8 .75 .82 11 .84 .88 

202-1 8 .91 .74 10 .99 .79 

202-2 8 .94 .90 8 

C
O
 

.74 

3.2.5 Data analysis 

As mentioned earlier, this study examines the following 

research questions: 

1) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help generate greater learner productivity than fill-in-the-

blanks-type exercises? Exercises in this latter category 
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include "fill-in-the-blanks", "completion", and 

"substitution". 

2) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

have an effect on learners' linguistic accuracy? 

3) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help make input (written and oral) comprehensible? 

4) Are there differences in performance on the variables 

examined betv/een high and low scoring students? 

5) What indicators seem to be the most useful in 

discriminating between high and low scoring students? 

6) What is the students' perception of the effectiveness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions in 

language learning? 

7) What is the students' perception of the enjoyableness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions? 

The quasi-experimental design addressed the first three 

research questions and required the analysis of four major 

groups of data: linguistic output (amount of production), 
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syntactic complexity, grammatical accuracy, and 

comprehens ibi1i ty. 

3.2.5.1. Linguistic output 

Linguistic output was measured by the nxamber of words 

produced by each subject in his/her responses to referential 

questions (six questions for level 102, and eight questions 

for level 201 and 202). This meant counting all words 

produced by a subject in response to a referential question, 

then summing the number of words in all responses to obtain a 

rav/ score for the number of words for that subject. A group 

mean score was obtained by dividing the total number of words 

produced by all subjects in a group by the number of subjects 

in that group. This construct was represented with the 

capital letter "W". 

Linguistic output was also measured by clause length 

(represented with the ratio W/C). Clause length was obtained 

by dividing the number of words in a response to a 

referential question by the number of clauses in that 

response. A clause is defined in this study as "any 

expression containing a subject, or coordinated subjects and 

a finite verb predicate or coordinated predicates" (Hunt, 

197 0a). A mean clause length was computed for each subject, 

and on the basis of this, a mean clause length for the group 

was obtained. For example (in the following examples, the 
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researcher has corrected some spelling, morphological, and 

syntactic errors in students' responses): 

Q. Qucind tu vas manger au restaurant, qu'est-ce c[ue tu coramandes 

souvent? 

A. Quand je vais manger au restaurant, je souvent coitmande du pasta ou 

de la salade. 

Number of words: 15; number of clauses: 2; clause length: 7.5 

Q. S'il te plait, peux-tu m'indiquer comment aller a Tucson Mall a 

partir de I'universite d'Arizona? 

A. Je ne sais pas comment aller a Tucson Mall, mais je pense que le Park 

Mall et El Con sont situees a la rue de Broadway. 

Number of words: 25; number of clauses: 3; clause length: 8.6 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. Pendant les vacances de noel, je suis alle a Flagstaff avec ma 

famille. 

Number of words: 13; number of clauses: I; clause length 13. 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu veux §tre dans la vie et pourquoi? 

A. Dans ma vie je veux etre un professeur qui instruit les enfants. Je 

veux etre tres heureuse et habiter en Europe. 

Number of words: 20; number of clauses: 3; clause length: 6.66 
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Finally, linguistic output was measured by the number of 

T-units per response to each referential question. As 

described ealier, a T-unit is defined as "one main clause 

plus any subordinate clause or non-clausal structure that is 

attached to or embedded in it" (Hunt, 1970a, p.4). Monroe 

(1975), Cooper (1976), and Gaies (1980) all use Hunt's 

(1970a) definition. A mean number of T-units was computed 

for each subject, and on the basis of this, a mean number of 

T-units for the group was determined. For example: 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous faites d'habitude le soir? A quelle heure vous 

couchez-vous? 

A. D'habitude j'etudie pour deux heures./ Aussi, chaque soir, je 

regarde la tele pour deux ou trois heures./ Je me couche a onze 

heures chaque soir parce que je me leve a six heures pour la 

pratique du foot/(201). 

Number of T-units: 3 

Q. Comment est-ce que vous vous amusez les weekends? Avec qui? 

A. Mes amis d'equipe et moi allons aux soirees pendant le weekend./ 

D'habitude, nous allons avec nos amis qui jouent le rugby ou le 

foot aussi./(201) 

Number au T-units: 2. 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 
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A. Je suis allee chez moi./ C'etait a Omaha, Nebraska./ Je suis partie 

chaque soir avec mes amis de mon college passe./ Je me suis amusee 

(201). 

Number of T-units: 4 

Q. Pourquoi apprenez-vous le Frangais? 

A. J'etudiais le Fran<?ais au lycee/{201) 

Number of T-units: 1 

3.2.5.2. Syntactic complexity 

Syntactic complexity was measured through coordination 

and subordination. A coordination index (represented with 

the ratio T/S) was determined by dividing the number of T-

units by the number of sentences in a response. An index of 

one (and/or less) indicates a low level of coordination. An 

index higher than one indicates a higher level of 

coordination. A mean coordination index was computed for 

each subject, and on the basis of this, a mean coordination 

index for the group was determined. For example: 

Q. Qu'est-ce vous comptez faire a la fin de vos etudes? 

A. Je dormirai et je me reposerai et peut-etre je serai une 

anthropologue populaire. 

Number of sentences: 1; number of T-units: 3; coordination index: 

3 
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Q. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. Je suis allee ^ la plage avec mes amis. Nous nous sommes amuses et 

j'ai vu un grand poisson vert. 

Number of sentences: 2; number of T-units: 3; coordination index: 

1.5. 

Q. Pourquoi apprenez-vous le Fran<;ais? 

A. J'apprends le Frangais parce que je I'aime et parce que j'ai besoin 

du Frangais pour ma profession. 

Number of sentences: 1; number of T-units: 1; coordination index: 

1 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous faites d'habitude le soir? 

A. D'habitude, je faisais mes devoirs et je regardais la tele un peu. 

Je me couchais toujours a onze heures. Chaque soir je telephonais 

ma mere et mon p^re. 

Number of sentences: 3; number of T-units: 4; coordination index: 

1.3 

A subordination index (represented with the ratio C/T) 

was determined by dividing the number of clauses in a 

response by the number of T-units in that response. An index 

of one (and /or less) indicates a low level of subordination. 

An index higher than one indicates a higher level of 

subordination. A mean subordination index was computed for 

each subject, and on the basis of this, a mean subordination 

index for the group was determined. For example: 
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Q. Qu'est-ce que tu veux etre dans la vie et pourquoi? 

A. J'esp^re etre (un) journaliste parce que j'aime ecrire. 

Number of clauses: 2; number of T-units: 1; subordination index: 

2/1 = 2. 

A. Dans la vie, je veux etre (un) avocat qui connait 1'informatique 

parce que je pense qu'il y a besoin d'avocats en informatique. 

Number of clauses: 4; number of T-units: 1; subordination index: 4 

Q. Decris trois activites que tu faisais avec tes parents quand tu etais 

jeune. 

A. Quand j'etais jeune, j'allais au pare, je voyais le cinema, et 

j'allais au Disneyland avec mes parents. 

Number of clauses: 4; number of T-units: 3; subordination index: 

1.33 

Q. Quel est ton sport favori? 

A. Mon sport favori est le foot parce cjue mon papa adore le foot et il 

est bien. 

Number of clauses: 3; n\raiber of T-units: 2; subordination index: 

1.5 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. Je suis alle en Korea et en Malaysia 

Number of clauses: 1; number of T-units: 1; subordination index: 1 
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3.2.5.3. Grammatical accuracy 

Grammatical accuracy (represented with the letters GR) 

was measured by the performance of the subjects on the 

grammatical part of the test. It was also measured by the 

percentage of error-free T-units (represented with the 

letters EF). An error-free T-unit is "any T-unit that made 

sense in the given context and was free both of 

morphosyntactic and lexical errors" (Dvorak, 1987, p.83). 

This percentage was obtained by dividing the nvunber of error-

free T-units by the total number of T-units in a subject's 

response to a referential question. For example (errors are 

underlined): 

Q. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

A. Nous faissons du ski et dormire beaucoup. 

Number of T-units: 1; niiinber of error-free T-units: 0; ratio: 0 

Q. Decris trois activites que tu faisais avec tes parents quand tu etais 

jeune? 

A. Nous avons alle k New-York. Nous avons alLe a Grand Canyon. Nous 

allions aux montagnes pr^s de chez nous. 

Nuxnber of T-units: 3; number of error-free T-units: 1; ratio: .33 

Q.Qu'est-ce que tu veux etre dans la vie et pourquoi? 
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A. Je veux ̂ tre (un) medecin parce que je vexix aider les gens et je veux 

utiliser mes talents. 

Number of T-units: 2; number of error-free T-units: 2; ratio: 1. 

Q. Quel est ton sport favori? 

A. J'adore le ski. II est tr^s interestament. 

Number of T-units: 2; number of error-free T-units: 1; ratio: .5 

3.2.5.4 Comprehensibilitv 

Comprehensibility (C) was measured by the performance of 

subjects on referential questions. As described earlier, 

performance was determined by the relevance of responses to 

referential questions. For example: 

Q. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacsuices de Noel? 

1. Relevant information without grammatical errors (5pts) 

A. Je suis alle chez mes parents (202) 

A. Pendant les vacances de Noel, j'ai dormi beaucoup et j'ai 

regarde beaucoup de films (201). 

2. Relevant information with minor grammatical errors (4pts) 

A. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis allee chez moi. La, j'ai rendu 

visite avec ma famille (201). 

3. Relevant information with maior grammatical errors Opts) 

A. Pour les vacances de Noel, t'ai venu a Tucson dans Californie. (201) 
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4. Irrelevant information without aranimatical errors (2pts) 

A. Je vais au Mexique. 

5. Irrelevant information with grammatical errors (Ipt) 

A. Je vacance en New-York avec ma famille(201) . 

Additional examples are presented in the section on scoring 

procedure discussed earlier. 

An index of comprehensibility was also obtained by 

dividing the sum of subjects' scores by the maximum score. 

In order to answer the first three research questions 

posed in this study, selected statistical analyses were 

performed on the data described above. First, a correlated 

group t-test (Jaccard and Becker, 1990) was performed on the 

pretest and posttest scores for each construct under 

examination to determine the statistical significance of mean 

differences for each group. This test is used to test the 

statistical significance of mean differences when only one 

group of subjects is involved in the study. Second, an 

independent group t-test (Jaccard and Becker, 1990) was 

performed on posttest scores for each construct to determine 

the statistical significance of mean differences between the 

treatment and control groups. This test is used when only 

two distinct groups of subjects are involved in the study. 
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3.3. Follow-up analysis with higher and lower scoring 
students. 

3.3.1. Introduction 

In the preceding section, I described the quasi-

experimental design used to investigate the effects of 

referential questions on learners' linguistic output and 

accuracy. Subjects, instructional materials, data collection 

procedure, and data analysis procedure were described. This 

design, however, could provide only a quantitative oveirview 

of the similarities and differences between the groups 

involved in the study. In order to answer questions four and 

five of the study, it seemed desirable to have a closer look 

at individual variation in the data collected to examine 

possible differences between higher and lower scoring 

students in the study. Questions four and five read as 

follows: 

4) Are there differences in performance on the variables 

examined between high and low scoring students? 

5) What indicators seem to be the most useful in 

discriminating between high and low scoring students? 
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Following is the procedure adopted to investigate these 

two questions. 

3.3.2. Procedure 

A look at individual pretest and posttest scores on the 

different variables lander investigation revealed many-

variations. Some subjects increased their scores on the 

posttest considerably on many of the variables while others 

decreased theirs. For some subjects the gain or loss was 

small; for others it was significant. In order to select the 

subjects to be included in a more qualitative examination, I 

decided to focus on the top three subjects who had achieved 

the highest gains and the bottom three subjects who had 

achieved the lowest gains in each group and at each level. 

First, gain scores were computed for each subject and for 

each variable. This was achieved by subtracting the score on 

the pretest from the score on the posttest. Second, a rank 

order was determined for the subjects for each variable and 

in each group. Obviously, one subject may rank first on 

grammatical accuracy and last on comprehensibility and vice-

verca. Following Perkins (1980), I considered error-free T-

units as basis for selection of the top three and the bottom 

three subjects to be included in the analysis. Perkins 

(1980) analyzed ten objective measures of syntactic 

proficiency to discriminate among holistic evaluations of 
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advanced ESL students. They were 1) niimber of words per 

composition, 2) number of sentences, 3) number of T-units, 4} 

nxamber of error-free T-units, 5) number of words in error-

free T-units, 6) total number of errors, 7) clause per T-unit 

ratio, 8) T-unit length, 9) a syntactic complexity formula 

developed by Botel, Dawkins, and Granowsky (1973), and 10) a 

complexity index developed by Flahive and Snow (1980) . 

Perkins (1980) found that only objective measures which take 

error-free units into account were good discriminators among 

holistic evaluations. Gaies (1979) and Larsen-Freeman (1978) 

came to the same conclusion. I therefore decided to consider 

the students' rank on the error-free T-units as basis for 

selection of the top three and bottom three subjects for 

analysis. The rank is based on gain scores and it represents 

the amount of improvement that the subject has been able to 

achieve. To some extent, it represents the amount of 

learning that has taken place. It is important to note that 

this rank does not necessarily reflect the highest or lowest 

performers in terms of posttest scores or final grade. As a 

matter of fact, "good" students in French could have achieved 

very little gain scores. For example, a student who had 72 

on the pretest and 70 on the posttest had a gain score of -2; 

whereas another student who had scored 39 on the pretest and 

41 on the posttest had a gain score of +2. In tenns of gain 

scores, the latter student will rank higher than the former. 



90 

but that position does not indicate that he or she is better 

in French than the former student. 

There were six referential questions (see Appendix B) 

for level 102 and eight for level 201 and 202 each. Two of 

these questions were the same for all levels. These two 

questions constitute the focus of the analysis for this part 

of the study. One advantage of this selection is that the 

questions offer the potential for analysis within and across 

levels. Analyses and results are presented in chapter four. 

Students' responses to question one and two on both pretest 

and posttest, level by level, are presented in Appendices C 

and D respectively. Phrases that represent an error or that 

deserve some attention are underlined. Slant lines indicate 

end of a T-unit. 102-1-Treatment means the treatment group 

1 of level 102. 102-2-Treatment means the treatment group 2 

of level 102. All the other classes are described in a 

similar way. 

3.4. Attitude questionnaire 

In order to answer questions six and seven of the study, 

an attitude questionnaire was administered to the treatment 

groups at each level at the end of the treatment period. 

Questions six and seven read as follows: 
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6) What is the students' perception of the effectiveness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions in 

language learning? 

7) What is the students' perception of the enjoyableness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions? 

The puirpose of the attitude questionnaire was to examine 

learner perception and judgement of the effectiveness and 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions, to compare learner ratings of homework tasks 

involving referential questions and homework tasks involving 

fill-in-the-blank-type exercises, and finally, to examine 

learner ratings of classroom activities likely to enhance 

writing skills in a FL. Of particular interest in this part 

of the study were the treatment groups because they had 

undergone a ten-week treatment of homework tasks involving 

referential questions. The questionnaire was administered to 

the 64 subjects of the treatment groups at all levels. No 

comparable data were obtained from the control groups. 

Appendix E contains the attitude questionnaire. 

The questionnaire consisted of 18 items (see Appendix 

E) . Items 1, 2, and 3 are general information items about 

the subjects' gender, L2/FL experience, and reasons for 

taking French as a FL. Items 4 and 5 examine subjects' 

ratings of the usefulness of homework assignments as learning 
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activities. Items 6, 7, 9, 10, and 12 focus on learner 

perception of the effectiveness of homework tasks involving 

referential questions. Items 8, 13, 14, and 15 examine 

learner ratings of homework tasks involving referential 

questions and those involving fill-in-the-blanks type 

exercises. Item 16 examines learner perception of the 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions. Items 11 and 17 examine learner ratings of 

classroom activities likely to enhance writing skills in a 

FL. Item 18 solicits learner comments and suggestions. 

Possible responses to questions ranged from zero (Never/ not 

at all) to four (Always/a great deal). Means and standard 

deviations were computed on the attitude questionnaire to 

determine learner ratings of the effectiveness and 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions. Results are reported in chapter 4. 

To summarize, this chapter described the research design 

selected for the investigation of the effect of referential 

questions on learners' linguistic output and accuracy. The 

study has three components: A quasi-experimental component 

aimed at examining quantitatively the different variables of 

interests, a small-scale follow-up study aimed at examining 

differences between high and low scoring students, and 

finally, an attitude questionnaire aimed at examining the 

students' perceptions of the effectiveness and enjoyableness 

of homework tasks involving referential questions. Details 
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on subjects, data collection procedure, scoring procedure, 

and data analysis were provided. The following chapter will 

present results of data analyses and statistical tests. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

4.1. Introduction 

In the preceding chapter, I described the research 

design used to examine the effect of referential questions on 

learners' linguistic output and accuracy. The study 

comprised three components: a quasi-experimental component, a 

follow-up study, and an attitude questionnaire. A detailed 

description of subjects, instructional materials, data 

collection procedure, scoring procedure, and procedure for 

data analysis was provided. This chapter presents the 

results of the study. It is divided into three sections. 

Section one presents the results of the quasi-experimental 

study. It presents mean gain scores for each group and for 

each construct investigated. It also presents results of 

statistical tests performed on those mean scores to determine 

the statistical significance of mean differences observed. 

It further presents results of statistical tests performed on 

mean differences observed between the treatment and the 

control groups at each level and for each construct to 

determine statistical significance. Section two presents the 

analysis and results of the follow-up study with higher and 

lower scoring students. Section three presents means and 

standard deviations of the different items measuring 
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effectiveness and enjoyableness on the attitude 

questionnaire. Each section is followed by a summary and 

discussion of the results. 

4.2. Results of cnaasi-experimental study 

This section presents gain scores in order to detemine 

any progress made by each group as a result of instruction 

throughout the semester. Subjects' scores on the pretest 

were subtracted from subjects' scores on the posttest on each 

construct to obtain a gain score. A positive gain score 

indicates an increase in the amount of the construct under 

investigation, whereas a negative gain score indicates a 

decrease. A correlated group t-test was performed on these 

mean scores to determine the statistical significance of mean 

differences. This section also displays mean gain scores of 

the treatment versus control groups at each level. An 

independent group t-test was performed on these mean scores 

to determine the statistical significance of the differences 

obseirved. 

4.2.1. Linguistic output 

As mentioned earlier, linguistic output was measured by 

the number of words (W) in responses to referential 

questions, by clause length (W/C), which was obtained by 
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dividing the number of words in a response to a referential 

question by the number of clauses in that response, and by 

the number of T-units (TU) per response to each referential 

question. 

4.2.1.1. Number of words 

Table 4.1 presents mean scores on both pre-and post-tests, 

mean gain scores, and statistical significance for number of 

words. 

Table 4.1 Mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 
significance for the number of words. 

Level/Group N Pretest Posttest Gain score Sigf. 

102 T1 17 74.235 108.235 34 *• 

CI 22 73.227 115.636 42.409 *• 

T2 14 56.428 81.428 25 • 

C2 11 68.636 88.818 20.174 *• 

201 T 11 90.545 189.545 99 * 

C 22 97.409 228.420 131.011 *• 

202 T1 11 76.818 182 105.182 * 

CI 17 65.647 130.352 64.705 *• 

T2 11 110.727 243.909 133.182 * 

C2 13 96.615 231.076 134.461 * 

* p.<.05; T = treatment; C = control; sigf. = significance. 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 produced an average of 74.235 words for the six 

referential questions on the pretest, and 108.235 words for 
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the same six questions on the posttest, yielding a mean gain 

score of 34. This difference in means was tested for 

significance using a correlated group t-test. The difference 

was found to be statistically significant t{16) = -4.8618, p. 

<.05. The control group 1 of level 102 produced an average 

of 73.227 words on the pretest and 115.636 on the posttest, 

yielding a gain score of 42.409. This difference in means 

was found to be statistically significant t(21) = -5.982, p. 

< .05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment 

group 1 and the control group 1 of level 102 was also 

statistically tested for significance using an independent 

group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(37) = -.683, p.>.05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 produced an average 

of 56.428 words for the six referential questions on the 

pretest, whereas the same group produced 81.428 words for the 

same six questions on the posttest, yielding a mean gain 

score of 25. The difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(13) = -7.2135, p. < .05. The control group 2 

of level 102 produced an average of 68.636 words on the 

pretest against 88.818 on the posttest, giving a gain score 

of 20.174. This difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -3.3570, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 2 and the control 

group 2 of level 102 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 
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difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(23) = -.5879, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.1. 

FIGURE 4.1 Mean number of words for level 102 
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The treatment group of level 201 produced an average of 

90.545 words for the eight referential questions on the 

pretest, and 189.545 words for the same eight questions on 

the posttest, yielding a gain score of 99. Mean difference 

was tested for significance using a correlated group t-test. 

The difference in means was found to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -4.1844, p. < .05. The control group of 

level 201 produced 97.409 words on the pretest and 228.420 on 

the posttest, yielding a gain score of 131.011. Mean 

difference was found to be statistically significant t(21) = 
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-8.5345, p. <.05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment and the control groups of level 201 was also 

statistically tested for significance using an independent 

group t-test. The difference was foiind not to be 

statistically significant t(21) = -1.1607, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.2. 

FIGURE 4.2. Mean number of words for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 produced an average 

of 76.818 words for the eight referential questions on the 

pretest, and 182 words for the same eight questions on the 

posttest, yielding a gain score of 105.182. This difference 
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in means was tested for significance using a correlated group 

t-test. The test was found to be statistically significant 

t(10) = -6.2840, p. < .05. The control group 1 of level 202 

produced an average of 65.647 words on the pretest and 

130.352 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 64.705. This 

difference in means was found to be statistically significant 

t(16) = -6.8380, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference 

between the treatment group 1 and the control group 1 of 

level 202 was also statistically tested for significance 

using an independent group t-test. The difference was found 

to be statistically significant t(26) = 2.0554, p. < .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 produced an average 

of 110.727 words on the pretest and 243.909 on the posttest, 

giving a gain score of 133.182. This difference in means was 

found to be statistically significant t(10) = -8.0445, p. < 

.05. Finally, the control group 2 of level 202 produced an 

average of 96.615 words on the pretest and 231.076 on the 

posttest, yielding a gain score of 134.461. The difference 

was found to be statistically significant t(12) = -6.0568, p. 

< .05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment 

group 2 and the control group 2 of level 202 was also 

statistically tested for significance using an independent 

group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(22) = .4211, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.3. 
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FIGURE 4.3. Mean number of words for 202 
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The table and figures above indicate that, in the 

overall, both treatment and control groups at all levels 

increased linguistic production in terms of number of words, 

but there are variations in the amount of increase, which 

will be discussed later. 

4.2.1.2 Clause length 

Table 4.2 presents mean scores on both pre- and post-

tests, mean gain scores, and statistical significance for 

clause length. Clause length as a measure of linguistic 

production was obtained by dividing the number of words in a 
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response to a referential question by the number of clauses 

in that response. A mean clause length was computed for each 

subject by computing the mean of the clause length for the 

six questions for level 102 and for the eight questions for 

levels 201 and 202, and a group mean clause length was 

determined. 

Table 4.2. Mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 
significance for clause length. 

Level/Group N Pretest Posttest Gain scores Sigf 

102 T1 17 6.023 6.648 .625 * 

CI 22 5.709 6.309 .600 NS 
T2 14 5.14 6.286 1.146 * 

C2 11 5.682 6.600 .918 * 

201 T 11 5.99 6.569 .579 NS 
C 22 5.932 6.284 .352 NS 

202 T1 11 5.697 7.184 1.487 • 

CI 17 4.696 5.858 1.162 * 

T2 11 6.5 7.167 .667 NS 
C2 13 6.517 6.714 .197 NS 

* p. < .05; NS = not significant; T = treatment; C = control; 
Sigf. = significance. 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 had an average clause length of 6.023 words in responses 

to referential questions on the pretest, and 6.648 words on 

the posttest, yielding a mean gain score of .625. This mean 

clause length difference was tested for significance using a 

correlated group t-test. The difference was found to be 

statistically significant t{16)= -1.8521, p. <.05. The 
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control group 1 of level 102 had an average mean clause 

length of 5.709 on the pretest and 6.3 09 on the posttest, 

giving a gain score of .600. The difference in mean clause 

length was found not to be significant t(21) = -1.5931, p. > 

.05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment group 

1 and the control group 1 of level 102 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(37) = 1.0252, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean clause 

length of 5.14 on the pretest and 6.286 on the posttest, 

yielding a gain score of 1.146. This difference in mean 

clause length was tested for significance using a correlated 

group t-test. The difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(13) = -4.9100, p. < .05. The control group 2 

of level 102 had a mean clause length of 5.682 on the pretest 

and 6.600 on the posttest, giving a gain score of .918. This 

mean clause length difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -2.9218, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 2 and the control 

group 2 of level 102 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(23) = -6435, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.4. 
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FIGURE 4.4. Mean clause length for 102 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean clause 

length of 5.99 on the pretest and 6.569 on the posttest, 

yielding a gain score of .579. This mean clause length 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(10) = -1.0203, p. > .05. The control group had a mean 

clause length of 5.932 on the pretest and 6.284 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of .352. The difference was 

found not to be statistically significant t(21) = 1.0967, p .  

> .05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment and 

the control groups of level 201 was also statistically tested 

for significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(31) = .5241, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.5. 
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FIGURE 4.5. Mean clause length for 201. 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean clause 

length of 5.697 on the pretest and 7.184 on the posttest, 

yielding a gain score of 1.487. This mean clause length 

difference was found to be statistically significant t(10) = 

-2.4544, p. < .05. The control group 1 of level 202 had a 

mean clause length of 4.696 on the pretest and 5.858 on the 

posttest, yielding a gain score of 1.162. This mean clause 

length difference was found to be statistically significant 

t(16) = -2.9944, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference 

between the treatzment group 1 and the control group 1 of 

level 202 was also statistically tested for significance 

using an independent group t-test. The difference was found 

to be statistically significant t(26) = 2.4621, p. < .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean clause 

length of 6.5 on the pretest and 7.167 on the posttest. 
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yielding a gain score of .667. The difference was found not 

to be statistically significant t(10) = -1.4366, p. > .05. 

The control group 2 of level 202 had a mean clause length of 

6.517 on the pretest and 6.714 on the posttest, giving a gain 

score of .197. This difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(12) = -.7794, p. > .05. Mean 

gain score difference between the treatment group 2 and the 

control group 2 of level 202 was also statistically tested 

for significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = 1.1166, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.6. 

FIGURE 4.6. Mean clause length for 202. 
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4.2.1.3. Nuinber of T-units. 

Table 4.3 presents mean scores, mean gain scores, and 

statistical significance for the number of T-units. The 

number of T-units as a measure of linguistic production was 

obtained by analyzing the different T-units contained in each 

response to each referential question. The number of T-units 

was calculated for each subject and a group mean nuinber of T-

units was determined. Table 4.3 presents mean scores, mean 

gain scores, and statistical significance for the number of 

T-units. 

Table 4.3. Mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 
significance for the nuinber of T-units. 

Level/Group N Pretest Posttest Gain score Sigf. 

102 T1 17 1.653 2.115 .462 •k 
CI 22 1.716 2.495 .779 * 

T2 14 1.365 1.961 .596 *• 

C2 11 1.587 1.860 .273 * 

201 T 11 1.704 3 .133 1.429 * 

C • 22 1.889 4.021 2.132 * 

202 T1 11 1.348 2.826 1.478 * 

CI 17 1.357 2.39 1.033 * 

T2 11 1.831 3 .543 1.712 * 

C2 13 1.631 3 .591 1.96 * 

* P. < .05; T = treatment; C = control; Sigf. = significance 
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This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 produced an average of 1.653 T-units per referential 

question on the pretest, and 2.115 T-units per referential 

question on the posttest, yielding a gain score of .462. 

These mean scores were statistically tested for significance 

using a correlated group t-test. The difference was found to 

be statistically significant t(16) = -4.2618, p. <.05. The 

control group 1 of level 102 had a mean number of T-units of 

1.716 on the pretest and 2.495 on the posttest, giving a gain 

score of .779. This difference was fovind to be statistically 

significant t(21) = -4.0486, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 1 and the control 

group 1 of level 102 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found to be statistically significant t(37) = 

1.5993, p. < .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean T-unit of 

1.365 on the pretest and 1.961 on the posttest, yielding a 

gain score of .596. This difference in means was found to be 

statistically'significant t(13) = 5.114, p. < .05. The 

control group 2 of level 102 had a mean of 1.587 on the 

pretest and 1.860 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

.273. This difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -2.1215, p. < .05 Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 2 and the control 

group 2 of level 102 was also statistically tested for 
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significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(23) = .3858, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.7. 

FIGURE 4.7. Mean number of T-units for 102 
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The treatment group of 201 had a mean T-unit of 1.704 on 

the pretest and 3.133 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

1.429. This difference in means was found to be significant 

t(10) = -3.6355, p. < .05. The control group of 201 had a 

mean T-unit of 1.889 on the pretest and 4.021 on the posttest 

giving a gain score of 2.132. The difference was found to be 

statistically significant t(21) = -8.9932, p. < .05. Mean 

gain score difference between the treatment group and the 

control group was also statistically tested for significance 
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using an independent group t-test. The difference was found 

to be statistically significant t(21) = -1.8207, p. < .05. 

These results are presented in figure 4.8. 

FIGURE 4.8. Mean number of T-units for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean T-unit of 

1.348 on the pretest and 2.825 on the posttest, giving a gain 

score of 1.478. This difference in means was found to be 

statistically significant t(10) = -6.0244, p. < .05. The 

control group had a mean T-unit of 1.357 on the pretest and 

2.39 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 1,033. The 

difference in mean T-units was found to be statistically 

significant t(16) = -67894, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 1 and the control 
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group 1 of level 202 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(26) = 1.2818, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean T-unit of 

1.831 on the pretest and 3.543 on the posttest, giving a gain 

score of 1.712. The difference in mean T-units was found to 

be statistically significant t(10) = -8.2537, p. < .05. 

Finally, the control group 2 of level 202 had a mean T-unit 

of 1.631 on the pretest and 3.591 on the posttest, giving a 

gain score of 1.96. This difference in mean T-units were 

found to be statistically significant t(12) = -5.6018, p. < 

.05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment group 2 

and the control group 2 of level 202 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = -.1272, p. > .05. Figure 4.9. presents mean number 

of T-units for 202. 
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FIGURE 4.9. Mean nvimber of T-units for 202 
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The table and figures above indicate that all groups 

increased their performance in terms of number of T-units, 

but there are variations among groups and across levels, 

which will be discussed later. 

4.2.2. Syntactic complexity 

4.2.2.1 Coordination 

Syntactic complexity was measured through coordination 

and subordination. A coordination index (T/S) was obtained 
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by dividing the number of T-units in a response to a 

referential question by the number of sentences in that 

response. An index of 1 indicates that the nximber of T-units 

in a response equals the number of sentences in that 

response. This suggests that subjects did not coordinate 

their T-units. An index less than 1 indicates that subjects 

did not even use full T-units in their responses. An index 

higher than 1 indicates a higher level of coordination. The 

higher the niimber, the more coordinated the T-units were in a 

sentence. Table 4.4 presents mean scores, mean gain scores, 

and statistical significance for coordination. 

Table 4.4 Mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 
significance for coordination 

Level/Group N Pretest Posttest Gain scores Sigf. 

102 T1 17 1.184 1.238 .054 NS 
CI 22 1.112 1.274 .162 • 

T2 14 1.072 1.272 .200 •k 
C2 11 1.009 1.207 .198 •k 

201 T 11 1.015 1.243 .228 •k 
C 22 1.054 1.167 .113 •k 

202 T1 11 .997 1.310 .313 k 
CI 17 .928 1.297 .369 k 
T2 11 1.263 1.362 .099 NS 
C2 13 1.220 1.269 .049 NS 

* P. < .05; T= treatment; C= control; Sigf. = significance; 
NS = non significant 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 had an average coordination index of 1.184 in their 

responses to the referential questions on the pretest and 
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1.23 8 on the posttest, yielding a mean gain score of .054. 

These mean scores were statistically tested for significance 

using a correlated group t-test. The difference was found 

not to be significant t{16) = -.7430, p. > .05. The control 

group 1 of level 102 had an average coordination index of 

1.112 on the pretest and 1.274 on the posttest, giving a gain 

score of .162. This difference was found to be statistically 

significant t(21) = 1.9763, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 1 and the control 

group 1 of level 102 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t{37) = -.4488, p. > .05 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean 

coordination index of 1.072 on the pretest and 1.272 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of .200. The difference was 

found to be significant t(13) = -1.7794, p. < .05. The 

control group had a mean coordination index of 1.009 on the 

pretest and 1.207 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

.198. The difference was found to be significant t(10) = 

-2.9682, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 2 and the control group 2 of level 102 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t{23) = .5593, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.10. 
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FIGURE 4.10. Mean coordination index for 102. 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean coordination 

index of 1.015 on the pretest and 1.243 on the posttest, 

yielding a gain score of .228. The difference was found to 

be significant t(10) = -4.233, p. < .05. The control group 

had a mean coordination index of 1.054 on the pretest and 

1.157 on the posttest, giving a gain score of .113. This 

difference in means was found to be statistically significant 

t(21) = -2.4073, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference 

between the treatment and control groups of level 201 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(31) = 1.0151, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.11. 
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FIGURE 4.11. Mean coordination index for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 2 02 had a mean 

coordination index of .997 on the pretest and 1.310 on the 

posttest, yieldig a gain score of .313. The difference was 

statistically significant t(10) = -3.3573, p. < .05. The 

control group 1 of level 202 had a mean coordination index of 

.928 on the pretest and 1.297 on the posttest, yielding a 

gain score of .369. This difference was also statistically 

significant t(16) = -4.7073, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 1 and the control 

group 1 of level 202 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The test was 

found not to be statistically significant t(26) = .1310, p. > 

.05 
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The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean 

coordination index of 1.263 on the pretest and 1.352 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of .099. The difference in 

means was not statistically significant t(10) = -.9442, p. > 

.05 The corresponding control group had a mean coordination 

index of 1.220 on the pretest and 1.269 on the posttest, 

giving a gain of .049. This means difference was found not 

to be statistically significant t(12) = -.6749, p. > .05. 

Mean gain score difference between the treatment group 2 and 

the control group 2 of level 202 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = .9961, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.12. 

FIGURE 4.12. Mean coordination index for 202. 
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4.2.2.2 Subordination 

A subordination index (C/T) was obtained by dividing the 

niimber of clauses in a response to a referential question by 

the number of T-units in that response. An index of 1 

indicates that the niomber of clauses in a response equals the 

number of T-units. This suggests that subjects did not 

subordinate at all in their responses. An index less than 1 

indicates that subjects did not use full T-units in their 

responses. An index higher than 1 indicates a higher level 

of subordination. The higher the number, the more 

subordinate clauses there were in T-units. Table 4.5 

presents mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 

significance for subordination. 
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Table 4.5 Mean scores, mean gain scores, and statistical 
significance for subordination 

Level/Group N Pretest Posttest Gainscores Sigf. 

102 Tl. 17 1.390 1.527 .137 NS 
CI 22 1.191 1.379 .188 • 

T2 14 1.155 1.329 .174 * 

C2 11 1.168 1.394 .226 * 

201 T 11 1.119 1.299 .180 NS 
C 22 1.013 1.220 .207 * 

202 Tl 11 .983 1.263 .280 *• 

CI 17 .872 1.209 .337 
T2 11 1.070 1.307 .237 •k 
C2 13 1.165 1.277 .112 •k 

* P. < .05; T = treatment; C = control; Sigf. = significance; 

NS = not significant. 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 had a subordination index of 1.390 per referential 

question on the pretest and 1.527 per referential question on 

the posttest, yielding a gain score of .137. These mean 

scores were statistically tested for significance using a 

correlated group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

significant t(16) = -1.595, p. > .05. The control group 

counterpart had a mean subordination index of 1.191 on the 

pretest and 1.379 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

.188. The difference was found to be significant t{21) = 

-3.2492, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 1 and the control group 1 of level 102 was 
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also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found to be 

statistically significant t(37) = 1.8097, p. < .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean of 1.155 

on the pretest and 1.329 on the posttest, giving a gain score 

of .174. The difference in means was found to be significant 

t(13) = -2.4999, p. < .05. The control group had a mean of 

1.168 on the pretest and 1.394 on the posttest. The 

difference was also significant t(10) = -2.1154, p. <.05. 

Mean gain score difference between the treatment group 2 and 

the control group 2 of level 102 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(23) = -.8715, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.13. 



121 

FIGURE 4.13. Mean subordination index for 102. 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean 

subordination index of 1.119 on the pretest and 1.299 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of .180. The difference was 

not significant t(10) = -1.6289, p. > .05. Its corresponding 

control group had a mean subordination index of 1.013 on the 

pretest and 1.220 on the posttest, giving a gain of .207. 

This difference in means was found to be significant t(21) = 

-4.8079, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment and control groups was also statistically tested 

for significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(21) = .9479, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.14. 
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Figure 4.14. Mean subordination index for 201. 

ID Posttest 

Groups 

The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean 

subordination index of .983 on the pretest and 1.263 on the 

posttest, giving a gain of .280. This mean difference was 

found to be significant t(10) = -2.9331, p < .05. The 

control group had a mean subordination index of .872 on the 

pretest and 1.209 on the posttest, yielding a gain of .337. 

This difference in means was also significant t(16) = 

-7.9699, p < .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 1 and the control group 1 of level 202 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(36) = .7306, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean 

subordination index of 1.070 on the pretest and 1.307 on the 

posttest, giving a gain of .237. The difference was 
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significant t(10) = -2.0401, p. < .05. The corresponding 

control group had a mean subordination index of 1.165 on the 

pretest and 1.277 on the posttest, giving a gain of .112. 

This difference in means was also found to be significant 

t(12) = -2.7985, p. < .05. Mean gain score difference 

between the treatment group 2 and the control group 2 of 

level 202 was also statistically tested for significance 

using an independent group t-test. The difference was found 

not to be statistically significant t(22) = .3086, p. > .05. 

These results are presented in figure 4.15. 

FIGURE 4.15. Mean subordination index for 202. 
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4.2.3. Grammatical accuracy 

4.2.3.1. Accuracy on grammatical test 

Grammatical accuracy was measured by the accuracy of 

responses to the grammatical part of the tests and by the 

index of error-free T-units. As mentioned in chapter 3, the 

grammatical part of the test for 102 level subjects consisted 

of five exercises with a maximum score of 86 points (see 

Appendix B) . The grammatical part of the test for 201 and 

202 subjects also consisted of five exercises with a maximum 

score of 79 (see Appendix B) . The pretest and posttest were 

scored according to the criteria described in chapter 3. 

Each subject's score was reported, and a mean for the entire 

group was computed. A mean gain score was calculated, and a 

statistical test was performed to determine statistical 

significance of the differences. An accuracy index was also 

calculated. It was obtained by dividing the total number of 

subjects' scores by the maximum ntimber of scores. Table 4.5 

presents mean-scores, accuracy indices for each test, mean 

gain scores, and statistical significance. 



125 

Table 4,6 Mean scores, accuracy index, mean gain score, 
and statistical significance for grammatical 
accuracy. 

Level/ N Pretest Acc Posttest Acc mean gain Sigf. 
Group index index score 

102 T1 17 49.647 .57 52.117 .60 2.47 NS 
CI 22 51.681 .60 54.863 .63 3.182 NS 
T2 14 46.357 .53 57.071 .66 10.714 •k 
C2 11 44.818 .52 53.454 .62 8.63 6 • 

201 T 11 37 .46 48.090 .60 11.09 •*r 

C 22 36.136 .45 47.227 .59 11.091 * 

202 T1 11 42.181 .53 41.272 .52 - .909 NS 
CI 17 38.705 .48 37,647 .47 -1.058 NS 
T2 11 44 .55 47.272 .59 3 .272 NS 
C2 13 45.153 .57 50,384 .63 5.231 * 

* P. < .05; T = treatment; C = control; Sigf. = significance; 
NS = not significant. 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 obtained a mean score of 49.647 out of a maximum score of 

86 on the pretest, and 52.117 on the posttest, yielding a 

gain score of 2.47 (the maximvun score for 201 and 202 was 

79) . These mean scores were statistically tested for 

significance using a correlated group t-test. The difference 

was found not to be statistically significant t(16) = 1.3288, 

p. > .05. The accuracy index was .57 on the pretest and .60 

on the posttest. In other words, only 57% and 60% of the 

grammatical forms produced by the subjects in this group were 

grammatically accurate on the pretest and posttest 

respectively. The corresponding control group obtained a 

mean of 51.681 on the pretest and 54.863 on the posttest. 
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giving a gain of 3.182. This mean difference was found not 

to be significant t(21) = 11.5049, p. > .05. Accuracy-

indices were .60 and .63 on the pretest and posttest 

respectively. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 1 and the control group 1 of level 102 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(37) = -.7843, p, > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean of 46.357 

on the pretest and 57.071 on the postest, giving a gain of 

10.714. The difference was significant t(13) = -3.5924, p. < 

.05. Accuracy indices were .53 and .66 on the pretest and 

posttest respectively. The corresponding control group had a 

mean of 44.818 on the pretest and 53.454 on the posttest, 

giving a gain of 8.636. Mean difference was found to be 

statistically significant t(10) = -1.9101, p. < .05. 

Accuracy indices were .52 and .62 on the pretest and posttest 

respectively. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 2 and the control group 2 of level 102 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t{23) = .6803, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.16. 
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FIGURE 4.16. Accuracy on grammatical test for 102 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean of 37 on the 

pretest and 48.090 on the posttest, giving a gain of 11.09. 

This difference in means was found to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -4.8179, p. < .05. Accuracy indices were 

.46 and .60 respectively. The corresponding control group 

had a mean of 36.13 6 on the pretest and 47.227 on the 

posttest, giving a gain of 11.091. Mean difference was found 

to be significant t(21) = -4.8461, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment and the control groups was 

also statistically tested using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(31) = .1513, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.17. 
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FIGURE 4.17. Accuracy on grammatical test for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean of 42.181 

on the pretest and 41.272 on the posttest, giving a gain of 

-.909. Mean difference was found not to be statistically 

significant t(10) = .2368, p. > .05. Accuracy indices were 

respectively .53 and .52 on the pretest and posttest. Its 

corresponding control group had a mean of 38.705 and 37.647, 

giving a gain of -1.058. The difference in mean was not 

significant t(16) = .2965, p. > .05. Accuracy indices were 

respectively .48 and .47 on the pretest and posttest. Mean 

gain score difference between the treatment group 1 and the 

control group 1 of level 2 02 was alSo statistically tested 

for significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(26) = .6925, p. > .05. 
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The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean of 44 on 

the pretest and 47.272 on the posttest, giving a gain of 

3.272. Mean difference was found not to be statistically 

significant t(10) = -1.3608, p. > .05. Accuracy indices were 

respectively .55 and .59 on the pretest and posttest. The 

control group had a mean of 45,153 on the pretest and 50.384 

on the posttest, giving a gain of 5,231. Mean difference was 

found to be significant t(12) = -3.2097, p. < .05. Accuracy 

indices were respectively .57 and .63 on the pretest and 

posttest. Mean score difference between the treatment group 

2 and the control group 2 of level 202 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = -.7036, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.18. 
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FIGURE 4.18. Accuracy on grammatical test for 202 
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4.2.3.2. Error-free T-units. 

Grammatical accuracy was also measured by error-free T-

units. An index of error-free T-units was obtained by 

dividing the number of error-free T-units in a response to a 

referential question by the total number of T-units in that 

response. A mean error-free T-unit was computed for each 

subject on both the pretest and posttest, and a group mean 

error-free T-unit was determined. Table 4.7 presents mean 

error-free T-units, mean gain score, and statistical 

significance. 
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Table 4.7. Mean scores, mean gain score, and statistical 
significance for error-free T-units. 

Level N Pretest Posttest Gain score Sigf. 

102 T1 17 .51 .54 .03 NS 
CI 22 .47 .59 .12 * 

T2 14 .33 .50 .17 •k 
C2 11 .47 .45 -.02 NS 

201 T 11 .47 .55 .08 * 

C 22 .52 .55 .03 NS 

202 T1 11 .53 .63 .10 NS 
CI 17 .44 .60 .16 * 

T2 11 .53 .58 .05 NS 
C2 13 .53 .68 .15 * 

* p. < .05; T = treatment; C = control; sigf. = significance; 

NS = not significant. 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 had a mean error-free T-unit of .51 on the pretest and a 

mean error-free T-unit of .54 on the posttest, yielding a 

gain error-free T-units of .03. In other words, for this 

group, 51% of T-units produced on the pretest were error-free 

against 54% on the posttest, yielding a gain of 3%. This 

difference in means was statistically tested for significance 

using a correlated group t-test. The difference was found 

not to be significcuit t(16)= .6108, p. > .05. The control 

group had a mean of .47 on the pretest and .59 on the 

posttest, giving a gain of .12. This mean difference was 
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found to be significant t{21) = -2.2859, p. < .05. Mean gain 

score difference between the treatment group 1 and the 

control group 1 of level 102 was also statistically tested 

for significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(37) = -.7258, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean error-free 

T-units of .33 on the pretest and .50 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .17. The mean difference was found to be 

significant t(13) = -2.4741, p. < .05. Its corresponding 

control group had a mean error-free T-units of .47 on the 

pretest and .45 on the posttest, giving a gain of -.02. The 

difference in means was found not to be significant t(10) = 

.2848, p. > .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 2 and the control group 2 of level 102 was 

also statistically tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(23) = .4807, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.19. 
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FIGURE 4.19 . Error-free T-units for 102 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean error-free 

T-unit of .47 on the pretest and .55 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .08. The difference in means was found to be 

significant t(10) = -1.2938, p. < .05. Its corresponding 

control group had a mean error-free T-unit of .52 on the 

pretest and .55 on the posttest, giving a gain of .03. The 

difference in means was found not to be significant t(21) = 

-.6341, p. > .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment and control groups of level 201 was also 

statistically tested for significance using an independent 

group t-test. The difference was found not to be 



134 

statistically significant t(21) = .0851, p. > .05. These 

results are presented in figure 4.20. 

FIGURE 4.20. Error-free T-units for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean error-free 

T-units of .53 on the pretest and .63 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .10. The difference in means was found not to be 

significant t(10) = -.9831, p. > .05. The control group had 

a mean of .44 on the pretest and .60 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .16. This difference in means was found to be 

significant t(16) = -1.9870, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 1 and the control 

group 1 of level 202 was also statistically tested for 
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significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(26) = .3101, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean error-free 

T-units of .53 on the pretest and .58 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .05. The difference in mean was found not to be 

significant t(10) = -1.1216, p. < .05. The control group had 

a mean of .53 on the pretest and .68 on the posttest, giving 

a gain of .15. This difference in means was found to be 

significant t(12) = -2.6629, p. < .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 2 and the control 

group 2 of level 202 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = -1.5572, P. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.21. 
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FIGURE 4.21. Error-free T-units for 202 
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4.2.4. Cortiprehensibi 1 itv 

In this study, the variable comprehensibility was 

intended to measure the relevance and linguistic accuracy of 

subjects' responses to the referential questions. A set of 

scoring criteria for the referential questions was presented 

in chapter 3. Since the scoring of comprehensibility was not 

totally objective, a test of reliability on the measure 

comprehensibility was conducted. Part one presents 
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interrater reliability, part two presents the relevance of 

subjects' responses to referential questions, and part three 

presents the comprehensibility index. 

4.2.4.1. Interrater reliability 

In order to establish interrater reliability on the 

comprehensibility measure, a sample consisting of 

approximately 50% of the subjects' tests was randomly drawn 

from both the pretest and the posttest. These tests were 

scored by two independent raters according to the criteria 

described in chapter 3. Scores were reported and Pearson 

Product Moment correlations were computed. Tables 4.8 -

4.12 present scores obtained by each rater and for each group 

per level on both the pretest and posttest as well as the 

Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients calculated. 



Table 4.8. Interrater reliability for 102-1 

PRETEST POSTTEST 
Level N R1 R2 r R1 R2 r 

102-1-T 9 9 15 28 26 
23 24 27 24 
19 23 22 20 
22 23 27 25 
24 25 26 25 
22 23 23 23 
24 28 27 24 
14 17 25 22 
24 25 22 22 

.95 .85 
102-1-C 10 13 19 24 21 

10 12 25 24 
22 22 28 27 
21 20 27 28 
22 22 28 27 
21 24 29 27 
9 12 21 20 
22 26 28 28 
23 25 26 24 
23 26 25 23 

.92 .92 

Table 4.9 . Interrater : reliability for 102-2 

PRETEST POSTTEST 
Level N R1 R2 r R1 R2 r 

102-2-T 8 25 24 24 24 
22 23 19 22 
10 10 23 23 
17 21 21 20 
18 23 20 22 

. 24 25 21 20 
21 23 20 21 
13 13 16 14 

.92 .83 
102-2-C 6 24 25 27 25 

9 13 19 17 
17 18 21 23 
27 30 19 18 
12 16 23 27 
18 17 24 25 

.95 .80 



Table 4.10. Interrater reliability for 201 

PRETEST POSTTEST 
Level N R1 R2 r R1 R2 r 

201-T 8 30 32 36 36 
33 30 32 32 
30 29 36 36 
30 31 36 32 
29 30 34 34 
25 27 28 22 
25 29 30 32 
33 33 34 34 

.75 .82 
201-C 11 30 34 34 32 

36 37 38 34 
30 34 38 36 
26 22 34 34 
29 31 32 28 
25 29 38 40 
31 36 28 24 
31 37 24 16 
19 23 34 28 
30 31 30 34 
29 33 26 22 

.84 .88 



Table 4.11. Interrater reliability for 202-1 

PRETEST POSTTEST 
Level N R1 R2 r R1 R2 r 

202-1-T i ^ 3 2  30 26 

29 27 32 28 
24 25 32 34 
27 26 28 28 
28 27 32 32 
21 25 30 30 
25 25 26 28 
36 37 36 36 

.91 .74 
202-1-C 10 25 27 34 30 

20 22 30 32 
26 26 34 34 
9 13 26 26 

33 34 38 36 
28 28 30 24 
26 27 34 32 
21 23 34 32 
16 18 36 34 
18 20 32 32 

.99 .79 



141 

Table 4.12. Interrater reliability for 202-2 

PRETEST POSTTEST 
Level N R1 R2 r R1 R2 r 

202-2-T 

202-2-C 

23 22 34 34 
27 26 32 32 
34 34 32 32 
29 32 38 36 
28 29 30 30 
35 37 38 34 
28 31 38 36 
30 31 

.94 
36 36 

29 31 28 28 
24 25 36 34 
30 32 34 34 
26 29 34 30 
24 26 36 32 
36 37 28 30 
20 21 32 30 
29 30 34 34 

90 

98 .74 

4.2.4.2. Relevance of responses 

Comprehensibility was measured by the degree of 

relevance of subject responses to referential questions. The 

pretest and posttest were scored according to the criteria 

described earlier. Each subject's score consisted of a sum 

total of scores on all referential questions (6 for level 

102, and 8 for levels 201 and 202). Means for each group 

were then computed. Table 4.13 presents mean scores, mean 

gain scores, and statistical significance for 

comprehens ibi1i ty. 
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Table 4,13 Mean scores, mean gain score, and statistical 
significance for comprehensibility. 

Level N Pretest Posttest Gain Sigf. 

102 T1 17 21.47 21.35 -.12 NS 
CI 22 19.63 20.81 1.18 NS 
T2 14 17.92 21.14 3 .22 • 

C2 11 19.81 19.35 -.45 * 

201 T 11 28.72 30.36 1.64 NS 
C 22 29.09 29.09 0.0 NS 

202 T1 11 28.45 31.18 2 .73 NS 
CI 17 27.05 31 3 .95 • 

T2 11 31.09 32.45 1.36 NS 
C2 13 31.15 32.92 1.77 NS 

* p. < . 05; T = : treatment; C = control; Sigf. = significance; 
NS = not significant 

This table i indicates that subjects in the treatment 

group 1 of level 102 had a mean comprehensibility score of 

21.47 on the pretest and 21.35 on the posttest, yielding a 

gain score of -.12. This mean difference was statistically 

tested for significance using a correlated group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t{16)= 1.2203,. p.> .05. The control group had a mean 

comprehensibility of 19.63 on the pretest and 20.81 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of 1.18. The difference in 

means was found not to be significant t(21) = -1.2203, p. > 

.05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment group 

1 and the control group 1 of level 102 was also statistically 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 
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The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(37) = .4215, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a mean 

comprehensibility of 17.92 on the pretest and 21.14 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of 3.22. This difference in 

means was found to be significant t(13) = -4.2448, p. < .05. 

The control group had a mean comprehensibility of 19.81 on 

the pretest and 19.3 6 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

-.45. This difference was found not to be significant t(10) 

= .3451, p. > .05. Mean gain score difference between the 

treatment group 2 and the control group 2 of level 102 was 

also tested for significance using an independent group t-

test. The difference was found not to be statistically 

significant t(23) = 1.0424, p. > .05. These results are 

presented in figure 4.22. 
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FIGURE 4.22. Mean comprehensibility for 102 
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The treatment group of level 201 had a mean 

comprehensibility of 28.72 on the pretest and 30.36 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of 1.64. The difference was 

found not to be significant t(10) = -.8640, p. > .05 The 

control group had a mean comprehensibility of 29.09 on the 

pretest and 29.09 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

zero. No difference was observed t(21) = 0, p. > .05. Mean 

gain score difference between the treatment group and the 

control group was also statistically tested for significance 

using an independent group t-test. The difference was found 

not to be statistically significant t(31) =.8839, p. > .05. 

These results are presented in figure 4.23. 
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FIGURE 4.23. Mean comprehensibility for 201 
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The treatment group 1 of level 202 had a mean 

comprehensibility of 28.45 on the pretest and 31.18 on the 

posttest, giving a gain score of 2.73. This difference was 

found not to be significant t(10) = -1.5935, p. > .05. The 

control group had a mean comprehensibility of 27.05 on the 

pretest and 31 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 3.95. 

This difference was found to be significant t(16) = -2.0565, 

p. < .05. Mean gain score difference between the treatment 

group 1 and the control group 1 of level 202 was also 

statistically tested for significance using an independent 

group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(26) = .1278, p. > .05. 

The treatment group 2 of level 202 had a mean 

comprehensibility of 31.09 on the pretest and 32.45 on the 
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posttest, giving a gain score of 1.36. The difference was 

found not to be significant t(10) = -.8964, p. > .05. The 

control group had a mean comprehensibility of 31.15 on the 

pretest and 32.92 on the posttest, giving a gain score of 

1.77. This difference in means was found not to be 

significant t(12) = -1.6456, p. > .05. Mean gain score 

difference between the treatment group 2 and the control 

group 2 of level 202 was also statistically tested for 

significance using an independent group t-test. The 

difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(22) = -.3744, p. > .05. These results are presented in 

figure 4.24. 

FIGURE 4.24. Mean comprehensibility for 202 
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4.2.4.3. Comprehensibilitv index 

A comprehensibility index was also calculated. It was 

obtained by dividing the total number of subjects' scores by 

the maximum number of scores. The maximum score for level 

102 was 30 (6 questions x 5 points each) and 40 for levels 

201 and 202 (8 questions x 5 points each). Table 4.14 

presents comprehensibility indices for the pretest and 

posttest for all groups. 

Table 4.14 Comprehensibility indices for all groups 

Level/group N Pretest Posttest 

102 T1 17 .71 .71 
CI 22 .65 .69 
T2 14 .59 .70 
C2 11 .66 .64 

201 T 11 .71 .75 
C 22 .72 .72 

202 T1 11 .71 .77 
CI 17 .67 .77 
T2 11 .77 .81 
C2 13 .77 .82 

This table indicates that the treatment group 1 of level 

102 had a comprehensibility index of .71 on both the pretest 

and the posttest. In other words, 71% of the subjects' 

responses on both the pretest and the posttest were relevant. 

Thus, no increase in comprehensibility was observed for this 
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group. The control group had a comprehensibility index of 

.65 and .69 on the pretest and posttest respectively. 

The treatment group 2 of level 102 had a 

comprehensibility index of .59 on the pretest and .70 on the 

posttest; and the control group had a comprehensibility index 

of .66 and .64. 

The treatment group of 201 had a comprehensibility index 

of .71 on the pretest and .75 on the posttest; and the 

control group had a comprehensibility index of .72 on both 

the pretest and posttest. 

The treatment group of level 202 had a comprehensibility 

index of .71 on the pretest and .77 on the posttest; and the 

control group had a comprehensibility index of .67 and .77. 

The treatment group 2 had a comprehensibility index of .77 

and .81; and the control group had a comprehensibility index 

of .77 and .82. 

4.2.5. Summary and discussion 

Number of words 

From the data presented in table 4.1, it can be observed 

that all groups involved in the study increased their 

performance on the posttest in terms of number of words. One 

possible explanation for this increase might lie in the 
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conditions under which the pretest and posttest were 

administered,. The pretest was administered as a regular 

classroom exercise, whereas the posttest was administered as 

part of the final exam. Research indicates that students 

perform better under test conditions than under non-test 

conditions (LaPorte and Voss, 1974). LaPorte and Voss (1974) 

conducted an experiment in paired-associate learning. The 

purpose of the experiment was in part to examine how much 

subjects could recall material under test and nontest 

conditions. Results indicated that, whereas it took subjects 

in the nontest condition a mean of five trials to reach a 

mean of 7.56 correct responses, it took subjects in the test 

condition a mean of 2.94 trials to reach the same number of 

correct responses. In other words, subjects in the test 

condition perfomed better than did svibjects in the nontest 

condition. 

However, the conditions under which the pretest and the 

posttest were administered in this study might not constitute 

the only explanation. As the difference in means was found 

to be statistically significant within and across levels, 

this may be an indication that the increase was at least in 

part a result of training that had occurred during the 

semester. This finding is consistent with findings of other 

studies that investigated linguistic production and syntactic 

development in L2/FL learners (Monroe, 1975; Cook, 1973; 



150 

Cooper and Morain, 1980; Doughty and Pica, 1986; Dvorak, 

1987) . 

There was, however, a great deal of variation within and 

across levels. At level 102, students of TAl (T1,C1) 

increased their perfoirmance in number of words more than did 

those of TA2 (T2,C2) . At level 201, both groups more than 

doubled their performance, but the control group outperformed 

the treatment group. At 202, all groups increased their 

performance, but students of TA5 (T2,C2) overTvhelmingly 

outperformed those of TA4 (T1,C1). Another general 

observation was that the higher the level, the more the 

increase. This may indicate that students in higher level 

classes have acquired more vocabulary and feel more confident 

in their use of TL structures, demonstrating a higher level 

of fluency. Students in lower levels, in contrast, are still 

limited in vocabulary and structure, and therefore they tend 

to use the TL sparingly, hence their low rate of increase. 

Clause length 

Clause length also increased in all cases (see table 

4.2), but not all findings were statistically significant. 

The increase in clause length might be a logical consequence 

of the increase in number of words as described earlier. It 

is interesting to notice that in terms of gain scores, some 

groups increased their clause length significantly, whereas 
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others did not. Since clause length was determined by-

dividing the number of words by the number of clauses in a 

response, a higher clause length indicates that the subjects 

used fewer clauses in their responses. This finding is 

further discussed under subordination and coordination. 

Number of T-units 

As was the case for number of words and clause length, 

all groups increased their performance in terms of number of 

T-units (table 4.3). Furthermore, all findings were 

statistically significant. The increase in T-units followed 

the same pattern as the increase in number of words. There 

was some variation within and across levels. At level 102, 

for TAl (T1,C1), the control group (CI) had a higher gain 

score than the treatment group (Tl) in niomber of T-units. 

For TA2 (T2,C2), the treatment group outperfoirmed the control 

group. At level 201, the control group outperformed the 

treatment group. At level 202, all groups increased their 

performance, but again students of TA5 {T2,C2) outperformed 

those of TA4 (T1,C1). For TA4 (T1,C1), the treatment group 

outperformed the control group, whereas for TA5 (T2,C2), the 

control group outperformed the treatment group. In addition, 

as was the case for the number of words, the general tendency 

was the higher the level, the more the increase in number of 
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T-units. The reason may again lie in the degree of syntactic 

confidence that students at higher levels have developed. 

Coordination 

All groups made an increase in coordination (see table 

4.4), and in all cases, except three, the increase was 

statistically significant. The three exceptions are the 

treatment group 1 of level 102, and the treatment and control 

groups 2 of level 202. The increase in coordination is most 

likely the result of the increase in number of T-units. In 

terms of gain scores, there was variation. In three cases, 

the treatment groups outperformed the control groups, and in 

two cases, the control groups outperformed the treatment 

groups. Since coordination was determined by the ratio 

number of T-units by niimber of sentences in a response, a 

higher coordination index indicates that the subjects used 

greater number of coordinated T-units in their responses. 

Subordination 

All groups made an increase in subordination (see table 

4.5), and in all cases, except two, the increase was 

statistically significant. Moreover, the general tendency 

was the higher the level, the higher the rate of 

subordination. Subordination, more than coordination, is a 
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measure of syntactic maturity, in so much as it indicates 

students' ability to imbed sentences within sentences (Hunt, 

1970b). In general, students at level 202 had a higher rate 

of subordination. This indicates that their confidence in 

manipulating the structures of the TL has grown. This point 

is futher developed in section two below. In terms of gain 

scores, except for one case (T2,C2 of level 202), the control 

groups outperformed the treatment groups. Since 

subordination was determined by the ratio number of clauses 

by the number of T-units in a response, a higher 

subordination index indicates that the subjects used a 

greater number of subordinate clauses in their responses. In 

other words, a higher subordination index indicates a higher 

level of syntactic complexity in students' responses. 

Grammatical accuracy 

All groups, except two, made an increase in grammatical 

accuracy (table 4.6), but findings were significant in only 

50% of the cases, and, with one exception (T2 of level 102) 

favored the control groups. It is difficult to explain the 

loss in grammatical accuracy which is observed for the 

treatment and control groups (T1,C1) of level 202. It is 

plausible that the loss may lie in teacher variable. This 

issue is discussed at length in chapter 5. 
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Error-free T-units 

All groups, except one, increased their performance in 

terms of error-free T-units, but the findings were not 

significant in 50% of the cases. At level 102, the control 

group of TAl (CI) outperformed the treatment group (Tl) , 

whereas the treatment group (T2) of TA2 outperformed the 

control group (C2) . At 201, no difference was observed on 

the post test, but in terms of gain score, the treatment group 

outperformed the control group. At 202, the control groups 

outperformed the treatment groups. 

Comprehens ibi1i tv 

With two exceptions, findings show little increase in 

comprehensibility within and across levels. The exceptions 

are the treatment group 2 of level 102 and the control group 

1 of level 202 where gain scores of above 3 were observed. 

However, two groups actually decreased. The 

comprehens ibi lity index was the same or higher for all groups 

except the control group 2 of level 102, where it decreased. 

The small increase in comprehensibility indicates, on the one 

hand, that on both the pretest and posttest, students were 

able to understand the content of the questions and provide 

relevant responses. It should be remembered, however, that 



155 

students tended to write more on the posttest than they did 

on the pretest, thereby increasing the possibility of making 

more errors. It is therefore possible that raters were more 

severe in scoring the posttest than the pretest, which could 

result in small (or even loss in) gain scores. This can also 

explain why some interrater reliability correlation 

coefficients are lower than .80 on the posttest. 

To summarize, this section presented results of the 

quasi-experimental study conducted in order to investigate 

the effects of referential questions on learners' linguistic 

output and accuracy. Findings indicate that, with few 

exceptions, all groups made an increase in all constructs 

investigated, but the increase was not always statistically 

significant, as can be observed through the analysis of gain 

scores. These results, however, only present an overview of 

the phenomenon under examination- The following section 

will examine the results in more detail. 

4.3. Analysis and results of follow-up study 

4.3.1. Introduction 

As presented in section 1 of this chapter, the results 

of the quasi-experimental study provided a quantitative 

overview of the performance of the different groups involved 
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in the study on the variables under examination. Due to the 

many variations observed on individual pretest and posttest 

scores of many subjects, it seemed desirable to have a close 

look at the actual performance of individual students in 

order to examine whether any differences existed among 

subjects on the variables investigated. In order to do this, 

the investigator decided to select the top three subjects 

(those who had achieved the highest gain) and the bottom 

three subjects ( those who had achieved the smallest gain) in 

each group and at each level. Criteria for selection were 

based on the gain score in error-free T-units (Perkins, 

1980). According to Perkins (1980), measures that take into 

account errors made by L2/FL learners (including error-free 

T-units) were the best discriminators among good and poor 

compositions of L2/FL learners. After gain scores on error-

free T-units had been computed for all subjects in each 

group, the three subjects who had obtained the highest gain 

scores and the three who had obtained the lowest gain scores 

were selected for analysis in the follow-up study. 

There were six referential questions for level 102 and 

eight for level 201 and 202 each (see Appendix B) . Two of 

these questions were the same for all levels. The two 

questions were: 

QUESTION I: Decris trois activites que tu faisais avec tes 

parents quand tu etais jeune. 
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QUESTION 2: Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de 

Noel? 

For levels 201 and 202, these questions were stated in the 

"vous" form, respectively: 

Question 1: Decrivez trois activites que vous faisiez avec 

vos parents quand vous etiez jeune. 

Question 2; Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances 

de Noel. 

The reason for this was that all questions on the pretest and 

posttest for these two levels were stated in the "vous" form. 

The questions for level 102 were stated in the "tu" fo2nn. 

These two questions were selected because they offered a 

potential for analysis within and across levels. As was the 

case in the quasi-experimental study, students' responses to 

these two questions were analyzed in terms of number of words 

(W), number of T-units (TU), number of error-free T-units 

(EF), number of words in error-free T-units (WEE), 

coordination (T/S), and subordination (C/T). The variable 

comprehensibility was left out because the main purpose of 

the study was to examine syntactic development and accuracy. 

The analysis of objective measures of written 

proficiency was followed by error analysis. The aim was to 
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examine the types and frequencies of errors subjects made in 

their responses to those two questions, and what information 

could be drawn from those errors as far as L2/FL learning was 

concerned. 

This section of chapter four is divided in three parts. 

Part one will discuss question 1: " Decris trois activites 

que tu faisais avec tes parents ouand tu etais ieune". It 

will present an analysis and results of objective measures of 

written proficiency, followed by error analysis and results. 

Part two will discuss question 2 : "Ou'est-ce crue tu as fait 

pendant les vacances de Noel?" It will present an analysis 

and results of objective measures of written proficiency, 

followed by error analysis and results. These results are 

summarized and discussed at the end of each part. Part three 

presents a discussion of the contribution of the follow-up 

study. It points out findings of the follow-up study which 

could not be captured by the purely quantitative, quasi-

experimental study, which did not explore the performance of 

individual students. 



159 

4.3.2. QUESTION 1 : 

Decris trois activites que tu faisais avec tes parents 

quand tu etais jeune. 

4.3.2.1 Analysis of objective measures of 

written proficiency on question 1. 
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Table 4.15 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
102-1-Treatment and 102-1-Control for high achievers (HA) cind low achievers (LA) 
on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 10 14 +4 14 29 +15 SI 17 27 +10 18 22 +4 
52 13 14 +1 11 16 +5 S2 18 17 -1 9 17 +8 
53 27 27 0 20 29 +9 S3 13 26 +13 21 22 +1 

24 9 

TU SI 1 3 +2 2 3 +1 SI 1 3 +2 3 3 0 
S2 1 3 +2 3 1 -2 S2 3 3 0 2 3 +1 
S3 3 3 0 3 3 0 S3 1 3 +2 3 3 0 

EF 51 
52 
53 

1 3 + 2  
0  2 + 2  
0 0 0 

2  0 - 2  
0 0 0 
1 0 - 1  

51 0 2 +2 3 0 -3 
52 2 3 +1 1 2 +1 
53 0 2 +2 2 0 -2 

WEF SI 10 14 +4 
52 0 12 +12 
53 0 0 0 

14 0 -14 
0 0 0 
5  0 - 5  

51 0 18 +18 
52 11 17 +6 
53 0 17 +17 

18 0 -18 
5 11 +6 

15 0 -15 
35 68 

C/T 51 
52 
53 

2  1 - 1  
4 1.3-2.6 
1.3 1.6 +.3 

2 1.3-.6 
1 2 + 1  
1 1 0  

51 4 1.3 -2.67 1.3 1 -.33 
52 1 1.3 +.33 110 
5 3  1  1  0  1 1 0  

-3.6 -2.6 

T/S SI 1 1 0 1 1.5 + .5 SI 1 1 0 3 1 -2 
S2 1 3 +2 1 1 0 S2 1 3 +2 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units;C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 102-1-treatement. 
Columns 18 emd 19 present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 
102-1-control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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Tcible 4.16 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
102-2-Treatinent and 102-2-Control for high achievers (HA) aind low achievers (LA) 
on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 20 26 +6 5 9 +4 SI 17 12 -5 7 6 -1 
S2 14 20 +6 12 13 +1 S2 28 20 -8 10 47 +37 
S3 17 11 -6 19 16 -3 S3 17 54 +37 0 7 +7 

4 19 

TU SI 1 3 +2 1 1 0 31 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 1 3 •t-2 1 1 0 32 3 3 0 3 5 +2 
S3 3 3 0 3 3 0 S3 2 6 +4 0 1 +1 

4 1 

EF SI 0 3 +3 0 1 +1 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S2 0 3 +3 0 0 0 32 0 2 +2 1 0 -1 
S3 0 3 +3 2 0 -2 S3 1 2 +1 0 1 +1 

10 3 

WEF SI 0 26 +26 0 9 +9 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S2 0 20 +20 0 0 0 32 0 12 +12 3 0 -3 
S3 0 11 +11 10 0 -10 S3 10 14 +4 0 7 +7 

58 12 

C/T SI 2 1. 3 -.67 1 1 0 31 2 1 -1 1 1 0 
S2 2 1. 3 -.67 2 1 -1 32 1. 6 1 .3 -.3 1 1. 6 +. 6 
S3 1 1 0 1. 3 1 -.3 S3 1. 5 1 .5 0 0 1 +1 

.01 2.9 

T/S SI 1 1. 5 +.5 1 1 0 31 1 1 0 1 1 0 
32 1 3 +2 1 1 0 S2 1. 5 3 +1.5 1 1 0 
S3 3 3 0 1. S 1 -.5 S3 2 2 0 0 1 +1 

3 .5 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 102-2rTreatement. 
Columns 18 and 19 present gain score difference' in favor of HA or LA for 
102-2-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest . 
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Table 4.17 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
201-Treatitient amd 201Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

w SI 29 31 +2 11 27 +15 SI 10 18 +8 19 31 +12 
S2 15 31 +16 13 51 +38 S2 9 24 +15 18 23 +5 
S3 20 15 , -5 23 52 +29 S3 18 23 +5 22 29 +7 

69 4 

TU SI 4 3 -1 3 3 0 SI 3 1 -2 3 4 +1 
S2 1 3 +2 2 7 +5 S2 3 3 0 3 3 0 
S3 3 3 0 3 5 +2 S3 3 3 0 3 3 0 

6 3 

EF SI 2 2 0 3 1 -2 SI 0 1 +1 0 0 0 
S2 0 1 +1 0 0 0 S2 2 0 -2 1 0 -1 
S3 1 3 +2 3 0 -3 S3 0 0 0 2 1 -1 

8 3 

WEF SI 14 21 +7 11 6 -5 SI 0 18 +18 0 0 0 
S2 0 9 +9 0 0 0 S2 6 0 -6 5 0 -5 
S3 5 15 +10 23 0 -23 S3 0 0 0 16 10 -6 

54 23 

C/T SI 1 1. ,3 +.3 1 1.3 + .33 SI 1 3 +2 1 1. 2 +.25 
S2 4 1. 3-2. 6 1.5 1.14 -.36 S2 1 1 0 1 1. 6 +.6 
S3 1 1 0 1 1.6 + .6 S3 1. 3 1 .3 0 1 1. 6 +.6 

2.9 .43 

T/S SI 1. 33 1.5 + .17 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 1 1. 5 +. 5 2 1 -1 S2 1 1. 5 +.5 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1.25 +.25 S3 3 1. 5 -1.5 1 1. 5 +.5 

1.42 1.5 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = nuiaber of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 cind 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 201-Treatement. 
Columns 18 euid 19 present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 
201-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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Taisle 4.18 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
202-1-Treatinent and 202-1-Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 23 38 +15 14 32 +18 SI 21 31 +10 14 12 -2 
32 22 36 +14 0 12 +12 S2 0 15 +15 18 27 +9 
S3 0 22 +22 5 12 +7 S3 7 19 +12 4 16 +12 

14 18 

TU SI 3 5 +2 3 5 +2 Si 3 3 0 3 2 -1 
S2 3 5 +2 0 1 +1 S2 0 1 +1 3 3 0 
S3 0 3 +3 1 2 +1 S3 3 3 0 1 1 0 

3 2 

EF SI 2 4 +2 0 1 +1 SI 0 1 +1 2 1 -1 
S2 1 2 +1 0 0 0 S2 0 1 +1 3 0 -3 
S3 0 1 +1 1 1 0 S3 0 1 +1 0 0 0 

3 7 

WEF SI 10 33 +23 0 5 +5 SI 0 10 +10 9 5 -4 
S2 6 13 +7 0 0 0 S2 0 15 +15 18 0 -18 
S3 0 9 +9 5 4 -1 S3 0 5 +5 0 0 0 

35 52 

C/T SI 1. 3 1 .2 -.13 1 1. 4 +.4 SI 1 1. 3 +.33 1 1 0 
S2 1 1. 2 +.2 0 1 +1 S2 0 2 +2 1. 3 1 -.33 
S3 0 1. 3 +1.3 1 1 0 S3 1 1. 33 +.33 1 1 0 

- - 2.33 

T/S SI 3 1.25 -1.75 1. 5 1 .25 -. 25 SI 1 1. 5 +.5 1 1 0 
S2 1 1.25 +.25 0 1 +1 S2 0 1 +1 3 1. 5-1.5 
S3 0 1.5 +1.5 1 2 +1 S3 3 1 -2 1 1 0 

1.75 2 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 202-1-Treatement. 
Columns 18 and 19 present gain score diffetence in favor of HA or LA for 
202-1-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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Table 4.19 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
202-2-Treatment and 202-2-Control for high achievers (HA) eind low achievers (LA) 
on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA 

W SI 21 78 +57 23 58 +35 SI 24 30 +6 19 32 +13 
S2 0 18 +18 26 31 +5 S2 13 38 +25 24 23 -1 
S3 12 45 +33 14 37 +23 S3 19 27 +8 16 33 +17 

' 

45 

TU SI 3 9 +6 3 4 +1 SI 3 4 +1 3 3 0 
S2 0 3 +3 3 3 0 S2 1 5 +4 3 2 -1 
S3 2 5 +3 3 2 -1 S3 3 3 0 3 6 +3 

12 3 

EF SI 1 6 +5 1 0 -1 SI 1 2 + 1  2  2 0 
32 0 2 +2 0 2 +2 S2 0 3 + 3  3  1 -2 
S3 0 4 +4 2 1 -1 S3 1 10 3 2 -1 

11 7 

WEF SI 5 57 +52 6 0 -6 SI 5 16 +11 12 24 +12 
S2 0 9 +9 0 21 +21 S2 0 20 +20 24 13 -11 
S3 0 35 +35 6 22 +16 S3 4 7 +3 16 9 -7 

65 40 

C/T SI 1. 3 1 .2 -.13 1 1. 5 +.5 SI 1. 3 1.25 -.08 1 1 0 
S2 0 1 +1 1 1. 3 +.33 S2 1 1.4 +.4 1. 33 1.5 + .17 
S3 3 1. 8 -1.2 1 2. 5+1.5 S3 1 10 1 1, .16 +. 16 

2 .66 .01 

T/S Si 3 1.42 -1.58 1 1 0 SI 3 1.33 -1.67 1 1 0 
S2 0 1 +1 1 1 0 S2 1 1.25 +.25 3 1 -2 
S3 1 1.25 +.25 1. 5 1 -.5 S3 1.5 1.5 0 1 2 +1 

.83 2.42 

W = number of words; TO = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index, T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 202-2-Treatement. 
Columns 18 eind 19 present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 
202-2-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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4.3.2.2. Results of objective measures of 

written proficiency on cruestion 1. 

Question 1: Decris trois activites que tu faisais 

avec tes parents quand tu etais jeune. 

Results will be presented variable per variable within 

groups and across levels. Results are based on gain scores 

that were computed for each subject and for each variable. 

Group performance was measured by the amount of total gain of 

the group. Gain difference is the absolute number of the 

difference between the gain scores of the HA and the LA, and 

it can be in favor of either group. 

Number of words 

In terms of number of words, in 102-1-Treatment, two of 

the three high achievers (HA) and the three low achievers 

(LA) made an increase (see gain scores in table 4.15). One 

HA did not make an increase in number of words. As a group, 

the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. In other words, 

the gain score difference was in favor of the LA. The figure 

24 represents the absolute value of the difference between 

the gain score total of the HA and the gain score total of 

the LA. In 102-1-Control (Table 4.15), two HA made an 
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increase in number of words, but one made a decrease. The 

three LA all made an increase. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-Treatment (Table 

4.16), two HA made an increase, but one made a decrease. Two 

LA made an increase, but one made a decrease. As a group, 

the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-Control 

(Table 4.16) , one HA made an increase, but two made a 

decrease. Two LA made an increase, but one made a decrease. 

As a group, the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. In 

201-Treatment (Table 4.17), two HA made an increase, but one 

made a decrease. All the LA made an increase. As a group, 

the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. In 201-Control 

(Table 4.17), the three HA and the three LA all made an 

increase, but as a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In 202-1-Treatment (Table 4.18), the three HA and 

the three LA all made an increase, but the HA, as a group, 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-1-Control (Table 

4.18), the three HA made an increase compared with only two 

LA. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. 

In 202-2-Treatment (Table 4.19), all subjects made an 

increase, but the HA again had a higher gain score than the 

LA. In 202-2-Control (Table 4.19), the three HA made an 

increase compared with only two LA. The HA, as a group, had 

a higher gain score than the LA. In summary, there was 

variation in the gain scores calculated for HA and LA in 

terms of number of words. In 70% of cases, the HA had a 
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higher gain score than the LA. In the remaining 3 0%, the LA 

had a higher gain score than the HA in gain score. However, 

at level 202, the HA consistenlty outperformed the the LA in 

gain score. 

Number of T-units 

In terms of number of T-units in responses to question 

1, in 102-1-Treatment (Table 4.15), two HA made an increase 

in T-units, but one did not. One LA made an increase, one 

did not, and one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score in T-units than the LA. In 102-1-Control 

(Table 4.15), two HA made an increase, but one did not. One 

LA made an increase, but two did not. Again, as a group, the 

HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-Treatment 

(Table 4.16), two HA made an increase, but one did not. No 

LA made an increase. In lQ2-2-Control (Table 4.16), only one 

HA made an increase, compared with two LA. As a group, 

however, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 201-

Treatment (Tab-le 4.17), one HA made an increase, one did not, 

and one made a decrease. In contrast, two LA made an 

increase, but one did not. As a group, the LA had a higher 

gain score than the HA. In 201-Control (Table 4.17), no gain 

was obseirved for two HA, the other one made a decrease. 

Similarly, no gain was observed for two LA, but one made an 

increase. As a group, the LA had a higher gain score than 
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the PIA. The three HA in 202-L-Treatment (Table 4.18) made an 

increase, and so did the three LA, but as a group, the PIA had 

a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-1-Control (Table 

4.18) , one HA made an increase, but two did not. No gain was 

observed for two LA; the other one made a decrease. As a 

group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-

Treatment (Table 4.19), the three HA made an increase, 

compared with only one LA. Of the other two LA, one made no 

gain, and the other one made a decrease. As a group, the PIA 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-Control (Table 

4.19), two HA made an increase, but one did not. Only one LA 

made an increase. Of the other two LA, one made no gain, and 

the other one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In summary, with two 

exceptions, the HA consistenly outperformed the LA in terms 

of gain in T-unit production. In other words, in 80% of 

cases across levels, the HA outperformed the LA in T-unit 

production. The two exceptions were the two groups 

(treatment and control) of level 201, in which the LA 

outperformed the HA in T-unit production in their responses 

to question 1. 

Number of Error-free T-units 

In terms of error-free T-units, in 102-1-Treatment 

(Table 4.15) , two HA made an increase, but one did not. No 
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gain was observed for one LA, and the other two made a 

decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In other words, in this group, the HA produced more 

error-free T-units than did the LA. In 102-1-Control (Table 

4.15) , the three HA made an increase, compared with only one 

LA. The other two LA made a decrease. As a group, the HA 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-Treatment 

(Table 4.16), the three HA made an increase, compared with 

only one LA. Of the other two LA, one did not make any gain, 

and the other one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-Control (Table 

4.16), two HA made an increase, but one did not. One LA made 

an increase, one did not, and one made a decrease. As a 

group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 201-

Treatment (Table 4.17), two HA made an increase, but one did 

not. No gain was observed for one LA, and the other two made 

a decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In 201-Control (Table 4.17), one HA made an 

increase, one did not, and one made a decrease. No increase 

was observed for one LA, and the other two made a decrease. 

In 202-1-Treatment (Table 4.18), the three HA all made an 

increase compared with only one LA. The other two did not 

make any gain. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score 

than the LA. In 202-1-Control (Table 4.18), all the three HA 

made an increase. In contrast, two LA made a decrease, and 

no gain was observed for the other. As a group, the HA had a 



170 

higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-Treatment (Table 

4.19), the three HA made an increase, compared with only one 

LA. The other two LA made a decrease. As a group, the HA 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-Control (Table 

4.19), two HA made an increase, but no gain was observed for 

the other. Two LA made a decrease, and no gain for the 

other. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than the 

LA. In summary, the HA consistently outperformed the LA 

within groups and across levels in gain scores on error-free 

T-unit. In other words, in 100% of cases, the HA 

outperfoirmed the LA in gain scores of error-free T-unit 

across levels. 

Number of words in Error-free T-units 

In terms of number of words in error-free T-units (WEF), 

in 102-1-Treatment (Table 4.15), two HA made an increase, but 

one did not. No increase was observed for one LA, and the 

other two made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher 

gain score in number of words in error-free T-units than the 

LA. In 102-1-Control (Table 4.15), all the three HA made an 

increase, compared with only one LA. The other two LA made a 

decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In 102-2-Treatment (Table 4.16), all the three HA 

made an increase, compared with only one LA. Of the other 

two LA, one made no increase and the other one made a 
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decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In 102-2-Control (Table 4.16), two HA made an 

increase, but one did not. One LA made an increase, one did 

not, and one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In 201-Treatment (Table 

4.17), all the three HA made an increase. No increase was 

observed for one LA, and two LA made a decrease. As a group, 

the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 201-Control 

(Table 4.17), one HA made an increase, one did not, and one 

made a decrease. No increase was obseirved for one LA, and 

the other two made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In 202-1-Treatment (Table 

4.18), the three HA all made an increase, compared with only-

one LA. Of the other two LA, one made no gain, and the other 

one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain 

score than the LA. In 202-1-Control (Table 4.18), all the 

three HA made an increase. No increase was obseirved for one 

LA, and the other two made a decrease. As a group, the HA 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-Treatment 

(Table 4.19), the three HA all made an increase, compared 

with two LA. One LA made a decrease. As a group, the HA had 

a higher gain score than the LA. Finally, in 202-2-Control 

(Table 4.19), the three HA made an increase, compared with 

only one LA. The other two LA made a decrease. As a group, 

the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In summary, 

findings showed that in each group and across levels the HA 
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consistently had higher gain scores than the LA in number of 

words in error-free T-units. In other words, in 100% of 

cases, the HA produced more error-free T-units than did the 

LA in each group and across levels. 

Subordination 

In terms of subordination, in 102-1-Treatment (Table 

4.15), only one HA made an increase, the other two made a 

decrease. Similarly, one LA made an increase, one did not, 

and one made a decrease. As a group, the LA had a higher 

gain score in subordination than the HA. In 102-1-Control 

(Table 4.15), one HA made an increase, one did not, and one 

made a decrease. No increase was observed for two of the LA, 

and the other one made a decrease. As a group, the LA had a 

higher gain score than the HA. In 102-2-Treatment (Table 

4.16), in each group, no increase was observed for one 

subject, whereas the other two made a decrease. As a group, 

the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. In 102-2-Control 

(Table 4,16), no increase for one HA, and two HA made a 

decrease. In contrast, two LA made an increase, but one did 

not. As a group, the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. 

In 201-Treatment (Table 4.17), one HA made an increase, one 

did not, and one made a decrease. Two LA made an increase, 

but one made a decrease. As a group, the LA had a higher 

gain score than the HA. In 201-Control (Table 4.17), one HA 
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made an increase, but two did not. In contrast, all the 

three LA made an increase. As a group, however, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA. In 202-1-Treatment (Table 

4.18), two HA made an increase, but one made a decrease. Two 

LA made an increase, but one did not. No difference was 

observed between the two groups. In 202-1-Control (Table 

4.18), all the three HA made an increase. No increase was 

observed for two of the LA, and one made a decrease. As a 

group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 202-2-

Treatment (Table 4.19), one HA made an increase, but two made 

a decrease. In contrast, all the three LA made an increase. 

As a group, the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. 

Finally, in 202-2-Control (Table 4.19), one HA made an 

increase, one did not, and one made a decrease. Two of the 

LA made an increase, but one did not. As a group, the LA had 

a higher gain score than the HA. In summary, there was 

variation in performance between HA and LA within groups and 

across levels, but the findings tended to favor the LA, 

because, across levels, in 70% of the cases, the LA 

outperformed the HA in terms of gain scores on subordination 

ability. 

Coordination 

In terms of coordination, in 102-1-Treatment (Table 

4.15), one HA made an increase, but two did not. Similarly, 
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one LA made an increase, but two did not. As a group, the HA 

had a higher gain score than the LA. In 102-1-Control (Table 

4.15), one HA made an increase, but two did not. No increase 

was observed for two LA, and one made a decrease. As a 

group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 102-2-

Treatment (Table 4.16), two PIA made an increase, but one did 

not. No increase was observed for two LA, and one made a 

decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than 

the LA. In 102-2-Control (Table 4.16), in each group, only-

one subject made an increase, but two did not. As a group, 

the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 201-Treatment 

(Table 4.17), two HA made an increase, but one did not. One 

LA made an increase, one did not, and one made a decrease. 

As a group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. In 

201-Control (Table 4.17), one HA made an increase, one did 

not, and one made a decrease. One LA made an increase, but 

two did not. As a group, the LA had a higher gain score than 

the HA. In 202-1-Treatment (Table 4.18), in each group, two 

subjects made an increase, but one made a decrease. As a 

group, however, the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. 

In 202-1-Control (Table 4.18), two HA made an increase, but 

one made a decrease. No increase was observed for two LA, 

and one made a decrease. As a group, the HA had a higher 

gain score than the LA. In 202-2-Treatment (Table 4.19), two 

HA made an increase, but one made a decrease. No increase 

was observed for two LA, and one made a decrease. As a 
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group, the HA had a higher gain score than the LA. Finally, 

in 202-2-Control (Table 4.19), in each group, one subject 

made an increase, one did not, and one made a decrease. As a 

group, the LA had a higher gain score than the HA. In 

summary, there was variation between HA and LA as far as 

coordination was concerned, but findings tended to favor the 

HA. In 70% of the cases across levels, the HA outperformed 

the LA in terms of gain scores on this variable. 

4.3.2.3. Error analvsis on question 1 

This section looks at errors made by subjects in their 

responses to question 1: 

Decris trois activites que tu faisais avec tes parents quand tu etais 

jexine. 

The purpose of this analysis is to examine the types and 

frequencies of errors made by subjects in their responses to 

this question," and also to examine whether any differences 

existed between high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA). 

In this study, errors have been classified into three 

major categories: lexical, grammatical, and other. Lexical 

errors are subclassified into three subcategories including 

spelling, vocabulary, and omission. Within vocabulary, 

further subcategories include: confusion of auxiliary. 
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misapplied direct translation from the first language 

(English), confusion of preposition, confusion of pronoun, 

confusion of conjunction, word choice, and use of English. 

Omission has been subcategorized into omission of a noun 

phrase, of a verb, of a preposition, of an article, and/or of 

a conjunction. Grammatical errors are subclassified into 

agreement and substitution. Agreement has been 

subcategorized into agreement between subject and verb and 

agreement between a modifier and a noun phrase. Errors in 

the category substitution are mainly of the substitution of 

tenses: the passe compose used instead of the imoarfait (and 

vice versa); the present tense used instead of the Imparfait 

or the passe compose, the conditional used instead of the 

imparfait. the infinitive used instead of a conjugated verb. 

The category "other" includes words or constructions that do 

not exist, or are impossible in French, and phrases and 

sentences that are incomprehensible to the investigator. 
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Table 4.20 Error analysis for 102-1-Treat:inent and 102-1-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CF 
CPR ̂  
C 
MDT 
A 
P 
Ll 
Subtotal: 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
IMP-PC 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
CV-INF 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
•3 
Subtotal: 0 

11 

1 
4 

3 
11 

0 
14 

1 

2 

3 
0 3 
6 9 

1 

14 

1 

1 
19 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliary; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; CPR = confusion of pronoun; MDT = misapplied 
direct trauislation; A = omission of eirticle; P = omission of preposition; 
Ll = use of first language (English) ; C = omission of conjunction; NPVP = 
subject-verb agreement; SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 
compost instead of in^jarfait; IMP-PC = imparfait instead of pass6 compost; 
INF-CV infinitive instead of conjugated verb; CV-INF = conjugated verb 
instead of infinitive; imp. = iii?)ossible (word or construction does not 
exist in French; ? = investigator does not understand. 
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Teible 4.21 Error analysis for 102-2-Treacnient and 102-2-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 1. 

Error Type 

TREATMENT 
Pretest 
HA LA 

Posttest 
HA LA 

CONTROL 
Pretest 
HA LA 

Posttest 
HA LA 

LEXICAL 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

SP - 2 - 3 2 - 2 1 
CA - - - - - - - 2 
CP ^ ' - - - 1 1 - 2 1 
CF 3 - - - 2 - - -

CPR - - - - 1 - - -

MDT - - - - - - 3 1 
A - 2 - - - - - -

P - - - 1 - 2 - 1 
LI 2 - - - - - - -

OV - 1 - - - 1 - -

Subtotal 5 5 0 5 6 3 7 6 
riCAL 
NPVP 1 1 - - - - 1 2 
SpecNP 1 - - - 1 1 1 -

PC-IMP - - 6 - - - 1 3 
PR-IMP - 3 - 2 - - - 1 
INF-CV - - - - - - - 1 
Subtotal 2 4  6 2 1 1 3 7 

imp. - - - - - 1 - -

y  1 - - - - - - 3 
Subtotal 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 

8 9  6 7 7 5 10 16 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliary; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; CPR = confusion of pronoun; MDT = misapplied 
direct translation; A = omission of article; P = omission of preposition; 
OV = omission of verb; LI = use of first language (English); NPVP = 
subject-verb agreement; SpecNP = modifier-noim agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 
compose instead of imparfait; INF-CV infinitive instead of conjugated verb; 
in^). = impossible (word or construction does not exist in French; 
? = investigator does not understand. 
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Table 4.22 Error analysis for 201-Treatment and 201-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CF ^ ' 
MDT 
P 
LI 
NP 
C 
WC 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
WO 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
7 
Subtotal 

4 
2 
3 
1 

1 
11 

0 
12 

1 

1 

3 
3 
2 

0 
10 

6 
1 
7 

24 

1 

2 

1 
1 

1 

3 

0 
15 

0 
17 

1 
3 

1 

5 

1 

1 
12 

10 

6 

1 

1 
17 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliary; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; MDT = misapplied direct translation; 
P = omission of preposition; NP = omission of noun phrase; LI = use of 
first language (English); WC = word choice; C = omission of conjunction; 
NPVP = subject-verb agreement; SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; 
PC-IMP = pass6 compost instead of in^arfait; IMP-PC = iroparfait instead 
of pass^ compost; INF-CV infinitive instead of conjugated verb; 
WO = word order; imp. = impossible (word or construction does not exist 
in French; ? = investigator does not understand. 
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Table 4.23 Error analysis for 202-1-TreatnienC and 202-1-ConCrol on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP ^ • 
CF 
MDT 
A 
P 
LI 
NP 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
IMP-PC 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
CV-INF 
WO 
Siibtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

xmp. 
•? 

Subtotal 

2 
8 

1 
2 
3 
13 

3 

2 

2 

2 

9 

1 

2 

3 

2 
1 
3 

15 

4 

1 

1 
11 

1 
4 

1 

5 

3 
3 
1 

1 
1 
15 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxilieury; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; MDT = misapplied direct translation; 
A = omission of article; P = omission of preposition; NP = omission of noun 
phrase; LI = use of first language (English); NPVP = subject-verb agreement; 
SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 compose instead of impeirfait; 
IMP-PC = impeurfait instead of pass^ compost; INF-CV infinitive instead of 
conjugated verb; CV-INF = conjugated verb instead of infinitive; 
WO = word order; imp. = impossible (word or construction does not exist 
in French; ? = investigator does not understand. 
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Table 4.24 Error analysis for 202-2-Treatment and 202-2-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 1. 

Error Type 

TREATMENT 
Pretest 
HA LA 

Posttest 
HA LA 

CONTROL 
Pretest 
HA LA 

Posttest 
HA LA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CP 
CF 
MDT ̂  ' 
P 
CC 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
PR-IMP 
CN-IMP 
WO 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
•) 

Subtotal 

1 

1 

2 
3 

1 
7 

0 
11 

1 
1 
3 
1 

2 
1 
5 

1 
4 
1 
1 

0 
12 

0 
13 

0 
12 

2 
1 

3 

6 

SP = spelling; CP = confusion of preposition; CF = confusion within French; 
CC = confusion of conjunction; MDT = misapplied direct tramslation; 
P = omission of preposition; NPVP = subject-verb agreement; SpecNP = modifier 
-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 compost instead of imparfait; CN-IMP = 
conditional instead of imparfait; WO = word order; imp. = impossible (word or 
construction does not exist in French; ? = investigator does not understcuid. 

4.3.2.4 Results of error analysis on 

question 1 

Total number of errors 

Table 4.25 presents total number of errors made by HA 

and LA on the pretest and posttest within groups and across 

levels on question 1. 
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Table 4.25. Total number of errors made by groups on question 

1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Level N Pre Post N Pre Post 

102-1 6 22 20 6 12 28 

102-2 6 17 13 6 12 26 

201 6 22 31 6 32 29 

202-1 6 13 28 6 14 19 

202-2 6 19 21 6 19 21 

Across levels, in 60% of the cases for the treatment 

groups and in 80% of the cases for the control groups, 

subjects made more errors on the posttest than they did on 

the pretest. At level 202, however, subjects consistently 

made more errors on the posttest than they did on the 

pretest. This difference in number of errors may be 

explained by the fact that in general subjects tended to 

write more on the posttest than they did on the pretest. 

Lexical versus grammatical errors 

Table 4.26 presents lexical, grammatical, and other 

errors made by HA and LA on the pretest and posttest within 

groups and across levels on question 1. 
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Table 4.26 Lexical, grammatical, and other errors 

made on question 1. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Level N Pre Post N Pre Post 

102-1 6 LEX 10 14 6 8 5 

GR 9 6 4 19 

0 3 0 0 4 

102-2 6 LEX 10 5 6 9 13 

GR 6 8 2 10 

0 1 0 1 3 

201 6 LEX 2 10 6 15 16 

GR 20 14 17 11 

0 0 7 0 2 

202-1 6 LEX 5 11 6 8 9 

GR 8 11 4 9 

0 0 6 2 1 

202-2 6 LEX 5 8 6 6 9 

GR 14 13 12 12 

0 0 0 1 0 

As can be seen on table 4.26, there is considerable 

variation in the types of errors made by the subjects. 

Within groups and across levels, sometimes students made more 

lexical errors on the posttest than they did on the pretest 

and vice versa. Likewise for grammatical errors. Since no 

insightful information could be drawn from an observation of 

lexical and grammatical errors, it seemed more appropriate to 

look at those errors in terms of error ratio. 
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Error ratio 

In order to compare the performance of high achievers 

(HA) and low achievers (LA), it was necessary to compute 

error ratios for HA and LA for the different groups involved 

in the study. Error ratio is a measure of syntactic accuracy 

that was designed in an attempt to objectively rate 

compositions written by L2/FL learners. The aim was to try 

to compensate for the flaws of holistic evaluations of 

essays. Holistic evaluation (the global rating of 

compositions) was (and still is) a controversial issue among 

L2/FL educators because of the presence of errors in L2/FL 

learners' compositions. In most cases, it is hard to define 

what a grade of A, or B, or C actually represents. There 

have been some attempts to design objective measures of 

evaluation of composition (Oiler, 1979; Hendrickson, 1980; 

Prokop, 1981). In the process-writing. Oiler (1979) 

recommends that L2/FL learners' compositions should be scored 

following the 'formula: ntimber of error-free words minus 

number of errors divided by the total number of words in the 

rewritten text. For Hendrickson (1980), the formula was: 

total number of words divided by the total number of errors. 

Prokop (1981) also designed a formula for rating L2/FL 

learners' compositions: number of errors divided by the total 

number of words in the composition. Oiler's (1979) and 
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Hendrickson's (1980) formulas tended to be formative in 

nature in that they dealt with the number of remaining errors 

in students' second (rewritten) draft. For this study, 

Prokop's (1981) formula seemed more appropriate. The focus 

was on the number (and type) of errors made by students in 

their responses to referential questions. Error ratio was 

obtained by dividing the total number of errors in a response 

to a referential question by the total number of words in 

that response. The smaller the ratio, the more accurate 

linguistically the response was. The flaw in this formula, 

however, lies in the fact that it gives equal weighting to 

all errors. In other words, the formula does not 

discriminate between error-types and frequencies. Table 4.27 

presents error ratio on the pretest and posttest for HA and 

LA within groups and across levels on question 1. 
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Table 4.27 Error ratio for HA and LA on the pretest 

and posttest on question 1. 

LEVEL TREATMENT CONTROL 

Pretest posttest pretest posttest 

N HA LA HA LA N HA LA HA LA 

102-1 6 .22 .24 .10 .18 6 .12 .12 .12 .31 

102-2 6 .15 .25 .10 .18 6 .11 .29 .11 .26 

201 6 .20 .14 .09 .18 6 .40 .28 .18 .20 

202-1 6 .17 .26 .13 .26 6 .39 .08 .06 .27 

202-2 6 .24 .17 .06 .09 6 .23 .10 .12 .10 

HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers 

As can be seen on table 4.27, on the posttest, within 

groups and across levels, the HA had a smaller error ratio 

than the LA in 9 out of 10 cases. In other words, in 90% of 

the cases, the HA perfomiend better than did the LA. The 

exception was the control group of level 202-2, where the LA 

outperformed the HA on the posttest. 

In addition, in 9 out of 10 cases, the HA had a smaller 

error ratio on the posttest then the pretest. In other 

words, in 90% of the cases, the HA performed better on the 

posttest than they did on the pretest. The only exception 

was 102-1-Control, where the groups had an equal error ratio 

on both the posttest and pretest. There was variation for 



187 

the LA. In 5 out of 10 cases (50%), the LA had a smaller 

error ratio on the posttest than the pretest. In 3 out of 10 

cases (30%), the LA had a higher error ratio on the posttest 

than the pretest, and in 2 cases (20%), there was no 

difference in error ratio on both tests. 

Finally, in 4 out of 5 cases (80%), the HA of the 

treatment groups across levels had a smaller error ratio than 

the HA of the control groups. In other words, the HA of the 

treatment groups performed better than the HA of the control 

groups. This number was 100% for the LA, that is, in 100% of 

the cases, the LA of the treatment groups had a smaller error 

ratio than the LA of the control groups. 

Error frecaiencY 

Table 4.28 presents error frequency on question 1 
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Table 4.28. Error frequency across levels within groups and 
across levels on question 1. 

102 -1 102 -2 201 202 -1 202 -2 
TR CO TR CO TR CO TR CO TR CO 

LEXICAL 
- SP 7 4 5 5 1 9 5 4 4 5 
- CP 5 5 1 4 4 5 4 6 4 5 
- LI 3 - 2 - 1 6 2 4 - -

- P 2 - 1 3 1 1 2 - 2 3 
- CF 1 2 3 2 - 2 - - - 1 
- CA - 1 - 2 1 4 - 1 - -

- A 3 1 2 - - - 1 1 - -

- MDT 1 - - 4 - 2 2 - 2 1 
- CPR 1 - - 1 - - - - - -

- WC - - - - - 1 - - - -

- C 1 - - - 1 - - - - -

- CC - - - - - - - - 1 -

- OV - - 1 1 - - - - - -

- NP - - - - 3 1 - 1 - -

GRAMMATICAL 
- PC-IMP - 12 6 4 12 14 6 4 9 10 
- PR-IMP 2 - 5 1 5 9 3 2 5 6 
- SpecNP 4 6 1 3 7 4 4 4 9 5 
- NPVP 5 4 2 3 7 - - 3 3 -

- IMP-PC 2 - - - - - 1 - - -

- INF-CV 1 1 - 1 2 1 1 - - -

- CV-INF 1 - - - - - 2 - - -

- CN-IMP - - - - - - - - - 3 
- WO - - - - 1 - 2 - 1 -

OTHER 
- imp. 3 1 - 1 6 2 3 2 - -

- 7 3 1 3 1 3 1 — 1 

Lexical errors tended to be more numerous in spelling 

and confusion of preposition. These two areas accounted for 

51% of all lexical errors made by subjects in their responses 

to question 1. Grammatical errors tended to be more numerous 

in the use of tenses (passe compose instead of imparfait and 

the present tense instead of imparfait^, and in agreement 
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between a modifier a noun phrase. These two areas accounted 

for 77% of all grammatical errors made by subjects in their 

responses to question 1. 

4.3.3. QUESTION 2. 

Question two of the follow-up study read as follows: 

Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

4.3.3.1. Analysis of objective measures of 

written proficiency on question 2 
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Table 4.20 Analysis of objeccive measures of written proficiency for 
102-1-Treatment and 102-1-Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 10 7 -3 18 27 +9 SI 6 8 +2 18 44 +26 
52 11 10 -1 7 11 +4 S2 4 9 +5 6 20 +14 
53 10 12 +2 5 11 +6 S3 5 27 +22 4 9 +5 

21 16 

TU SI 1 2 +1 3 3 0 SI 1 2 +1 2 7 +5 
S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 3 +2 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1 5 +4 1 1 0 

EF 51 0 
52 0 
53 1 

0 
+1 
-1 

2  1 - 1  
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

5 1  0  1  + 1  1 3 + 2  
5 2  1  0  - 1  1 0 - 1  
53 0 2 +2 1 0 -1 

WEF SI 0 0 0 9 4 -5 
32 0 10 +10 0 0 0 
S3 10 0 -10 0 0 0 

51 0 4 +4 
52 4 0 -4 
53 0 13 +13 

9 16 +7 
6  0 - 6  
4  0 - 4  

16 

C/T SI 1 1 0 1. .33 1.33 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1 1.2 + .2 1 2 +1 

T/S SI 1 1 0 1. .5 1.5 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1. 16 + .16 
S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1 1.25 + .25 1 2 +1 

.91 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 102-1-Treatement. 
Columns 18 and 19 present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA for 
102-1-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 



191 

Table 4.21 Analysis of objective meastires of written proficiency for 
102-2-Treatment and 102-2-Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 10 13 +3 9 5 -4 SI 10 6 -4 3 10 +7 
S2 12 10 -2 8 12 +4 S2 6 10 +4 28 25 -3 
S3 6 10 +4 7 25 +18 S3 29 21 -8 6 8 +2 

13 14 

TU SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 2 1 -1 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 3 3 0 
S3 1 2 +1 2 4 +2 S3 4 2 -2 1 1 0 

2 2 

EF SI 0 0 0 1 0 -1 Si 0 1 +1 0 0 0 
S2 0 1 +1 0 0 0 S2 0 0 0 0 1 +1 
S3 0 0 0 0 0 0 S3 1 0 -1 0 0 0 

2 1 

WEF SI 0 0 0 9 0 -9 SI 0 6 +6 0 0 0 
S2 0 10 +10 0 0 0 S2 0 0 0 0 7 +7 
S3 0 0 0 0 0 0 S3 9 0 -9 0 0 0 

19 10 

C/T SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1. 6 1 -.6 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1. 25 1 -.25 1 1 0 

- - .91 

T/S SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 2 1 -1 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S3 1 2 +1 2 1 -1 S3 1 2 +1 1 1 0 

1 1 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 smd 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or lA for 102-2-Treatement. 
Columns 18 euid 19 present gain scor^ difference in favor of HA or LA for 
102-2-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = Posttest. 
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Table 4.22 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
201-Treatment amd 201-Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 10 19 +9 15 20 +5 SI 3 47 +44 4 22 +18 
S2 1 10 +9 9 48 +39 S2 11 47 +36 5 52 +47 
S3 18 23 +5 21 86 +65 S3 8 27 +19 7 45 +38 

86 4 

TU SI 1 6 +5 2 3 +1 SI 1 5 +4 1 3 +2 
S2 0 2 +2 1 7 +5 S2 1 5 +4 1 8 +7 
S3 2 4 +2 2 8 +6 S3 1 4 +3 1 5 +4 

4 2 

EF SI 0 3 +3 1 3 +2 SI 0 3 +3 0 1 +1 
S2 0 1 +1 1 2 +1 S2 0 4 +4 1 1 0 
S3 0 2 +2 0 1 +1 S3 0 2 +2 0 1 +1 

2 7 

WEF SI 0 7 +7 7 20 +13 SI 0 31 +31 0 7 +7 
S2 0 8 +8 9 16 +7 S2 0 35 +35 5 6 +1 
S3 0 13 +13 0 5 +5 S3 0 7 +7 0 12 +12 

3 53 

C/T SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 0 1 +1 1 1 0 S2 1 1. 4 +. 4 1 1. 5 +.5 
S3 1 1 0 1 1.37 +.37 S3 1 1. 25 +.25 1 1. 2 +.2 

.63 .05 

T/S SI 1 2 +1 1 1.5 +.5 SI 1 1. 66 +.66 1 1 0 
S2 0 1 +1 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 1 2 +1 1 1 0 

1.5 1.66 

W = nxjmber of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-unics; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 emd 10 
present gain score difference in favor HA or LA for 201-Treatment. 
Columns 18 and 19 present gain score difference in favor ofHA or LA for 
201-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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TaUsle 4.23 Analysis of objective measiires of written proficiency for 
202-1-Treatment and 202-1-Control for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) 
on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 17 44 +27 6 11 +5 
52 26 51 +25 4 14 +10 
53 7 21 +14 7 17 +10 

41 

51 20 27 +7 
52 12 20 +8 
53 3 7 +4 

7  8 + 1  
22 37 +15 
11 7 -4 

T U  S I  2  5  + 3  1 2 + 1  
52 3 5 +2 1 1 0 
5 3  1  2  + 1  1 2 + 1  

51 2 5 +3 11 0 
52 2 2 0 3 4 +1 
53 0 2 +2 1 1 0 

EF SI 1 2 +1 0 0 0 SI 0 4 +4 1 0 -1 
S2 0 2 +2 1 1 0 S2 2 1 -1 2 1 -1 
S3 0 0 0 0 0 0 S3 0 1 +1 1 0 -1 

3 7 

WEF SI 10 14 +4 0 0 0 SI 0 20 +20 4 0 -4 
S2 0 17 +17 4 14 +10 S2 12 14 +2 14 10 -4 
S3 0 0 0 0 0 0 S3 0 3 +3 11 0 -11 

11 44 

C/T SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 SI 1 1 0 1 1 0 
S2 1 1. .6 +.6 1 1 0 S2 1 1 0 1 1, .25 + .25 
S3 1 2 +1 1 1.5 + .5 S3 0 1 +1 1 1 0 

1.1 .75 

T/S SI 1 1. ,25 +.25 1 1 0 SI 1 1. 6 +.66 .5 1 +. 5 
S2 1 1. ,25 +.25 1 1 0 S2 2 2 0 1.5 1. 33 -. ,17 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 0 2 +2 1 1 0 

.5 2.33 

W = number of words; TU = number of T=units,- EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination index; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference* in favor of HA or LA of 202-1-Treatment. 
Columns 18 and 20 present gain score difference in favor ofHA or LA for 
202-1-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest 
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Table 4.24 Analysis of objective measures of written proficiency for 
202-2-Treatinent and 202-2-Control for high achievers (HA) cind low achievers (LA) 
on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS HIGH ACHIEVERS/LOW ACHIEVERS 
Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif. Pe Po Gain Pe Po Gain Gain dif 

HA LA HA LA 

W SI 34 45 +11 18 53 +35 SI 19 47 +28 6  2 2  +16 
52 12 23 +11 13 34 +21 S2 9 32 +23 14 18 +4 
53 11 41 +30 12 34 +22 S3 14 19 +5 7 27 +20 

26 16 

Si 4 6 +2 2 4 +2 SI 2 7 +5 1 2 +1 
S2 1 4 +3 1 4 +3 S2 1 4 +3 2 3 +1 
S3 2 4 +2 2 4 +2 S3 1 3 +2 1 4 +3 

EF SI 3 4 +1 1 2 +1 SI 1 4 +3 1 1 0 
S2 1 0 -1 1 2 +1 S2 1 1 0 1 2 +1 
S3 2 3 +1 1 1 0 S3 0 3 +3 1 3 +2 

1 3 

WEF SI 25 36 +11 8 10 +2 Si 10 25 +15 6 14 +8 
S2 22 0 -22 13 22 +9 S2 9 8 -1 9 13 +4 
S3 11 29 +18 7 7 0 S3 0 19 +19 7 21 +14 

4 7 

C/T SI 1 1 0 1 1, .5 +. 5 SI 1 1.14 +.14 1 1. 5 +.5 
S2 2 1 -1 1 1 0 S2 2 1 -1 1 1 0 
S3 1 1 0 1 1 0 S3 2 1.33 -.6 1 1 0 

1, .5 1.03 

T/S SI 2 1. 2 -.8 1 1 0 SI 1 1.75 +.75 1 1 0 
S2 1 1 0 1 1 0 S2 2 1 -1 1 1 0 
S3 2 1 -1 1 1. 33 +. 33 S3 2 1.5 -.5 1 1.33 +.33 

1. 47 .42 

W = nximber of words; TU = number of T=units; EF = number of error-free T-units; 
WEF = number of words in error-free T-units; C/T = subordination; T/S = 
coordination index; HA = high achievers; LA = low achievers; columns 9 and 10 
present gain score difference in favor of HA or LA of 202-2-Treatment. 
Columns 18 cind 19 present gain score difference in favor ofHA or LA for 
202-2-Control; Pe = pretest; Po = posttest. 
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4.3.3.2. Results of objective measures of 

written proficiency on question 2. 

Number of words 

Across levels, the LA had a higher gain score than did 

the HA in niomber of words in all cases except in 202-1-

Treatment, 202-1-Control, and 202-2-Control, where the HA 

outperformed the LA. In other words, the LA outperformed the 

HA in 70% of the cases. At level 102 and 201, the LA 

outperformed the HA in 100% of the cases. At level 202, the 

HA outperformed the LA in 75% of the cases. 

Number of T-units 

There was variation in T-unit production between the HA 

and the LA. Across levels, the LA had a higher gain score 

than the HA in 5 out of 10 cases (50%), and the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA in 4 out of 10 cases (40%). In 

one case (10%), the treatment group of 202-2, no gain score 

difference was observed between the HA and the LA. At lower 

levels (102 and 201), the LA tended to outperform the HA; but 

at level 202, the HA tended to outperform the LA. 
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Number of error-free T-units 

Across levels, the HA had a higher gain score than the 

LA in all cases except one, the control group of 102-2, where 

the LA outperformed the HA. In other words, the HA 

outperformed the LA in 90% of the cases in error-free T-

units. 

Number of words in error-free T-units 

Across levels, the HA had a higher gain score than the 

LA in all cases except two, the control group of 102-2 and 

the treatment group of 202-2. In other words, the HA 

outperformed the LA in 80% of the cases in number of words in 

error-free T-units. 

Coordination 

The HA had a higher gain score than the LA in 5 out of 

10 cases (60%) in coordination. In 3 cases (30%), the LA 

outperformed the HA, and in one case (10%), both HA and LA 

had equal gain score. In summary, there was variation in 

rate of coordination between the HA and the LA, but findings 

tended to favor the HA. 
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Subordination 

The HA had a higher gain score than the LA in 4 out of 

10 cases (40%). Similarly, the LA had a higher gain score in 

subordination than the HA in 4 cases out of 10 (40%). In two 

cases, 102-1-Treatinent and 102-2-Treatment, both HA and LA 

had equal gain score in subordination. 

4.3.3.3. Error analysis on cmestion 2 

Table 4.34 Error cinalysis for 102-1-Treatinent and 102-1-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) euid low achievers (LA) on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CF 
MDT 
P 
NP 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
SpecNP 
IMP-PC 
PR-PC 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
7 
Subtotal 

1 
1 
3 

1 
2 

1 
1 
3 
1 

1 

7 

2 

2 

1 
1 
2 

13 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxilieiry; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; MDT = misapplied direct translation; P = 
omission of preposition; NP = omission of noun phrase; SpecNP = modifier-noun 
agreement; IMP-PC = imparfait instead of passe compost; PR-PC = present tense 
instead of pass6 compost; PR-IMP = present tense instead of imparfait; INF-CV 
infinitive instead of conjugated verb; imp. = impossible (word or construction 
does not exist in French; ? = investigator does not understand. 
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Table 4.35 Error analysis for 102-2-Treatnienc and 102-2-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CF 
CPR 
MDT 
A 
P 
C 
OA 
WC 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
IMP-PC 
PR-PC 
INF-CV 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
•> 

Subtotal 

1 
1 

1 

1 

7 

1 

2 

3 

0 
10 

1 

3 

1 

1 
9 

0 
13 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliaury; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; CPR = confusion of pronoun; MDT = misapplied 
direct translation; A = omission of cirticle; P = omission of preposition; 
WC = word choice; OA = omission of auxiliary; C = omission of conjunction; 
SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 compost instead of imparfait; 
IMP-PC = imparfait instead of passe compost; PR-PC present tense instead of 
pass6 compost; INF-CV infinitive instead of conjugated verb; imp. = impossible 
(word or construction does not exist in French; 
? = investigator does not understand. 



Table 4.36 Error analysis for 201-TreatmenC and 201-ConCrol on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CO 
MDT 
P ^ 
LI 
NP 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
IMP-PC 
PR-PC 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
CN-IMP 
CN-PC 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
7 
Subtotal 

1 
2 

0 0 
4 6 

5 
1 

16 

1 
3 
1 

5 

2 

2 
23 

1 

1 

1 
5 

1 
1 
6 

1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 

1 
2 

2 
1 

13 

3 
3 

25 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliary; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; CC = confusion of conjiinction; MDT = misapplied 
direct trauaslation; P = omission of preposition; NP = omission of noun phrase 
LI = use of first language (English); NPVP = subject-verb agreement; SpecNP = 
modifier-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 compos6 instead of imparfait; 
IMP-PC = imparfait instead of pass^ compost; PR-PC = present tense instead of 
pass6 con^os6; PR-IMP = present tense instead of imparfait; INF-CV infinitive 
instead of conjugated verb; CN-IMP = conditional instead of imparfait; CN-PC 
conditional instead of pass6 compost; imp. = iit^ossible (word or construction 
does not exist in French; ? = investigator does not understand. 
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Table 4.37 Error analysis for 202-1-Treatnient and 202-1-Control on the pretest 
and posttest for high achievers (HA) sind low achievers (LA) on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
OF ^ ' 
MDT 
A 
P 
NP 
OA 
LI 
WC 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
IMP-PC 
PR-PC 
FU-PC 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
•> 

Subtotal 

5 

1 

1 
9 

1 
5 

2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
9 

0 
14 

3 

3 

1 

1 
7 

0 

2 

2 
3 

1 
1 
2 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliary; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; MDT = misapplied direct translation; 
A = omission of eirticle; P = omission of preposition; NP = omission of noun 
phrase; LI = use of first language (English) ; WC = word choice; OA = omission 
of auxiliary; C = omission of conjunction; NPVP = subject-verb agreement; 
SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; IMP-PC = imparfait instead of pass6 compose; 
PR-PC = present tense instead of pass6 compos6; FU-PC = future instead of 
pass4 compost; imp. = impossible (word or construction does not exist in French; 
? = investigator does not tmderstand. 
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Taible 4.38 Error cinalysis for 202-2-Treatment and 202-2-Control on the pretest 
emd posttest for high achievers (HA) and low achievers (LA) on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

Error Type HALAHALA HALAHALA 

LEXICAL 
SP 
CA 
CP 
CF 
CPR 
MDT 
P 
Subtotal 

GRAMMATICAL 
NPVP 
SpecNP 
PC-IMP 
PR-PC 
PR-IMP 
INF-CV 
Subtotal 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

imp. 
•J 
Subtotal 

1 
5 

2 
2 
2 

0 
12 

2 

2 

2 
5 

5 

1 

1 

2 

0 
4 

SP = spelling; CA = confusion of auxiliciry; CP = confusion of preposition; 
CF = confusion within French; CPR = confusion of pronoun; MDT = taisapplied 
direct translation; P = omission of preposition; NPVP = subject-verb agreement; 
SpecNP = modifier-noun agreement; PC-IMP = pass6 compose instead of imparfait; 
INF-CV infinitive instead of conjugated verb; PR-PC present tense instead of 
pass6 con^os6; PR-IMP = present tense instead of imparfait; imp. = impossible 
(word or construction does not exist in French; ? = investigator does not 
understcuid. 
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4.3.3.4. Results of error analysis on question 2 

Total number of errors 

Table 4.39 presents total number of errors made by HA and LA 

on the pretest and posttest in their responses to question 2. 

Table 4.39 Total number of errors made by HA and LA on the 
pretest and posttest in their responses to 
question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Level N Pre Post N Fret Post 

102-1 6 7 10 6 6 19 

102-2 6 9 15 6 22 10 

201 6 10 29 6 9 31 

202-1 6 12 21 6 4 18 

202-2 6 4 20 6 6 11 

Across levels, in 100% of the cases for the treatment 

groups and 90% of the cases for the control groups, subjects 

made more errors on the posttest than they did on the 

pretest. The only exception was 102-2-Control, where 

subjects made more errors on the pretest than the posttest. 

This fact was explained by the fact that students tended to 

write more on the posttest than they did on the pretest, 

thereby increasing the possibilty of making more errors. 
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Lexical vs. grammatical errors 

Table 4.40 presents lexical, grammatical, and other 

errors made by subjects on question 2. 

Table 4.40 Lexical, grammatical , and other errors made by 
subjects on question 2. 

TREATMENT CONTROL 

Level N Pre Post N Pre Post 

102-1 6 Lexical 4 7 6 2 10 

Gramm 2 2 3 7 

Other 1 - 1 2 

102-2 6 Lexical 7 9 6 11 5 

Gramm 2 6 10 5 

Other - - 1 1 

201 6 Lexical 5 19 6 5 11 

Gramm 5 8 3 16 

Other - 2 1 4 

202-1 6 Lexical 4 8 6 2 7 

Gramm 7 12 - 8 

Other 1 1 2 3 

202-2 6 Lexical 2 12 6 2 9 

Gramm 2 8 2 2 

Other - — 2 -

As can be seen on table 4.40, in 4 out of 5 cases (80%), 

students in the treatment groups across levels made more 

lexical errors than grammatical errors on the posttest in 

their responses to question 2. In contrast, for the control 
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groups, across levels, students made more grammatical errors 

than lexical errors in 80% of cases. 

Error ratio 

Table 4.41 presents error ratio on the pretest and 

posttest within groups and across level on question 2. 

Table 4.41 Error ratio on the pretest and posttest within 
groups and across levels on question 2. 

Level TREATMENT CONTROL 

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

N HA LA HA LA N HA LA HA LA 

102-1 6 .09 .13 .13 .12 6 .33 .03 .13 .17 

102-2 6 .17 .16 .15 

G
O

 C
M

 

6 .20 .35 .10 .13 

201 6 .20 

00 o
 .11 .14 6 to

 
to

 

.25 .04 .21 

202-1 5 .18 .17 .12 .16 6 .08 o
 

C
O

 

.16 .17 

202-2 6 .03 .04 .07 .09 6 .11 .03 .07 .05 

As can be seen on table 4.41, on the posttest, within 

groups and across levels, in 8 out of 10 cases (80%), the HA 

had a smaller error ratio than the LA. In other words, in 

80% of the cases, the HA performed better than did the LA. 

The two exceptions were the treatment group of level 102-1, 

and the control group of 202-2. 
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In addition, in 70% of the cases, the PIA had a smaller 

error ratio on the posttest than the pretest. In contrast, 

in 6 out of 10 cases, the LA had a higher error ratio on the 

posttest than the pretest. In other words, the LA performed 

more poorly on the posttest than they did on the pretest in 

60% of the cases. 

Finally, there was variation between the HA of the 

treatment and control groups. In 2 out of 5 cases (40%), the 

HA of the treatment groups had equal error ratio with the HA 

of the control groups. In other two cases (40%), the HA of 

the control groups had a smaller error ratio than the HA of 

the treatment groups. Only in one case (20%) did the HA of 

the treatment groups have a smaller error ratio on the 

posttest than did the HA of the control groups. 

Error frequency 

Table 4.42 presents error frequency within groups and across 

levels on question 2. 



206 

Table 4.42 Error frequency within groups and across levels on 
question 2. 

102 -1 102 -2 201 202 -1 202 -2 
TR CO TR CO TR CO TR CO TR CO 

LEXICAL 
- CP 4 5 3 1 5 9 3 4 6 1 
- CA 3 2 6 2 6 2 1 2 3 4 
- SP 1 3 3 2 2 2 1 2 2 -

- P 1 1 1 4 2 1 1 - 1 2 
- CF - 1 1 1 - - - 1 - 4 
- WC - - - 2 - - 1 - - -

- MDT 1 - 1 - 3 1 1 - 1 -

- NP 1 - - - 1 - 1 - - -

- OA - - 1 - - - 1 - - -

- LI - - - - 5 - 1 - - -

- C - - - 1 - - - - - -

- CC - - - - - 1 - - - -

- A - - - 1 - - 1 - - -

- CPR - - - 1 - - - - 1 -

GRAMMATICAL 
- SpecNP 1 3 3 3 6 6 6 2 3 -

- PR-PC - 2 2 3 - 4 6 1 1 2 
- IMP-PC 3 3 2 5 1 - 2 5 - -

- PC-IMP - - - 3 2 1 - - 3 -

- NPVP - - - - 3 2 2 - 2 1 
- INF-CV - 1 1 1 1 1 - - 1 -

- PR-IMP - 1 - - - 2 - - - 1 
- CN-IMP - - - - - 2 - - - -

- CN-PC - - - - - 1 - - - -

- FU-PC - - - - - - 3 - - -

OTHER 
- imp. - 1 - 1 2 1 2 2 - 2 
- ? 2 2 — 1 — 4 3 — 

Lexical errors tended to be more numerous in confusion 

(or omission) of preposition and in confusion of auxiliary. 

These two areas accounted for 61% of all lexical errors made 

by subjects in their responses to question 2. Errors in 

spelling accounted for 12% only of all lexical errors. 
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Grammatical errors tended to be more numerous in agreement 

between modifier and noun phrase and in the use of tenses. 

These areas accounted for 80% of all grammatical errors made 

by subjects in their responses to question 2. Subject-verb 

agreement accounted for 9% only of all grammatical errors. 

4,3.4. Summary and discussion 

Introduction 

The first two sections of the follow-up study presented 

analyses and results of objective measures of written 

proficiency and error analysis on question 1 and question 2 

separately. This section summarizes and discusses those 

results in combination. 

Number of words 

With a few exceptions, both high achievers (HA) and low 

achievers (LA) made an increase in number of words in their 

responses to both questions on the posttest, but the increase 

was higher at levels 201 and 202 than at level 102. One 

explanation for this general increase may lie in the 

conditions under which the pretest and posttest were 

administered, as explained earlier. Another explanation may 

be the impact of instruction that took place between pre- and 
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post- test. Students took the posttest practically at the 

end of the semester as part of their final exam. One can 

assiime that in the posttest the instriamental motivation for 

grades was present, and the material learned in class was 

still fresh in the students' minds and ready to be used. 

These findings are consistent with findings of earlier 

studies that investigated the effect of instruction on rate 

and accuracy of L2/FL acquisition (Monroe, 1975, Cooper, 

1976, Dvorak, 1980; Long, 1983; Weslander and Stephany, 1983; 

Spada, 1986, 1987; Doughty, 1991; Lopez, 1992). 

As groups, there was variation in the performance. On 

question one, the HA outperfoirmed the LA in 70% of the cases 

across levels, whereas, on question two, the LA outperformed 

the HA in 70% of the cases across levels. At level 202, 

however, with one exception, the flA consistently outperformed 

the LA on both questions. The exception was 202-2-Treatment 

in which the LA outperformed the HA. 

Number of T-units 

In general, the HA made an increase in number of T-

units, but the LA produced mixed results. Some made an 

increase, whereas others made a decrease. As groups, 

however, the performance of subjects on question one differs 

from that on question two. On question one, the HA 

outperformed the LA in 80% of the cases across levels. 
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whereas on question two, the HA outperformed the LA in 40% of 

the cases only. The LA outperformed the HA in 50% of the 

cases. In one case, 202-2-Treatment, the HA and the LA had 

equal gain score. As was the case for number of words, with 

one exception, the HA at level 202 consistenly outperformed 

the LA. The exception was 202-2-Treatment in which both HA 

and LA had equal number of T-unit increase. 

Error-free T-unit 

Error-free T-units and number of words in error-free T-

units were the two areas where the difference between HA and 

LA was clearly established on both question one and question 

two. In terms of error-free T-units, the HA outperformed the 

LA in 100% of the cases across levels on question one, and in 

80% of the cases on question two. In number of words in 

error-free T-units, the HA outperformed the LA in 100% of the 

cases on question 1 and in 80% of the cases on question two. 

This finding is consistent with Perkins' findings. Perkins 

(1980) found that only objective measures which take error-

free T-units into account are dependable discriminators among 

holistic evaluations of written proficiency. 
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Coordination 

Findings on coordination tended to favor the HA. As a 

matter of fact, in 70% of the cases on question one, and 60% 

of the cases on question two, the HA had a higher gain score 

than the LA. The higher performance of HA on coordination 

may be a logical consequence of the increase in number of 

words and T-units discussed earlier. 

Subordination 

There was considerable variation between the HA and the 

LA as far as subordination was concerned. On question one, 

the LA had a higher gain score than the HA in 70% of the 

cases across levels. The HA outperformed the LA in 20% of 

the cases only, and in one case the two groups made equal 

increase in subordination. On question two, the HA had a 

higher gain score than the LA in 40% of the cases. Likewise, 

the LA outperformed the HA in 40% of the cases, and in the 

remaining 20% of the cases, the two groups made equal 

increase in subordination. These mixed results on 

subordination suggest the relative difficulty that this 

variable poses in early stages of language learning. This 

issue is further discussed in the following section. 
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4.3.5. Contribution of the follow-up study 

Results of the quasi-experimental study were based on 

intact classes, and as such, they presented a summary view of 

the statistical findings. The follow-up study looked more 

closely at the performance of selected individual subjects 

involved in the study. The follow-up study looked at the 

perfoirmance of three subjects in each group and at each level 

who had achieved the highest gain (the high achievers, HA) 

and three in each group and level who had achieved the 

smallest gain (the low achievers, LA). This section 

discusses the findings of the follow-up study which could not 

be captured by the large-scale, quasi-experimental study. It 

is important to point out that a sample of three subjects per 

group does not permit any generalization. 

1. There was variation in the performance of the HA and the 

LA in linguistic production (number of words and number of T-

units). At times, the HA outperformed the LA, and vice 

versa. 

2. On both question 1 and question 2, the HA consistently 

outperformed the LA in number of error-free T-units (100% on 

question 1 and 80% on question 2). Likewise, the HA 

consistently outperformed the LA in number of words in error-
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free T-units (100% on question 1 and 80% on question 2). In 

addition, the follow-up study found that within groups and 

across levels, on question 1 and question 2, the HA had a 

smaller error ratio than the LA on the posttest in 90% and 

80% of the cases respectively, and that the HA had a smaller 

error ratio on the posttest than on the pretest in 90% and 

70% of the cases respectively. In summary, these findings 

indicate that accuracy is the area which discriminates 

between "good" and "poor" learners. 

3. In the quasi-experimental study, increase in coordination 

was found to be statistically significant in 70% of the cases 

across levels (Table 4.4), and subordination was found to be 

statistically significant in 80% of the cases across levels 

and in 100% of the cases at level 202 (Table 4.5). This 

finding could suggest that subordination is more easily 

acquired than coordination. This is not consonant with 

research on measures of syntactic maturity. In LI 

development and L2/FL acquisition, research indicates that 

coordination precedes subordination, and that subordination 

ability is an indication of greater complexity in language 

production than is coordination (Hunt, 1970b; Monroe, 1975; 

Cooper, 1976; Dvorak, 1980) . A closer look at individual 

performance of subjects conducted in the follow-up study 

indicated that 201- and 202- level students were able to 

utilize subordinate structures which could not be found in 
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any of the 102- level students' responses. For example (the 

complex structures are in italics; phrases that contain 

errors are underlined): 

- Je suis alle en Californie pour rendre visice a ma famille. 

- Kirstin, raon ami qui travaille a Union Bank, aime aller a Snug Harbor. 

- J'ai voyage a Californie oii je visiterais mes famille. 

- Je me suis reste a la maison parce que le temps etait tres froid. 

- Je suis venu a Colorado ou i'ai fait du ski. 

Clearly these complex structures reflect the relative high 

level of language competence that these individuals have 

attained, and the confidence they have built in utilizing 

them. 

4. Error analysis provided more insights into the types of 

errors that native speakers of English make when learning 

French as a L2/FL. These errors may be helpful in designing 

effective teaching techniques. First, the category 

misapplied direct translation is an interesting phenomenon. 

French and English behave differently with regard to certain 

categories including articles, verbs, vocabulary, and other 

expressions. There are instances in the data where the 

reader feels that the learner needed to communicate a concept 

for which he/she did not have appropriate lexicon, or for 
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which he/she attempted to match English. Some representative 

examples of such cases of Ll transfer or interference follow: 

- Quand -j'etais douze ans. je suis alle a New-york (102) 

- J'etais peur parce que c'etait noir et froid (102) 

- Mes parents et moi, nous attendions les concerts (202) 

- J'avals les picaieniaues avec mes parents (102) 

- J'ai vu ma mere' s chien (201) 

- Quand j'etais dans Mexico. ... (102) 

- Je suis alle au "South Street"(rue sud dans Franqais) (201) 

- Mes parents et moi ont nages dan lac Michigan (102) 

A reader who knows English will not have any difficulty 

locating the source of these errors in English. English 

speakers say respectively " when I was twelve", "I was 

afraid", "It was dark and cold", "we attended", "I had 

picnics", "my mother's dog", "in Mexico", "in French", "in 

Lake Michigan". Direct translation may be interpreted as a 

strategy that learners use to cope with their difficulties in 

communicating known information with limited lexicon in the 

TL. Translations reflect a high sense of risk-taking, which 

is believed to be an attribute of good learners. 

Second, errors in the category confusion within French were 

also insightful. Consider the following cases: 
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Case 1: Quand j'etais jeune, je lirais beaucoup avec mes parents. 

It is obvious that this student is aware of the rule 

governing the formation of the imparfait in French (add -ais 

to the infinitive for the first person singular). The error 

occurs in the changes inherent to the verb lire, which forms 

the imparfait as ie lisais and not ie lirais. The context of 

the sentence rules out the possibility that the student 

intended to use the conditional. 

Case 2: - Je parlais beaucoup avec raes parents quand ie etais jeune. 

- Je allais a Washington, D.C. 

It is not clear why the student fails to link the subject and 

the verb with an apostrophe. It is plausible that the 

students applied the rule subject-verb-complement (SVC) , and 

could not figure out why the -e- on je should be deleted and 

replaced with an apostrophe. 

Case 3: - J'ai passe mes temps avec ma famille aussi. 

- Nous sommes alles a beaucoup des fetes. 

- J'aime les vacances de Noel parce que je n'ai pas 

le travail de I'ecole. 
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In the first example of case 3, temps is likely interpreted 

by the student as a plural noun, and therefore, it triggers 

agreement with its modifiers, hence mes. In the second 

example of case 3, beaucoup (much, many) denotes the plural, 

and fetes is plural, therefore the modifiers must be plural, 

hence des. The student has yet to internalize the rules of 

the partitive. Finally, in the last example of case 3, the 

student has yet to understand why le has to change into ̂  

after negation. As a whole, examples in case 3 can be 

interpreted as cases of overgeneralization. 

5. Finally, by its nature, question one required a response 

in the imparfait. even though the passe compose could be used 

later on in the same response. 

Qu'est-ce que tu faisais avec tes parents quand tu etais jeune? 

Question two, in contrast, required a response in the passe 

compose, even though the imparfait could be used later on in 

the same response: 

Qu'est-ce tu as fait pendant les vaccinces de Noel? 

Findings indicate that subjects were aware of the imparfait 

and the passe compose as tenses of the past, but tended to 
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use them interchangeably. In addition, the passe compose 

overwhelmingly gets used more frequently than the iiuparfait. 

One explanation for this may be that students acquire the 

passe compose before the imparfait as it quite easily 

translates the concept of the English past tense, though its 

formation involves the use of an auxiliary. The imparfait 

seems to be more difficult to acquire than the passe compose 

because of its inflections on the verb, and also because 

students do not easily catch the concept of an habitual 

action in the past that it carries. 

There was considerable use of the present tense instead 

of a past tense (passe compose or imparfait) in students' 

responses to these two questions (38 (18.1%) and 25 (22.7%) 

of the grammatical errors respectively). It is hard to 

explain why students could use the present tense instead of a 

past tense in their responses to these two questions. 

English and French have different foms for the present and 

the past, and the few exceptions in English where the present 

and the past have the same form are limited (e.g., hit-hit; 

cut-cut). One possible explanation may lie in a misreading 

by students, answering a question about the past using the 

present tense. 

Finally, it could be expected of native speakers of 

English learning French as a FL to have difficulty with 

agreement in general. Case, gender, and subject-verb 
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agreement have a more complex morphology in French than they 

do in English. In the possessive adjective, for example, for 

one form in English (iny) , there are three forms in French 

(mon, rna, mes) : 

ENGLISH FRENCH 

Mv book Mon livre (singular) 

books Mes livres (Plural) 

My chair Ma chaise (my Chair) 

English does not indicate gender for most noun phrases, but 

French does. A noun phrase can be masculine or feminine. 

ENGLISH FRENCH 

a book UQ livre (masculine) 

a chair une chaise (feminine) 

With regard to subject-verb agreement, in English, apart from 

the third person singular of the present tense which takes 

-s, no inflection is added to regular verbs anywhere to 

indicate number. In French, on the contrary, conjugated 

verbs are inflected to indicate number. 
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ENGLISH 

Present 

I walk 

You walk 

He/she walks 

We walk 

They walk 

Past 

I walked 

You walked 

He/she walked 

We walked 

Present 

Je marche 

Tu marches 

Il/elle marche 

Nous marchons 

Vous marchez 

lis marcheat 

(Elles marchent) (Elles marchaient) 

These differences in case, gender, and agreement may be a 

serious source of difficulty for native-speakers of English 

learning French as a FL, and may account for the large number 

of errors in agreement among the subjects in the study. 

They walked 

FRENCH 

Imparfait 

Je marchais 

Tu marchais 

Il/elle marchait 

Nous marchions 

Vous marchiez 

lis marchaient 

4.4. Results of the attitude caiestionnaire 

4.4.1. Introduction 

Research questions six and seven explored the students' 

perception of the effectiveness and enjoyableness of homework 

tasks involving referential questions. Questions six and 

seven read as follows: 
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6. What is the students' perception of the effectiveness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions in 

language learning? 

7. What is the students' perception of the enjoyableness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions? 

In order to answer these questions, an attitude questionnaire 

(see Appendix E) was administered to the treatment groups at 

each level at the end of the treatment period. As described 

earlier, the attitude questionnaire had three specific 

purposes: 1) to examine learner perception of the 

effectiveness and enjoyableness of homework tasks involving 

referential questions, 2) to compare learner ratings of 

homework tasks involving referential questions and those 

involving fill-in-the-blanks type of exercises, and finally 

3) to examine learner ratings of classroom activities likely 

to enhance writing skills in a foreign language (FL). 

Results will be presented with these purposes in mind. 

As was described in chapter 3, the attitude 

qpaestionnaire used Likert-type scales ranging from 0 (Never/ 

not at all) to four (Always/ a great deal) (Isaac and 

Michael, 1971). Items 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

and 16, used this range. The range for items 11 and 17 were 

from 1 (least helpful/ least useful) to 5 (most helpful/ most 

useful). Items 1, 2, and 3 were general information 

questions. Means and standard deviations were computed on 
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the attitude questionnaire to determine learner ratings of 

the effectiveness and enjoyableness of homework tasks 

involving referential questions. 

It should be mentioned that the bulk of the attitude 

questionnaire focuses on effectiveness, which is itself an 

abstract concept. Some attempt was made in the study to 

measure effectiveness through a set of specific behaviors and 

activities. The wording of items 6, 7, 10, and 12 suggests 

that if homework tasks involving referential questions were 

effective, then they would trigger the behavior or activity 

described in the item. 

4.4.2. General information 

Seventy-four subjects responded to the questionnaire: 12 

out of 20 registered students in 102-1-Treatment (60%), 20 

out of 32 in 102-2-Treatment (62%), 14 out of 16 in 201-

Treatment (87.5%), 15 out of 21 in 202-1-Treatment (71.4%), 

and 13 out of 17 in 202-2-Treatment (76.4%). Of the 

respondents, 21 (28%) were male, 52 (70.2%) female, and one 

(1.3%) subject did not indicate his/her gender. Forty-nine 

(66.2%) of these students never had an experience of studying 

a FL prior to enrolling in French, whereas 24 (32.5%) had 

studied one or more FL. One (1.3%) student did not indicate 

his/her experience of learning a FL. The FL studied were 

Spanish (16 students), Japanese (2), Latin (2), English (1), 
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Italian (1), Russian (1), ASL (American Sign Language) (1). 

47.7% of students took French because it was a general 

education requirement, 45.0% because they liked it, and 7.2% 

because it was their minor. This information is presented in 

tables 4.43 - 4.46. Table 4.43 presents the niunber of 

students who responded to the questionnaire. 

Table 4.43. Response rate to the questionnaire 

Level Registered students Respondent % 

102-1-T 20 12 60% 

102-2-T 32 20 62.5% 

201-T 16 14 87.5% 

202-1-T 21 15 71.4% 

202-2-T 17 13 76.4% 

Table 4. 44. Gender distribution of respondents 

Level Male Female Not indicated Total 

N % N % N % 

102 T1 7 58.2 5 41.6 12 

T2 5 25 15 75 20 

201 T 3 21.4 11 78.5 14 

202 T1 4 26.6 11 73 .3 15 

T2 2 15.3 10 76.9 1 7.6 13 

Total 21 28.3 52 70.2 1 1.3 74 
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Table 4.45. Experience with FL learning prior to enrolling in 

French. 

Level Yes 

N % 

No 

N % 

Not indicated Total 

N % 

102 

201 

202 

11 

5 

8 

34.3 

35.7 

28.5 

21 65.6 

9 64.2 

19 67.8 3.5 

32 

14 

28 

Total 24 32.4 49 66.2 1.3 74 

Table 4.46 Reasons for taking French 

Level Like it 

N % 

Required 

N % 

Major 

N % 

Minor 

N % 

102 T1 8 47 7 41.1 2 11.7 

T2 13 46.4 14 50 1 3.5 

201 T 10 55.5 7 38.8 1 5.5 

202 T1 13 48.1 12 44.4 2 7.4 

T2 9 42.8 10 47.6 2 9.5 

Total 53 47.7 50 45 8 7.2 

There were a total of 111 responses on this item. Obviously, 

students had the possibility of marking more than one 

response. 
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4.4.3. Effectiveness 

Table 4.47 presents means and standard deviations of the 

perceived effectiveness of homework tasks involving 

referential questions for the different levels. 

Table 4.47. Effectiveness of referential questions on a four-
point scale 

102 N=32 201 N=14 202 N=28 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

6 2.31 1.029 1.92 .828 2.28 1.013 
7 2.46 .879 1.78 .699 2.5 1.036 
9 2.62 1.128 1.64 1.15 2.17 1.248 
10 2.50 .915 1.57 .937 2.32 .904 
12 2.56 .800 2 .22 1.12 2.25 .799 

Items 6, 7, 9, 10, and 12 examined students' perception 

of the effectiveness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions. Specifically, item 6 asked how much students felt 

they had learned from question assignments; item 7 focused on 

how much they felt the tasks helped them improve their 

writing skills; item 9 asked whether they ever proofread 

their assignments before handing them to their instructor; 

item 10 explored how much they felt the assignments helped 

them improve their greimmatical accuracy, and item 12 asked 

how the questions helped them improve their reading 

comprehension skills. 
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Results indicate that 57.7% of 102 level students and 

57% of 202 level students felt they had learned more than 

usual from homework tasks involving referential questions 

(item 6). Level 201 students were not quite as positive. 

Only 48% felt that they had learned more than usual from 

homework tasks involving referential questions. 61.5% of 102 

level students and 62.5% of 202 level students felt that 

question assignments helped them improve their writing skills 

(item 7), but only 44.5% of 201 level students shared that 

opinion. 65.5% of 102 level students acknowledged proof

reading their assignments prior to handing them in (item 9), 

and 54.2% of 202 level students acknowledged doing so. Only 

41% of 201 level students indicated that they practiced 

proofreading their assignments. 62.5% of 102 level students 

and 58% of 202 level students felt that question assignments 

helped improve grammatical accuracy (item 10) compared to 

39.2% of 201 students. 64% of 102 students, 55.5% of 201 

students, and 56.2% of 202 level students acknowledged that 

the tasks helped them improve their reading comprehension 

skills (item 12). 

4.4.4. Em'ovableness 

Table 4.48 presents means and standard deviations of the 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 

questions for the different levels. 
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Table 4.48. Enjoyableness of referential questions on a four-
point scale 

102 N=32 201 N=14 202 N=28 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

16 2.18 1.029 2.14 1. 099 1.96 .961 

Item 16 examined students' enjoyableness of question 

assignments. 54.5% of 102 and 53.2% of 201 level students 

acknowledged question assignments as being enjoyable, but 

only 49% of 202 students found them enjoyable. 

4.4.5. Referential cruestions vs. fill-in-the-blanks 

Table 4.49 presents means and standard deviations of 

learner ratings of homework tasks for the different levels. 

Table 4.49. Mean ratings of referential questions versus 
fill-in-the-blanks on a four-point scale 

102 N=32 2 01 N= 14 202 N=28 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

8 3 .06 1.162 2.35 1.000 2 .57 1.168 
13 2 . 62 1.008 2.42 .937 2 .92 .857 
14 3 .00 .879 3 .14 .662 2 .89 .737 
15 2.96 .966 2.92 .828 2 .96 .744 

Items 8, 13, 14, and 15 examined students' ratings of 

question assignments versus fill-in-the-blank-type exercises 
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in terms of effectiveness (item 13), amount of thinking 

required (item 14) , amount of time spent (item 15), and use 

of reference works (item 8). 65.5% of 102 level students, 

60.5% of 201 level students, and 73% of 202 level students 

acknowledged that question assignments were more beneficial 

than fill-in-the-blanks (item 13). 75% of 102 level 

students, 78.5% of 201 level students, and 72.2% of 202 level 

students acknowledged that question assignments pushed them 

to think more than did fill-in-the-blanks exercises (item 

14). 74% of 102 level students, 72.2% of 201 level students, 

and 74% of 202 level students acknowledged that question 

assignments took more time than did fill-in-the-blanks 

exercises (item 15). 76.5% of 102 level students, 58.7% of 

201 level, and 64.2% of 202 level students acknowledged that 

they used reference works more in answering question 

assignments than they did responding to fill-in-the blanks 

exercises (item 8). 
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4.4.6. Classroom activities favorable to writing skills 

Table 4.50. Mean ratings of classroom activities favorable 
for developing writing skills on a five-point 
scale 

102 N=32 201 N=14 202 N=28 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Item 11 

C 3.65 .901 3 .71 .204 4.14 .803 
LW 3.28 .851 3.35 .841 2.75 .142 
FIB 3.34 1.124 2.85 1.027 2.71 .854 
RQ 3.48 .972 2.85 1.027 3 .60 .994 
0 3.42 1.031 3 .07 1.071 2.89 1.065 

C = composicion; LW = letter writing,- FIB = fill-in-the-blanks; 

RQ = referential questions; 0 = other 

Item 11 examined students' ratings of classroom 

activities in terms of their usefulness for developing 

writing skills. 73.1% of 102 level, 74.2% of 201 level, and 

82% of 202 level students ranked composition as the most 

favorable activity in developing writing skills in FL 

learning. Referential questions ranked next: 69% for 102 

level students, 57% for 201 level students, and 72% for 202 

level students. Percentages for letter writing were 65.6% 

of 102 level students, 67% of 201 level students, and 55% of 

202 level students. Fill-in-the-blanks received the lowest 
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ranking: 66.8% for 102 level students, 57% for 201 level 

students, and 54.2% for 202 level students. 

Table 4.51. Mean ratings of classroom activities favorable to 
FL learning on a five-point scale 

102 N=32 201 N=14 202 N=28 

item 17 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

C 3 .75 .879 4.07 .997 4.10 .831 
LW 3 .25 1 .107 3.57 .851 3 .03 1.035 
FIB 3 .09 1 .027 3.35 .928 2.82 .862 
RQ 3.68 .820 3.07 1.071 3 .32 1.055 
STI 4.00 .950 4.42 .646 3.75 1.142 
SSI 3 .43 1 .189 3 .28 1.489 3 .07 1.119 
CG 3 .43 1 .134 3 .42 .937 3 .17 1.123 
GW 3 .31 1 .203 3 .21 1.188 2 .71 1.181 

C = composition; LW = letter writing; FIB = fill-in-the--blanks; RQ 

referential questions; STI = student-teacher interaction; SSI = student-

student interaction; CG = Class games; GW = group work. 

Item 17 examined classroom activities in terms of their 

usefulness. All activities on the list received high mean 

scores. This indicates that students enjoyed a variety of 

activities in the classroom. However, students ranked 

student-teacher interaction as the most useful activity: 80% 

for 102 level students, 88% for 201 level students, and 75% 

for 202 level students. This was followed by composition; 

75% for 102 level students, 81.4% for 201 level students, and 

82% for 202 level students. Referential questions ranked 
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third for 102 and 202 students: 73.6% and 66,4% respectively, 

but almost last by 201 students (only 61.4%). Student-

student interaction received almost equal weight across 

levels: 68.6% for 102 level students, 65.6% for 201 level 

students, and 61.4% for 202 level students. Group work 

ranked higher at level 102 and 201 (66.2% and 64.2% 

respectively), than it did at level 202 (54.2% only). All 

other activities received below or above 50%. 

4.4.7. Overall usefulness of homework assignments 

Table 4.52 presents means and standard deviations of 

learner perception of the overall usefulness of homework 

assignments as learning activities on a four-point scale. 

Table 4.52 Means and standard deviations of learner 
perception of the overall usefulness of homework 
assignments as learning activities on a four-point 
scale. 

102 N=32 201 N=14 202 N=28 

Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

4 2 .81 .820 2.35 .841 3.64 .497 
5 2.93 .759 2.85 1.099 3 .42 .513 

Items 4 and 5 examined students' ratings of homework 

assignments as learning activities. 70.2% of 102 level 
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students and 58.7% of 201 level students thought that 

homework assignments were useful learning activities, but 

much more so for 202 students (91%). 73.2% of 102 level 

students, 71.2% of 201 level students and 85.5% of 202 level 

students were enthusiastic about homework assignments in 

their French classes. 

4.4.8. Summary and discussion 

Results of the attitude questionnaire indicated that, 

across levels, students enjoyed a variation of activities in 

the classroom, as could be seen by the high percentage of 

student responses on item 17. Variation of activities should 

therefore be kept in mind in language classrooms. Obviously, 

student opinion is not the sole determination of classroom 

activities, but it certainly should be taken into account. 

On effectiveness of question assignments (questions 6, 

7, 9, 10, and 12), the majority of 102 and 202-level students 

felt that they had learned something through question 

assignments, but less than half of 201-level students felt 

so. In other words, 102 and 202 level students provided more 

positive responses in favor of question assignments than did 

201 level students. One explanation may lie in the 

excitement that learners have at early stages of contact with 

the TL and the motivation that advanced students (202 level) 
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exhibit as they get more comfortable in using the TL. The 

reason why 201-level students appeared to be less positive 

could be that their level of excitement was lower than that 

of students of the other two levels, and their motivation 

could be solely instrumental. They needed grades and they 

were taking the language to satisfy a requirement. 

Another reason for the difference might lie in the 

teacher variable. The effectiveness of a technique is 

determined by how the teacher handles it (Brown, 1994a, 

1994b). If the teacher made question assignments a boring 

activity, or if students did not receive any feedback from 

the teacher on question assignments, that might explain 

students' negative perception of the task. On the other 

hand, if the teacher gave question assignments much 

importance by providing appropriate feedback to students both 

orally and in writing, obviously, the feedback will serve as 

a reinforcer to students to perform better on subsequent 

work. 

Students across levels rated question assignments as 

barely enjoyable (54.5% for 102 level, 53.2% for 201 level, 

and 49% for 202 level). One explanation of this perception 

might be that students considered question assignments as 

extra work load. In fact, the assignments which constituted 

the treatment in this study were handed in separately twice a 

week in addition to the readings in the textbooks. As such, 

students might have felt less enthusiastic about question 
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assignments, though, eventually, they did acknowledge the 

effectiveness of the task to their learning. 

This finding might also be an indication that 

effectiveness and enjoyableness do not necessarily go 

together. What is effective may or may not be enjoyable and 

vice versa (Green, 1993). 

The majority of students across levels acknowledged that 

question assignments were more beneficial tools of language 

learning than were fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises. 

Further, students indicated that questions pushed them to 

think more, and that they took more time to complete than did 

fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises. This finding of students' 

perceptions about question assignments is consonant with 

findings of research in content areas and L2 acquisition. A 

relationship exists between the cognitive level of the 

question and the cognitive level of the response (Arnold et 

al., 1974; Dillon, 1981; Doughty and Pica, 1986). 

Finally, the majority of students across levels ranked 

composition as the most favorable activity in developing 

writing skills in FL learning, followed by referential 

questions. This finding is not surprising, due to the close 

association that has been established for years between 

composition instruction and writing skills (Briere, 1966; 

Zamel, 1976, Kern and Schultz, 1992). Futhermore, answering 

referential questions in writing is undoubtedly a form of 

composition. The writer has to go through a process of 
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planning, composing, revising, and editing, as does anybody-

engaged in narrative writing (Kroll, 1990; Hayes and Flower, 

1983) . In summary, the majority of students across levels 

felt that question assignments were effective in helping them 

learn French as a FL, and that, along with composition, 

question assignments constituted an effective tool in 

developing writing skills in a FL. However, barely half of 

students across levels found question assignments enjoyable. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Introduction 

The preceding chapter presented results of the study-

conducted to examine the effect of referential questions on 

learners' linguistic output and accuracy. Results of each of 

the three components of the study were presented and 

discussed. The puirpose of the present chapter is to provide 

a discussion of the results and make recommendations to L2/FL 

educators and researchers for further investigations. The 

chapter is divided into four sections. Section one will 

review the research questions which were posited for the 

study, the methodology adopted, and the results of the study. 

Section two will discuss pedagogical implications. Section 

three will address limitations of the study, and section 

four will offer some suggestions for further research. 

5.2. Research caiestions. method, and results 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether 

training in and use of referential questions has an effect on 

L2/FL learners' linguistic output and accuracy. 

Specifically, the study examined the following research 

questions: 
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1) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help generate greater learner productivity than "fill-in-

the-blanks" type exercises? Exercises in this latter 

category include "fill-in-the-blanks", "completion", and 

"substitution". 

2) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

have an effect on learners' linguistic accuracy? 

3) Do written homework tasks involving referential questions 

help make input (written and oral) comprehensible? 

4) Are there differences in performcince on the variables 

examined between high and low scoring students? 

5) What indicators seem to be the most useful in 

discriminating between high and low scoring students? 

6) What is the students' perception of the effectiveness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions in 

language learning? 

7) What is the students' perception of the enjoyableness of 

written homework tasks involving referential questions? 
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To answer these questions, a multi-faceted research 

design was adopted. A quasi-experimental design with 

treatment and control groups addressed the first three 

research questions. A pretest and a posttest were 

administered to a population of 149 students (64 in treatment 

groups and 85 in control groups) enrolled in three 

consecutive levels of French as a FL. Gain scores were 

computed and statistical tests (a correlated group t-test and 

an independent group t-test) were conducted on these gain 

scores for significance. 

Linguistic output was measured by the number of words 

produced by subjects in their responses to referential 

questions, by the number of T-units contained in subjects' 

responses to referential questions, and by clause length. 

Syntactic complexity was measured through coordination and 

subordination, and linguistic accuracy was measured through 

accuracy on grammatical tests and number of error-free T-

units. 

The number of words was obtained by counting all words 

contained in each response to a referential question for each 

subject. The number of T-units was obtained by counting all 

T-units contained in each response to a referential question 

for each subject. For the purpose of this study, a T-unit 

was defined as "one main clause plus any subordinate clause 

or non-clausal structure that is attached to or embedded in 

it (Hunt, 1970a, p.4). Clause length was obtained by 
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dividing the number of words in a response to a referential 

question by the number of clauses in that response. A 

coordination index was determined by dividing the number of 

T-units by the number of sentences in a response; whereas a 

subordination index was determined by dividing the number of 

clauses by the number of T-units in a response. Grammatical 

accuracy was measured by the performance of subjects on the 

grammatical part of the test and by the nximber of error-free 

T-units. 

To answer questions four and five, a follow-up study was 

conducted, which looked at the performance of selected high 

and low achievers within groups and across levels. The 

follow-up study had two aims. First, since results of the 

quasi-experimental study reflected only the performance of 

entire classes, they provided very little information on the 

performance of individual subjects on the various variables 

of concern. A much closer look at the data was therefore 

needed. Second, it was hoped that the analysis could 

pinpoint areas of differences (and/or similarities) in 

performance between high and low achievers, which could be of 

help in our understanding of SLA. 

Finally, an attitude questionnaire was administered to 

the treatment groups at the end of the treatment period. The 

purpose of the attitude questionnaire was to examine learner 

perception and judgement of the effectiveness and 

enjoyableness of homework tasks involving referential 
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questions, to compare learner ratings of homework tasks 

involving referential questions and homework tasks involving 

fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises, and finally to examine 

learner ratings of classroon activities likely to enhance FL 

learning in general, and writing skills in a FL in 

particular. 

Results indicated that, with respect to linguistic 

output (number of words, number of T-units, clause length), 

all subjects within groups and across levels significantly 

increased their performance between pre- and post-test. No 

statistically significant differences, however, were found 

between treatment and control groups. As the differences in 

mean gain scores were found to be statistically significant 

within and across levels, these results suggest that the 

increase was at least in part the result of the training that 

had occurred during the semester in both the treatment and 

control groups. In other words, the findings suggest that 

students' perfojrmance at the end of the semester was better 

than at the beginning of the semester, irrespective of the 

type of exercises emphasized during instruction. Thus, 

training in and use of referential questions, as 

operationalized in this study, did not have a significant 

effect on students' linguistic output and accuracy. This 

point is further discussed below. 

To date, research on the role of instruction in SLA has 

reached conflicting results. Some studies have found that 
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formal instruction does not make a difference (Wode, 1981, 

Felix, 1981; Pavesi, 1986; Ellis, 1989), and/or is even 

detrimental (Perkins and Larsen-Freeman, 1975; Lightbown, 

Spada and Wallace, 1980; Lightbown, 1983; Pica, 1983; Ellis, 

1984; Terrell at al.,1987; Kadia, 1988). Other studies have 

found that instruction does make a difference and is 

beneficial (Krashen and Seliger, 1975; McLaughlin, 1978; 

Seliger, 1979; Stevic, 1980; Bialystok, 1981; Long, 1983; 

Weslander and Stephany, 1983; Sharwood-Smith, 1981; Spada, 

1986, 1987; Doughty, 1991; Lopez, 1992). It is important to 

note that many of these studies examined mainly grammatical 

accuracy in obligatory contexts, and focused either on the 

sequence, or accuracy of L2/FL acquisition. Studies that 

examined rate of acquisition (i.e., the speed at which 

learning takes place), however, found that instruction does 

make a difference and is beneficial (Long, 1983; Weslander 

and Stephany, 1983; Spada, 1986). Results of this study tend 

to support the generally positive ajad beneficial effect of 

instruction in SLA, at least in the areas of linguistic 

output (number of words, number of T-units, and clause 

length). 

All groups made an increase in coordination and 

subordination, and in most cases, the increases were 

statistically significant. However, as in previous cases, no 

statistically significant differences were observed between 

treatment and control groups. All groups, except one. 
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increased their performance in terms of error-free T-units, 

but the findings were not always significant. Similarly, all 

groups except two made an increase in grammatical accuracy, 

but again, the findings were not always significant. 

Results of the follow-up study with high and low 

achievers indicated that only in two areas were the 

differences between high and low achievers clearly 

established and consistent across groups. The two areas were 

error-free T-units and number of words in error-free T-units. 

High achievers (HA) outperformed low achievers (LA) in 100% 

of the cases on question 1 and in 80% of the cases on 

question 2 on these two variables. There was variation in 

the other variables including number of words, number of T-

units, coordination, and subordination. This finding 

supports findings of previous research on the evaluation of 

syntactic maturity in L2/FL learners. Syntactic maturity in 

L2/FL acquisition is better captured with measures which take 

error-free T-units into consideration (Scott and Tucker, 

1974; Larsen-Freeman and Strom, 1977; Vann, 1979; Gaies, 

1980; Perkins, 1980). However, it is still a long way before 

researchers themselves reach an agreement as to what 

constitutes an error (Gaies, 1980). 

In the same vein, error analysis on both question 1 and 

question 2 of the follow-up study revealed that in 90% of the 

cases on question 1 and 80% of the cases on question 2, the 

HA had a smaller error ratio than the LA. In other words. 
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the HA performed better than did the LA on both questions. 

Moreover, in 90% of the cases on question 1 and 70% of the 

cases on question 2, the HA had a smaller error ratio on the 

posttest than the pretest. In other words, the HA performed 

better on the posttest than the pretest. In contrast, the LA 

had a higher error ratio on the posttest than the pretest in 

the majority of cases, indicating that the LA performed more 

poorly on the posttest than they did on the pretest. These 

findings indicate that grammatical accuracy is the area which 

discriminates between "good" and "poor" learners. 

Additional contributions of the follow-up study include 

the following: 

1. Students of levels 201 and 202 demonstrated greater 

subordination ability in utilizing subordinate structures 

than did students at level 102. 

2. The categories "misapplied direct translation", "confusion 

within French", and "use of first language" provided more 

insights on the types of errors that native speakers of 

English make when learning French as a L2/FL. These errors 

may be helpful to educators in designing effective teaching 

techniques for this category of learners. 

3. Finally, students' use of tenses revealed that students 

tended to use the imparfait and the passe compose 

interchangeably, but the passe compose was used more 

frequently than the imparfait. 
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Results of the attitude questionnaire indicated that 

students enjoyed a variety of activities in the classroom 

including student-teacher interactions, composition, 

referential questions, letter writing, group work, games, and 

fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises. The majority of students 

in levels 102 and 202 felt that referential question 

assignments were effective, but barely half of the 201 level 

students felt so. Moreover, barely half of the students 

across levels rated referential question assignments as 

enjoyable. This finding tends to indicate that effectiveness 

and enjoyableness do not always go together (Green, 1993). 

Finally, the majority of students across levels acknowledged 

that referential questions were more beneficial tools of 

language learning than were fill-in-the-blanks-type 

exercises, that they pushed students to think more, and that 

they took more time to complete. 

5.3. Pedagogical implications 

1. It was found that all subjects significantly increased 

their performance in linguistic output regardless of the type 

of exercises that were emphasized during instruction. The 

increase was accounted for in part as a result of the 

training that had occurred during the semester in both the 
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treatment and control groups. This finding tends to support 

the view that instruction makes a difference in SLA at least 

as far as rate of acquisition is concerned (Long, 1983; 

Weslander and Stephany, 1983; Spada, 1986). Therefore, L2/FL 

instruction has a definite role in classroom FL learning. 

2. Very few or no statistical differences were observed 

between the treatment and control groups within and across 

levels. This finding tends to suggest that referential 

questions and fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises, if well 

implemented and well situated within the framework of 

instruction, would lead to similar results. However, this 

seems to contradict the findings of previous research on the 

differences between communicative and non-coitimunicative 

activities in SLA. Several studies have reported that 

communicative activities produce better results than non-

communicative ones (Jarvis, 1970, Joiner, 1977; Green, 1993), 

It is necessary that the nature of the two exercise types 

which were the focus of this study be clarified in terms of 

communicative vs. non-communicative. Referential questions 

are communicative by nature in that they require that the 

student understand the question and provide new information 

to the interaction. The fill-in-the-blanks-type exercises 

which were examined in this study are the kind of exercises 

which requires that the student provide the correct 

grammatical item in a sentence regardless of whether the 
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student understands the sentence or not. This type of 

exercise is non-communicative by nature. Fill-in-the-blanks 

exercises of the type : "At Christmas, I ... (complete)" are 

communicative by definition in that the student is supposed 

to provide new information in performing the task, but this 

type of fill-in-the-blanks was not the concern of this study. 

By definition, referential questions are communicative, and 

would be expected to produce better results as in previous 

research (Long et al., 1984; Brock, 1986). There is 

therefore room for further research on referential questions 

in L2/FL learning, and a better control of variables. This 

point is further discussed below. 

3. Results of the follow-up study with high and low achievers 

indicated that high achievers (HA) consistently and 

overwhelmingly outperformed low achievers (LA) on error-free 

T-units and nxunber of words in error-free T-units. Other 

variables examined (number of words, nvimber of T-units, 

coordination, subordination) produced mixed results. 

Researchers on the evaluation of syntactic structures argue 

that error-free syntactic structures are the best measures of 

syntactic maturity (Scott and Tucker, 1974; Larsen-Freeman 

and Strom, 1977; Vann, 1978; Gaies, 1980; Perkins, 1980). 

Therefore, if L2/FL learners have to be trained to produce 

accurate TL structures from early stages in the learning 

process (Omaggio, 1986), then educators have to focus on 
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(communicative) activities which would push learners to 

generate error-free syntactic structures. Training in and 

use of referential questions, letter writing, and composition 

- with the appropriate feedback - are a few of such 

activities. 

4. Results of this study indicate that most lexical errors 

involved spelling and the use of prepositions, whereas most 

grammatical errors involved tenses and agreement. This 

finding suggests that L2/FL educators should focus students' 

attention on activities which would enable them to make fewer 

errors in those areas. One way would be to create activities 

which could encourage students to use reference works 

(dictionaries, grammar books) when completing written tasks 

(the availability of computer software can facilitate 

students' use of such reference work), and to do additional 

extra-academic readings. Research indicates, for example, 

that there is a correlation between spelling and voluntary 

reading (Polak and Krashen, 1988). Peer editing would be 

another way of enabling students to make fewer errors. 

Research on learners indicates that learners learn from 

learners (Long and Porter, 1985; Assinder, 1991) . Results of 

the attitude questionnaire in this study also tend to support 

this finding. Student-student interaction was rated above 

average (64%) across levels as an activity favorable to FL 

learning. It is therefore necessary for FL educators to 
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encourage learners to use other learners as resources in 

writing through peer editing. 

5. Results of this study reveal that students tended to use 

the passe compose and the imparfait interchangeably. It is of 

interest, however, that the passe compose was used more 

frequently than the imparfait. This finding seems to be 

relevant to teachers and students of French as a FL. 

Although no research could be found to support this, it is 

assumed that among French LI speakers, the passe compose is 

being used more and more instead of other past tenses in 

French, including the passe simple and the passe anterieur. 

FL educators are encouraged to use activities in which 

learners could practice the use of the passe compose first 

before the imparfait. 

6. The majority of students across levels felt that 

referential questions were effective, but only half of them 

found referential questions enjoyable. This finding suggests 

that L2/FL educators should be aware of the degree of 

effectiveness and enjoyableness of activities they organize 

in their classrooms. Whenever possible, L2/FL educators are 

encouraged to create activities that are both effective and 

enjoyable. The finding also suggests that in addition to 

other criteria used in the selection of classroom activities 

(class size, class level, lesson objective, etc.), it is 
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important that L2/FL educators gauge their students' 

perception and judgement of activities which are organized in 

the classroom. In this study, subjects acknowledged that 

composition and referential questions were more beneficial 

tools of language learning than were fill-in-the-blanks-type 

exercises. 

7. This study investigated learners' ability to answer 

referential questions in writing. Learners were expected to 

go through the different steps involved in answering a 

referential question: understanding the question, retrieving 

needed information from their long-term memories, and 

formulating the answer (White and Lightbown, 1984). 

Conversely, since questions are an essential part of 

communicative interactions (Long, 1981; Long and Sato, 1983), 

it is also necessary to train learners to ask questions in 

the target language. A well-formulated question will trigger 

an appropriate response (which may be the needed 

information), and an appropriate response will sustain 

participation in the interaction by the interlocutors, thus 

providing comprehensible input to the learner. 

Comprehensible input is one of the conditions of language 

acquisition (Krashen, 1982; Krashen and Terrell, 1983). 

Asking and answering questions facilitate language 

acquisition, and should therefore be taught equally (Abbott, 

1980; White and Lightbown, 1984). 
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5.4. Limitations of the study 

The most serious limitation of this study lies in the 

control of confounding variables. First, use of intact 

classes did not permit random sampling of subjects. Second, 

conditions of administration of the pretest and posttest were 

different. The pretest was administered as a class exercise, 

whereas the posttest was administered as part of the final 

exam. As in most pedagogical research utilizing intact 

classes, the researcher was bound by a prescribed syllabus 

which stipulated the content of the course and the order in 

which it will be taught. Quizzes and exam dates were fixed 

in advance. The investigator thus had to fit data collection 

procedures within the parameters allowed by the departmental 

syllabi. In addition, the pretest/posttest format had to fit 

within the departmental model. 

The teacher variable was another confounding element for 

this research, since five teachers were involved in the study 

and the treatment may have been applied inconsistently. 

Results of the study indicated that there was great variation 

between groups within the same level. For example, in niomber 

of words (see table 4.1 and figure 4.1), students of TA 1 of 

level 102 outperformed those of TA 2. Mean gain score 

difference was found to be statistically significant in one 

case, and not significant in another. Mean gain score 
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difference between the treatment group of TA 1 of level 102 

(Tl) and the treatment group of TA 2 of level 102 (T2) was 

tested for significance using an independent group t-test. 

The difference was found not to be statistically significant 

t(29) = 1.1531, p. > .05. In contrast, mean gain score 

difference between the control group of TA 1 of level 102 

(CI) and the control group of TA 2 of level 102 {C2) was 

found to be statistically significant t(31) = 2.6880, p. < 

.05. Similarly, for the same variable, students of TA 5 of 

level 202 outperformed those of TA 4 (see ta±)le 4.1 and 

figure 4.3). Again, mean gain score difference was found to 

be statistically significant in one case, and not significant 

in another. Mean gain score difference between the treatment 

group of TA 5 of level 202 (T2) and the treatment group of TA 

4 of level 202 (Tl) was tested for significance using an 

independent group t-test. The difference was found not to be 

statistically significant t(20) = 1.2216, p. > .05. In 

contrast, mean gain score difference between the control 

group of TA 5 of level 202 (C2) and the control group of TA 4 

of level 202 (CI) was found to be statistically signficant 

t(28) = 2.8905, p. < .05. All TAs were given the same 

instructions on how to handle the homework tasks involving 

referential questions, but the investigator did not have 

control on how much and how often feedback was actually given 

to students. The investigator managed to make two visits in 

each of the treatment classes during the semester, but the 
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aim of the visits were to examine the material covered so 

that the investigator could then write subsequent 

assignments. In most cases, the day the investigator visited 

the classes was not the day the teacher provided feedback on 

previous homework assignments. Therefore, the investigator 

could not see the extent to which instructions were followed. 

Third, the treatment period lasted ten weeks only. A 

ten-week treatment period may be too short a time to show any 

results, but for this study that period was the maximum time 

that could be afforded, as data collection had to be 

completed in one semester. 

Fourth, the attitude questionnaire was administered to 

the treatment groups only because those were the subjects who 

had undergone the ten-week treatment of homework tasks 

involving referential questions. This practice limited the 

sample to 74 subjects. Had the attitude questionnaire been 

administered to the control groups as well, a better picture 

of students' perceptions and judgements could have been 

obtained. In short, the study suffers from general 

weaknesses of classroom research (see Seliger and Long, 1983; 

Allwright, 1983; Gaies, 1983; Nunan, 1990; Numes, 1992; 

Crookes, 1993). 
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5.5. Recommendation for further research 

The present study examined whether training in and use 

of referential questions had an effect on learners' 

linguistic output and accuracy in classroom context. Very 

few or no statistically significant differences were obser-ved 

between treatment and control groups. Further research 

should replicate the study, but implement stricter controls 

of potentially confounding variables: 

1. The teacher variable should be controlled. It is 

important that the teacher realizes his/her role in and 

abides by the requirements of the research. Feedback should 

be systematic and provided both orally and in writing. 

Research on feedback indicates that students who receive 

positive and systematic feedback from their instructors (and 

peers) perform better thaxi those who receive little or no 

feedback (Vigil and Oiler, 1976; Chaudron, 1977; Fanselow, 

1977; Hendrickson, 1980). 

2. Conditions of administration of instruments should be the 

same. In a pre-post-test design, both the pretest and 

posttest should be administered under the same conditions. 

For attitude questionnaires, it is necessary to include as 

many subjects as possible. This practice will increase 
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response rate, which in turn will provide a more reliable 

picture of the variable examined. Results of the attitude 

questionnaire were interesting, but could not be generalized. 

Likewise, results of the follow-up study were interesting, 

but could not be generalized due to the small number of 

subjects examined. 

3. The treatment period should be extended. L2/FL learning 

in adults is a complex process due to the number of variables 

involved (age, purpose, degree of motivation, background 

information, education, etc.). It may take time before 

results show up. The nature of the treatment may also be 

improved. In this study, treatment was administered as out-

of-class assignments. It could be interesting to compare in-

class and out-of-class treatments utilizing referential 

questions. 

4. It is also necessary to include other levels of 

instruction in the research. This practice may provide more 

insights on the differences (and similarities) among the 

different levels of instruction. In the same vein, it could 

be interesting to replicate the study with other languages. 

5. The role of homework in L2/FL should be re-examined. The 

majority of language programs give homework assignments to 

their learners, but little research has been conducted to 
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examine the effect of homework assignments on L2/FL learning. 

In addition, there should be a mechanism of control to 

examine how much time and effort students spend on their 

homework assignments. In this study, referential questions 

were administered as homework assignments, but neither the 

teacher nor the investigator had control over how much time 

and effort students expended on the task of responding to 

questions. Time-on-task (the amoiant of time a student spends 

actively engaged in learning of specific academic content 

(Worthen et al. (1994)^ p.26) was not measured in this study, 

but it has been found to be a variable in (language) 

learning. A strong positive correlation has been found 

betwen time-on-task and student achievement (Lahaderne, 1968; 

Karweit and Slavin, 1981; Worthen et al., 1994; and Van Dusen 

and Worthei^ 1995). With advances in technology, time-on-task 

can be easily measured using computers. In addition, to 

ensure that students take homework tasks seriously, perhaps a 

greater percentage of the final grade should be assigned to 

homework tasks. 

6. Finally, referential questions as operationalized in this 

study did not serve any interactive purpose. Rather, they 

served an instructional purpose, and as such, they had a 

limited value. It can be worthwhile to investigate the 

effect of referential questions on students' linguistic 
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output and accuracy in a context where referential questions 

have an actual interactive purpose. 

In conlusion, this study investigated the effect of 

training in and use of referential questions on students 

linguistic output and accuracy. Results of the quasi-

experimental study indicated that students' outcomes 

increased significantly after the training that had occurred 

during the semester in both the treatment and control groups. 

No statistically significant differences, however, were found 

between the treatment and control groups. Results of the 

follow-up study with high and low achievers indicated that 

measures of linguistic accuracy (error-free T-units and 

number of words in error-free T-units) were the best 

discriminators between high achievers and low achievers 

within groups and across levels. Results of the attitude 

questionnaire indicated that the majority of students felt 

that referential question assignments were effective tools of 

language learning. However, due to the small number of 

subjects in groups, and to the lack of strict control of 

confounding variables, the findings of this study cannot be 

generalized. Further research is needed in the area of 

referential questions. 
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APPENDIX A. HOMEWORK TASKS INVOLVING REFERENTIAL QUESTIONS. 

FRENCH 102 

GBNERAI. INSTRUCTIONS 

Use complete sentences to answer the following questions 
based on your understanding and experience. Write as much as 
you can on each question. 

Assigziment 1 
Date: 1/23/95 

CONTEXTE: Apres les vacances de Noel. 

1. Ou est-ce tu as passe les vacances de Noel? 
2. Qu'est-ce que tu faisais souvent pendant les vacances? 
3. Quel jour es-tu rentre(e) a Tucson? 
4. Decris cinq activites que tu as faites hier. 

Assignment 2 
Date: 1/26/95 

CONTEXTE: Raconter une histoire. Les vacances. 

1. En quelle annee as-tu passe les meilleures vacances de ta 
vie, et oil est-ce que tu es alle(e)? 

2. Comment etait le temps (weather), et qu'est-ce que tu 
pouvais faire? 

3. Si une autre occasion se presente, peux-tu encore aller la 
bas? 

CONTEXTE: Raconter une histoire (suite) 

4. Raconte \ine histoire que ton grand-p^re ou ta grand-mere 
te racontait quand tu etais jeune. 

5. Decris une personne dont tu gardes un bon souvenir 
d'enfance (parle de son age, de sa nationality, de sa 
profession, de ses traits physiques et de ses qualites 
morales). 

Assigunent 3 
Date: 1/30/95 

CONTEXTE: La sante 
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1. Qu'est-ce que tu fais pour te maintenir (keep yourself) en 
bonne sante? 

2. Qu'est-ce que tu fais pour ne pas augmenter de poids 
(weight)? 

3. Decris quelques routines que tu fais chaque jour. 
4. Quels sont les sports que tu pratiques? As-tu un sport 

favori pour chaque saison? 

Asslgxuaent 4 
Date: 2/2/95 

CONTEXTE: La sant^ (suite) 

1. Quand est-ce que tu etais malade pour la demi^re fois? 
De quoi souffrais-tu? 

2. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait k cette occasion? 
3. La maladie a dur^ combien de temps? 
4. Quels sont les conseils que ton medecin (ou tes parents, 

ou tes amis) t'a donnes k cette occasion? 
5. Decris cinq routines que tu as faites hier. 

Assignment 5 
Date: 2/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Donner son avis sur les sports 

1. A ton avis, quels sont les sports les plus populaires ici 
aux Etats-Unis? 

2. A ton avis, pourquoi ces sports sont-ils populaires? 
3. Et toi, quel est ton sport favori? 
4. Qu'est-ce que tu penses de I'^quipe de basketball de 

I'universite d'Arizona? 
5. Qu'est-ce que tu penses de I'^quipe de football americain 

de I'universite d'Arizona? 

Assignaient 6 
Date: 2/9/95 

CONTEXTE: Donner son avis sur les programmes de television 
1. Quels sont les programmes de television que tu regardes 

souvent? 
2. Pourquoi pref6res-tu ces programmes? 
3. Quels sont les programmes que tu detestes? 
4. Pourquoi les detestes-tu? 

Assignment 7 
Date: 2/13/95 

CONTEXTE: Donner son avis sur les programmes de television 
(suite) 
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"Sally, Montel, Oprah, Donahue, etc" sont des Missions tres 
populaires k la television americaine. 

1. Quels sont les sujets qui sont souvent traites dans ces 
emissions? 

2. A ton avis, quel est I'objectif de ses emissions? 
3. Lequel de ces maltres de cer^onies t'interesse le plus? 

Pourquoi? 
4. Si on doit supprimer deux de ces Knissions, lesquelles 

peux-tu supprimer? Pourquoi? 

Asslgxuaent 8 
Date: 2/16/95 

CONTEXTE: Raconter un ^venement du passe. La fete de St-
Valentin a eu lieu le 14 fevrier. C'est la fete des 
amoureux. 

1. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait le jour de St-Valentin? 
2. Qu'est-ce que tu as achete pour ta petite amie (ou ton 

petit ami)? 
3. Quels cadeatix est-ce que tu as achetes pour d'autres 

personnes? 
4. Qui sont ces personnes? 
5. A ton avis, pourquoi la fete de St-Valentin est-elle 

importante? 

Asslgzunent 9 
Date: 2/20/95 

CONTEXTE: Exorimer ses aoQts. Decris tes gouts et couleurs 
des vetements. 

1. Quels sont tes vetements favoris? (jupes, robes, culottes, 
blouses, pantalons, chemises, T-shirt..) 

2. Pourquoi les preferes-tu? 
3. Quelles sont tes couleurs favorites? 
4. Pourquoi les pr^f^res-tu? 

Assignment 10 
Date: 2/23/95 

CONTEXTE: Exprimer ses gouts en cuisine et faire des 
recommandations. Toi et ton ami(e), vous discutez les 
cuisines de vos goClts (par exemple: la cuisine americaine, 
mexicaine, italienne, chinoise...); et tu veux recommander 
ton goQ.t a ton ami(e) . 
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1. Quelle est ta cuisine prefer^e? 
2. Pourquoi pref^res-tu cette cuisine? 
3. Ou est-ce que tu vas souvent prendre cette cuisine? 
4. Combien de fois par semaine prends-tu cette cuisine? 
5. Comment vas-tu la recommander a ton ami(e)? 

Assignment 11 
Date: 2/27/95 

CONTEXTS: La famille. Parle de ta famille. 

1. Combien de fr^res et de soeurs as-tu? 
2. Qu'est-ce qu'ils font? 
3. Ou habitent-ils? 
4. Combien d'oncles et de tantes as-tu? 
5. Combien de cousins et de cousines as-tu? 
6. Ou habitent tes parents? 
7. Si tes grands-parents sont encore en vie, ou habitent-ils? 

Assignment: 12 
Date: 3/2/95 

CONTEXTS: Recevoir et offrir des cadeaux. 

Dans beaucoup de societ^s, il y a des occasions oCi les 
invites apportent des cadeaux a leurs h6tes. Les cadeaux 
varient salon le type d'invitation: mariage, diner, 
anniversaire Noel, Thanksgiving 

1. Quels cadeaux as-tu regus dans ta vie? 
2. Pour quelles occasions as-tu regus ces cadeaux? 
3. Quels cadeaux as-tu offerts? 
4. A qui les as-tu offerts? 
5. Pour quelles occasions as-tu offert ces cadeaux? 

Assignment 13 
Date: 3/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Presenter les excuses. Tu dois avoir offense (you 
must have offended) quelqu'un dans ta famille (parent, 
ami(e), meinbre de famille, professeur. . .) . Apres ga, tu as 
regrette ce que tu as fait et tu as present^ tes excuses. 

1. Qui est-ce que tu as offense? 
2. A quelle occasion? 
3. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait? 
4. Pourquoi as-tu regrette ce que tu as fait? 
5. Comment as-tu presente tes excuses? 



260 

Assigzuaent 14 
Date; 3/9/95 

CONTEXTE: Les faux pas et les excuses (suite). Tu etais 
invite(e) par les parents de ta copine fairl-friend) ou de 
ton copain (boy-friend). Tu as fait quelques faux pas ce 
jour la. Apr^s ga, tu as regrett^ ce que tu as fait, et tu 
as presente tes excuses. 

1. Quels faux pas as-tu faits ce jour 1^? 
2. A ton avis, qui 6tait le plus offense? 
3. A qui as-tu presente tes excuses? 
4. Comment as-tu presente tes excuses? 
5. Est-ce que tes excuses etaient acceptees? Comment le 

sais-tu? 

Asslgmient 15 
Date: 3/20/95 

CONTEXTE: Ton habitation. En general, les etudiants louent 
des appartements ou des studios. Parfois, ils louent des 
maisons k deux ou trois. 

1. Ou habites-tu? 
2. A combien revient ton loyer? 
3. Quels sont les avantages de ton appartement (ou de ta 

maison)? 
4. Quels sont les inconvenients de ton appartement (ou de ta 

maison)? 
5. Est-ce que tu comptes garder le meme appartement le 

semestre prochain? Pourquoi? 

Assignment 16 
Date; 3/23/95 

CONTEXTE: Faire des suggestions. Ton ami a un propl^me tres 
complique. II (elle) te demade de 1'aider a le resoudre. 
Fais-lui quelques suggestions. Les questions de ton ami et 
tes suggestions doivent former une conversation logique. 

1. Le proprietaire a augmente le loyer. Mon appartement 
devient trop cher pour moi. Que faut-il que je fasse? 

2. Les appartements moins chers se trouvent loin de 
I'universite. Qu'est-ce que tu me sugg^res? 

3. Je n'ai pas de voiture pour aller k 1'xiniversite chaque 
matin. Qu'est-ce que tu me proposes? 

4. II me reste seulement un semestre a passer ici a Tucson. 
Qu'est-ce que tu me recommandes? 
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Asslgzunent 17 
Date: 3/27/95 

CONTEXTE: Faire une reclamation. Tu as achete un article 
dans \in magasin, mais 1'article ne te donne pas satisfaction. 
Tu vas faire une reclamation aupr^s du responsable du service 
apr^s vente. Reponds aux questions qu'il (elle) te pose. 

1. Quel article as-achete? 
2. Quelle reclamation as-tu k faire? 
3. Qu'est-ce qui ne marche pas avec 1'article? 
4. Qu'est-ce que tu veux qu'on fasse? 
5. Qu'est-ce que tu preferes? 

Assignment 18 
Date: 3/30/95 

CONTEXTE: Les souhaits. Tes voisins ont beaucoup de 
mauvaises habitudes. Tu t'es plaint chez un policier. 
Reponds maintenant aux questions du policier. 

1. Decris certaines mauvaises habitudes de tes voisins. 
2. Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pour qu'ils changent leurs 

habitudes? 
3. Qu'est-ce que tu crois qu'il faut faire pour resoudre ce 

probl^e? 
4. Qu'est-ce que tu souhaites? 

Assignment 19 
Date: 4/3/95 

CONTEXTE: L'assurance. II y a plusieurs types d'assurance 
(voir votre livre, p.446) 

1. Combien d'assurance as-tu? 
2. Combien te coflte chaque assurance ? 
3. Quels sont les avantages d'une assurance? 
4. Ici aiix Etats-xinis, quand quelqu'un tombe malade et n'a 

pas d'assurance, qu'est-ce qu'il (elle) fait? 

Assignment 20 
Date: 4/6/95 

CONTEXTE: L'assurance. Exprimer 1'inquietude. Le systeme 
medical frangais est different du systeme medical americain, 
surtout en ce qui concerne 1'assurance maternite et les 
allocations familiales (voir votre livre, p.446). 
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1. Crois-tu que I'assurance maternite est vine bonne chose? 
Pourquoi? 

2. Qu'est-ce que tu peux craindre si on introduit I'assurance 
maternite ici aux Etats-Unis? 

3. Crois-tu que les allocations familiales sont une bonne 
chose? Pourquoi? 

4. Qu'est-ce que tu peux craindre si on introduit les 
allocations familiales ici aux Etats-Unis? 

Franch 201 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONg 

Use complete sentences to answer the following questions 
based on your understanding and experience. Write as much as 
you can on each question. 

Assignment 1 
Date: 1/23/95 

CONTEXTE: Parler de ce ou' on aime ou de ce cm' on n' aime pas . 

1. Quel est votre musicien favori; et pourquoi aimez-vous sa 
musique? 

2. Quel est votre sport favori, et pourquoi 1'aimez-vous? 

CONTEXTE: Decrire une personne ou une activite 

3. Decrivez votre professeur de Frangais k vos parents 
(donner sa taille, sa race, sa nationalite, la couleur 
de ses cheveux et de ses yeux). 

4. Decrivez deux activites que vous faisiez dans le passe; 
mais que vous ne faites plus. . Dites pourquoi? 

Assignment 2 
Date: 1/26/95 

CONTEXTE: Decrire ce ou'on aime ou ce ou'on n'aime pas 
(suite) 

1. Decrivez une activite que vous n'avez jamais faite; une 
que vous ne faites plus, et une que vous venez 
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seulement de commencer a fairs (utilisez ne ... 
jamais; ne . . . plus; ne ... caie dans vos phrases) 

2. Parlez de trois choses que vous aimez (ou que vous n'aimez 
pas) de la musique de Michael Jackson. 

3 . Quel est votre meilleur cin^a ici ci Tucson, et pourquoi 
1'aimez vous? 

4. Quel genre de film aimez-vous et pourquoi? 
5. Quel genre de film detestez-vous et pourquoi? 

Assigxuaent 3 
Date: 1/30/95 

CONTEXTE: Parlez de quelque chose d'int^ressant que vous avez 
lu derni^rement (un article dans un journal, un roman 
(novel) , une aventure) ou d'une Mission de television que 
vous avez suivie. 

1. De quoi s'agissait-il? 
2. Oti se passe la scene? 
3. Qui sont les personnages et que font-ils? 
4. Pourquoi avez-vous trouve I'histoire (ou I'&nission) 

interessante? 
5. Pourquoi pouvez-vous recommander 1'article (ou le roman, 
ou 1'Emission) ̂  quelqu'un d'autre? 

Assigziment 4 
Date:2/2/95 

CONTEXTE: Parler de ce qu' on aime lire (suite) 

1. Qu'est-ce que vous aimez lire dans 1" "Arizona Daily 
Wildcat" 
2. Pourquoi aimez-vous ga.? 
3. Quels sont les autres journaux et magazines que vous lisez 

souvent? 
4. Pourquoi les preferez-vous? 
5. Quels types d'articles vous interessent le plus? Expliquez 

pourquoi. 

Assignment 5 
Date:2/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Raconter les evenements du passe 

A. Votre dernier anniversaire de naissance 
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1. Ou est-ce que vous etiez lors de votre dernier 
anniversaire? 

2. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait a cette occasion? 

B. VPS derni^res vacances 

3. Ou est-ce que vous avez passe vos dernieres vacances? 
4. Avec qui etiez-vous, et qu'est-ce que vous avez fait? 
5. Combien de temps avez-vous passe has? 

Assignment 6 
Date: 2/9/95 

CONTEXTE: Raconter une histoire au passe; et donner son avis 

"Happy Hour" est une tradition courante dans les universites 
americaines. Les etudiajats se rencontrent (souvent dans un 
bar) le vendredi soir pour se detendre. II y a ̂  boire et a 
manger. 

1. Quand est-ce que vous avez pris part a im "Happy Hour" la 
derniere fois? 

2. Qui etaient les autres membres du groupes? 
3. De quoi avez-vous parle ce jour la? 
4. Quelles boissons avez-vous consommees? 
5. Qu'est-ce que vous pensez du "Happy Hour"? 

Assignment 7 
Date:2/13/95 

CONTEXTE: Parler de ses souvenirs 

On oublie beaucoup de choses de I'enfance, mais beaucoup 
d'autres restent longtemps dans la m^oire comme souvenirs. 

1. Queles sent les choses ou les activites dont vous vous 
souvenez le plus dans votre vie? 

2. Decrivez un evenemnt de votre enfaixce qui est reste un bon 
souvenir pour vous. 

3. A votre avis, pourquoi cet ^venement est-il reste si 
longtemps dans votre m^oire? 

Assignment 8 
Date; 1/16/95 

CONTEXTE: Demander et donner davantaae des renseianements 
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Souvenez-vous d'une situation dans laquelle vous devriez 
repondre k beaucoup de questions (la police, les parents, le 
directeur de 1'ecole ...) 

1. Quelle etait la situation? 
2. Qui est-ce qui vous posait des questions? 
3. Quelle est votre opinion de ces questions? 
4. Avec qui est-ce que vous etiez? 
5. Comment est-ce que ga s'est termine? 

Assignment 9 
Date: 2/20/95 

CONTEXTE: Exprimer la surprise 

Racontez une surprise que vous avez faite a quelqu'un ou 
qu'on vous a faite (par exemple, avez-vous un jour surpris 
vos parents le jour de leur cinniversaire? 

1. Quelle etait la suirprise? 
2. Pourquoi 1'avez-vous organis^e 
3. Comment 1'avez-vous organisee? 
4. Quelle etait la reaction de la personne? 

Assignment: 10 
Date: 2/23/95 

CONTEXTE: Le racisme et la discrimination 

Voici deux mots qui sont tres utilises dans certains pays, 
notamment les Etats-Unis. Souvent ces mots sont utilises 
pour justifier une injustice. 

1. Quel est le cas de discrimination le plus grave que vous 
ayez connu dans votre vie? 

2. Qu'est-ce que vous avez senti a ce moment la? 
3. Quelles sont les couches sociales qui souffrent le plus de 

la discrimination dans votre pays? Pourquoi? 
4. A votre avis, qu'est-ce qu'on peut faire pour combattre la 

discrimination? 

Assignment 11 
Date: 2/27/95 

CONTEXTE: LES PREJUGES ET LES STEREOTYPES 
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Chaque societe formule des stereotypes et prejuges 
contre les societes voisines, par exemple entre Anglais, 
Francpais, et Beiges (voire texte pp 97-98) ou contre 
certaines couches dans la mdme societe. (par exemple entre 
Noirs, Blancs, "Hispaniques", et Asiatiques ici aux USA) 

1. Les Americains ont-ils des prejuges contre les personnes 
d'autres pays? Donnez des exemples. 

2. Connaissez-vous des prejuges des autres nations contre les 
Americains? Donnez des exemples. 

3. Donnez des exemples des prejuges ou des stereotypes dans 
la societe americaine. Par exemple: 

a) Blancs contre Noirs 
b) Noirs contre Blancs 
c) Blancs contre les "Hispaniques" 
d) Blancs contre les Asiatiques 

Assignment 12 
Date:3/2/95 

CONTEXTE: "Le seoaratiste" 

Les Etats-Unis sont formes de 50 etats. Au d^but, c'etait 
des etats autonomes; ensuite, ils se sont unis et ont forme 
les Etats-Unis. 

1. De quel etat etes-vous originaire? 
2. Dans quel{s) etat(s) avez-vous passe la plus grande partie 

de votre vie? 
3. Si votre etat menace de devenir independant, allez-vous 

voter pour ou contre? Expliquez. 
4. A votre avis, quels sont les avantages de 1'union des 

etats? 
5. A votre avis, quels sont les desavantages de I'xanion des 

etats? 

Assignment 13 
Date: 3/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Le conformisme et 1'individualisme 

Les vetements et la mode. 

1. Quels sont vos vitements favoris (jupes, robes, pantalons, 
blouses, chemises, T-shirt ...) 

2. Pourquoi les preferez-vous? 
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3. Quels sont les vetements k la mode pour les jeunes 
d'auj ourd'hui ? 

4. Croyez-vous que vous §tes conformiste ou non-conformiste 
dans votre habillement? 

Assignment 14 
Date: 3/9/95 

CONTEXTS: Revolution/Chanaement politique 

"WELFARE" est le nom donne k I'aide sociale que le 
gouvemement Americain donne k ses citoyens et citoyennes qui 
n'ont pas d'emploi. Le nouveau Congr^s Americain, en 
majority Republicain, menace de supprimer le syst^e. 

1. Croyez-vous que le "Welfare" est tine bonne chose? 
Pourquoi? 

2. A votre avis, qui doit recevoir le "welfare", et qui ne 
doit pas? 

3. Etes-vous d'accord que le "Welfare" augmente le 
pourcentage des grossesses des mineures (teenager 
pregnancies)? 

4. A votre avis, si on supprime le "Welfare", qu'est-ce qui 
va se passer dans la soci^te am^ricaine? 

Assigxunent 15 
Date: 3/20/95 

CONTEXTS: Les faits historicaies 

Tous les quatre ans, il y a des Elections presidentielles aux 
Etats-Unis. 

1. Combien de Presidents Americains avez-vous connus dans 
votre vie? Qui sont-ils? 

2. Quand ont-ils gagn6 les elections? Contre qui? 
3. S'ils sont encore en vie, ou vivent-ils (dans quel pays, 

etat) ? 
4. Quand ont eu lieu les demieres elections presidentielles? 
5. Qui etait candidat? 

Assignment 16 
Date: 3/23/95 
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CONTEXTE: L'histoire de vos ancgtres 

Les Etats-Unis sont formes aujourd'hui de plusieurs couches 
sociales dont les ancetres sont venus des terres lointaines. 
Vos parents vous parlent souvent de vos origines - terre de 
vos ancetres, arrivee aux Etats-Unis, les premieres annees. 
Racontez h. votre ami I'histoire de vos ancetres. 

1. D'oCi sont venus vos ancetres? 
2. Pourquoi ont-ils quitte leurs terres? 
3. Quand sont-ils arrives aux Etats-Unis? 
4. Comment etaient les premieres annees? 

Asslgrxunent 17 
Date: 3/27/95 

CONTEXTE: Decrire le caract^re et le temraerament 

A la page 147 de votre livre, il y a une liste d'adjectifs 
utilises pour decrire le caract^re et le temperament. 

1. Quels sont les dexix ou trois adjectifs qui vous decrivent 
le mieux? 
2. Comment ces traits sont-ils evidents dans vos activites 

quotidiennes? 
3. Avec quel type de personne aimeriez-vous vivre? 
4. Pourquoi aimeriez-vous ce type de caractdre? 

Assigziment 18 
Date: 3/30/95 

CONTEXTE: Les oualites et les defauts 

Chaque personne a ses qualites et ses defauts. Parfois on 
souhaiterait avoir telle ou telle qualite et eliminer tel ou 
tel defaut. 

1. Decrivez votre principale qualite? 
2. Quelle autre qualite aimeriez-vous avoir? Pourquoi? 
3. Decrivez votre principal defaut? 
4. Qu'est-ce vous faites pour eliminer ce defaut? 
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Asfligzment 19 
Date: 4/3/95 

CONTEXTE: L'assurance 

II y a plusieurs types d'assurances. (Voire votre livre, 
p.446) 

1. Combien d'assurances as-tu? 
2. Combieri te coClte chaque assurance? 
3. Quels sont les avantages d'une assurance? 
4. Ici aux Etats-Unis, quand quelqu'un tombe malade et n'a 

pas d'assurance, qu'est-ce que il(elle) fait? 

Assignment 20 
Date: 4/6/95. 

CONTEXTE: L'employefe) modele 

Vous travaillez (ou vous avez travaill^) quelque part, et il 
vous arrive (ou il vous est arrive) d'analyser les caracteres 
de vos collogues de service. 

1. Ou travaillez-vous? 
2. Combien d'employ^(e)s y a-t-il dans votre service? 
3. A votre avis, qui considerez-vous un(e) employe(e) modele? 
4. Decrivez son caract^re 
5. Pourquoi son caract^re vous impressionne-t-il? 
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French 202 

GENERAL IMSTRUCTIOWS 

Use complete sentences to answer the following questions 
based on your knowledge, understanding, and experience. 
Write as much as you can on each question. 

AssigxuMnt 1 
Date: 1/23/95 

CONTEXTS r D^crire les ob-iets. 

1. Decrivez vos deux objets favoris, et dites pourquoi vous 
les adorez? 

2. Si votre copain ou votre copine casse votre magnetoscope 
ou votre ordinateur dans la colere, comment pouvez-vous 
reagir? Justifiez votre reaction. 

3. Rappelez-vous de I'un de vos derniers voyages. Quels sont 
les objets que vous avez achetes (ou auriez pu acheter) 
et quels sont les objets que vous ne pourriez pas 
acheter. Justifiez votre reponse. 

4. Decrivez votre voiture (ou celle d'un ami/ d'une amie) en 
vous referant k sa couleur, k sa forme, a sa dimension, 
et au materiel de fabrication. 

5. Decrivez les differentes pieces de votre appartement en 
vous referant a leur couleur, a leur dimension, a leur 
forme, au materiel de construction. 

Asslgzment 2 
Date: 1/26/95 

CONTEXTE: Les possessions et leurs prix 

1. Decrivez la marque et la forme de deiix de vos biens 
favoris? 

2. Quel est le meilleur cadeau que vous avez regu a Noel, et 
pourquoi I'aimez-vous? 

3. Combien ont codte les livres de vos cours pour ce 
semestre? Quel est le livre le plus cher? Lequel est 
le moins cher? 
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4. Combien coQte votre appartement (ou votre maison), et 
coimnent vous payez votre loyer? 

5. A votre avis, est-ce que Tucson est une ville chere ou 
moins chere? Expliquez. 

Assigmnant 3 
Date: 1/30/95 

CONTEXTE; pour 1 et 2: Comparez votre mode de vie cl celui de 
vos grands-parents. 

1.Quelles differences pouvez-vous remarquer en ce qui 
concerne les possessions? 

2. Quelles differences pouvez-vous remarquer en ce qui 
concerne le confort? 

CONTEXTE: pour 3, 4, et 5: Les possessions/ les achats 

3. Decrivez un objet que vous avez achete k base d'une 
publicite (a la radio, ^ la t^le, dans un journal...). 
Est-ce que 1'article vous donne satisfaction? 

4. Vous voulez acheter quelque chose, par exemple, une 
nouvelle chaine stereo. Sur quels criteres allez-vous 
baser votre choix? 

5. Decrivez trois inventions du 20e siecle qui vous ont le 
plus ^erveill6(e) , et dites pourquoi. 

Asslgxunent 4 
Date: 2/2/95 

CONTEXTE: Exprimer son opinion. Le temps libre 

1. Avez-vous jamais fait du camping? Oii etes-vous alle(e)? 

2. Qu'est-ce que vous avez (ou n'avez pas) aime de 
1'experience? 

3. Si vous deviez choisir entre la ville et la campagne, ou 
prefereriez-vous passer vos vacances? Expliquez 
pourquoi? 
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4. Si vous deviez choisir entre le telephone et la 
television, qu'est-ce vous prendriez? Expliquez 
pourquoi. 

Asslsxment 5 
Date: 2/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Donner son opinion sur les inventions. 

MEMOMATE est une nouvelle technologie qui vient d'etre lancee 
sur le march6 ici aux Etats-unis (Voir publicite k la tele) . 
C'est une machine qui enregistre {records) vos memos et qui 
vous les rappelle {remind) quand vous poussez un bouton. . 

1. Qu'est-ce que vous pensez du "memomate"? 

2. A votre avis, pourquoi cet appareil est-il (ou n'est-il 
pas) necessaire? 

3. A votre avis, entre le memomate et 1'agenda sur papier, 
lequel est-ce que vous preferez et pourquoi? 

Assignment 6 
Date: 2/9/95 

CONTEXTE: Les frais d'etudes (TUITION). 

Ici a\ix Etats-Unis, les frais d'etudes varient selon les 
^tats, et selon les universites. M§me dans la meme 
universite, les etudiants americains paient des frais 
differents pour les memes etudes (in-state vs out-of-state 
tuition). 

1. Justifiez pourquoi deux etudiants americains paient des 
frais differents pour les memes etudes dans la meme 
universite. 

2. Trouvez-vous cette situation normale? Expliquez. 

3. Si vous trouvez que c'est \in probleme, a votre avis, 
qu'est-ce qu'il faut faire pour le resoudre? 
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Asslgfximent 7 
Date: 2/13/95 

CONTEXTE: La surpoDulation (overpopulation) 

Les experts en d^ographie pensent que la terre est 
surpeupl^e, et que si I'on ne fait pas attention, dans 
quelques ann^es, il n'y aura plus assez de ressources pour 
tout le monde, surtout dans les pays en voie de 
developpement. 

1. A. votre avis, pourquoi les experts pensent-ils que la 
terre est surpeupl^e? 

2. Croyez-vous que les Etats-Unis soient surpeuples? 
Expliquez. 

3. A votre avis, qu'est-ce qu'il faut faire pour arreter la 
surpopulation? 

4. Quelqu'un a propose de steriliser toutes les femmes. 
Est-ce une solution valable? Expliquez. 

5. A votre avis, comment peut-on aider les pays en voie de 
developpement? 

Assignment 8 
Date: 2/16/95 

CONTEXTE: L'emploi: II faut travailler pour vivre. Vous 
n'avez plus d'argent, et il y a seulement deux emplois 
disponibles: "travailler chez McDonald" et "vendre des 
voitures d'occasion". Ou alors, vous restez au chomage. 

1. De ces trois possibilites, laquelle choisiriez-vous? 
2. Pourquoi la prefereriez-vous? 
3. A votre avis, quels sont les avantages de travailler chez 

McDonald? 
4. A votre avis, quels sont les desavantages de travailler 

chez McDonald? 

Assignment 9 
Date: 2/20/95 
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CONTEXTS: Parler de son emploi (suite). Vous avez 
certainement travaille quelque part dans votre vie (ou peut-
§tre vous travaillez k present). 

1. Pourquoi avez-vous cherche ce travail? 
2. Quel aspect de votre travail vous plait? 
3. Quel aspect de votre travail ne vous plait pas? 
4. A votre avis, pouvez-vous recommander votre travail a xin 

autre etudiant? Expliquez. 

Asslgament 10 
Date: 2/23/95 

CONTEXTE: L'Education et le travail 

Dans beaucoup de pays, le travail depend de la specialite du 
candidat. II y a des emplois qui n'exigent pas de 
specialites. Parfois, le travail qu'on obtient n'a pas de 
rapport avec la speciality qu'on a choisie a I'universite. 

1. En quoi vous specialisez-vous ici k I'universite 
d'Arizona? 

2. Quelles sont vos chances d'avoir un bon travail avec votre 
specialite? 

3. Connaissez-vous des emplois ou toutes les specialites sont 
les bienvenues? Donnez des exemples. 

4. Si on vous propose un emploi qui n'est pas de votre 
specialite, que pouvez-vous faire? Pourquoi? 

Assigfxuaent 11 
Date: 2/27/95 

CONTEXTE: LES ETUDES. Les etudes a I'universite sont une 
periode de la vie avec des hauts et des bas. Generalement, 
on est jeune,' energique, et celibataire. On a beaucoup de 
liberte. D'autre part, il y a trop d'emb§tements: des 
devoirs et des examens tous le temps. 

1. Pourquoi avez-vous choisi I'universite d'Arizona? 
2. Quand comptez-vous terminer vos etudes? 
3. Qu'est-ce que vous aimez le plus de votre vie 

d'etudiant(e)? 
4. Qu'est-ce qui vous embete le plus dans votre vie 

d'etudiant(e)? 
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ABsignment 12 
Date: 3/2/95 

CONTEXTS: Faire des hypotheses. Que feriez-vous? 

Supposez que vous soyez marie(e), et qu'apr^s six mois de 
mariage, vous decouvriez que votre conjoint(e) est sterile. 

1. Pourriez-vous consid^rer 1'adoption? Pourquoi? Pourquoi 
pas? 

2. Pourrie'z-vous considerer le divorce? Pourquoi? Pourquoi 
pas? 

3. Pourriez-vous choisir de rester maries? Pourquoi? Pourquoi 
pas? 

4. Pourriez-vous envisager une autre solution? Laquelle? 

Assignment 13 
Date: 3/6/95 

CONTEXTE: Faire des hypotheses (suite). Que feriez-vous? 
Vous discutez avec vos ami(e)s au sujet des ambitions, 
des carri^res, des emplois, de I'avenir. 

1. Imaginez que vous etes President de I'Universite 
d'Arizona, que pourriez-vous ameliorer? 

2. Imaginez que vous §tes ^lu(e) Congressman/Congresswoman de 
votre district, quelle loi pourriez-vous changer? 

3. Imaginez que vous gagnez la loterie, que feriez-vous avec 
votre argent? 

4. Imaginez que vous avez ̂  choisir entre un emploi a New-
York pour $60,000 par an et un autre a Tucson pour 
$45,000, lequel prendriez-vous? Pourquoi? 

Assignment 14 
Date: 3/9/95 

CONTEXTE: Faire des hypotheses. Supposez que... Le Congres 
Americain, en majorite Republicain, menace de supprimer 
beaucoup de programmes sociaux notamment I'aide sociale 
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(Welfare) , le dejeuner a I'ecole (school liinch) , 
1'enseignement bilingue (bilingual education)... 

1. Si le "Welfare" dtait supprime, que se passerait-il dans 
la socidte americaine? 

2. Supposez que le dejeuner k I'ecole soit supprime, que se 
passerait-il dans les ecoles? 

3. Imaginez que 1'enseignement bilingue est supprime, quelles 
seraient les consequences d'une telle decision? 

4. Supposez que le Congr^s Americain, en majorite 
Republicain, vote pour toutes ces lois, que se 
passerait-il lors des prochaines elections? 

Assigziment 15 
Date: 3/20/95 

CONTEXTS: L'avenir en face. 

D'ici peu c'est la fin du semestre. Chacun de vous a ses 
soucis. Certains vont terminer leurs etudes. D'autres vent 
peut-§tre changer d'universite.... 

1. Quelle sera votre premier soucis a la fin du semestre? 

2. Quand vous aurez termine les etudes, quelle sera votre 
premier soucis? 

3. Supposez que vous trouviez xin emploi interessant, quelle 
sera votre prochain soucis? 

4. D'apr^s vous, qu'est-ce qui va (ou peut) beaucoup 
influencer votre vie apr^s les Etudes? 

Asslgximent 16 
Date: 3/23/95 

CONTEXTE: La Belle et la Bete 

Le texte se termine par une legon de morale: "L'amour peut 
faire qu'un homme devienne bete. L'amour peut faire qu'un 
homme laid devienne beau." On dit aussi: "L'amour est 
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APPENDIX B. PRETEST/POSTTEST 

FRENCH 102 Section: Name; 
Date: 

PART I 

A. Complete the following text with the correct PRESENT 
forms of^AVOlR or ETRE and appropriate descriptive 
ADJECTIVES. (28 points) 

Je (j') beaucoup d'amis. Ma camarade de chambre 
s'appelle Karine. Elle tres . Elle 
les cheveux et les yeux . Elle 

ans. Elle travaille dans . Elle n' pas 
comme moi. Elle adore les animaux. Elle 

un chien qui s'appelle Chris. II tr^s . 

B. Complete each of the following items with the correct 
form of the partitive or definite article ( de, de la, de 1', 
des, le, la, 1', les). 
(16 points) 

1. J'aime beaucoup limonade. 

2. Tu veux fromage? 

3. Il y a oignons dans la salade. 

4. Mes parents aiment vin rouge. 

5. Martin aime bi^re allemande. 

6. J'ai lait dans le frigo. 

7. Elles veulent the glace. 

8. Je prefere pommes de terre. 
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C. Complete the following items with ADVERBIAL FORMS of 
the adjective in parentheses (10 points). 

1. Mireille travaille pendant la journee. 
(constant) 

2. Mireille travaille le soir et le week-end. 
(regulier) 

3. Yves sait faire de la publicite. 
(intuitif) 

4. Yves voyage . (frequent) 

5. Mireille parle au telephone, (calme) 

6. Yves parle a ses parents, (poli) 

D. Complete each sentence with the appropriate form of 
VOIR, FAIRE, LIRE, PRENDRE, or AVOIR in the PASSE COMPOSE (14 
points). 

1. Nous un article sur le cin^a francais. 
Nous 1'autobus pour aller au cinema. Nous 

un film de Truffaut. 

2. Moi, j' un roman. J" 
beaucoup de travail. J' une bonne emission a 
la tele, 

3. Hel^ne son velo pour aller au centre 
commercial. 
Elle un petit accident, rien de serieiix, 
heureusement. 

E. Complete each sentence with the form of the IMPARFAIT 
of the verb in parentheses (18 points), 

1. Nous (aller) k I'ecole en metro ou a 
mobylette, 

2, Parfois, on (aller) en clas'se k pied, 

3, On (etudier) beaucoup, 

4. Nous (nager) a la piscine du club. 
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5. Le week-end, nous (ne pas etudier) . 

6. Nous (faire) un pique-nique. 

7. Nous (visiter) les musees. 

8. Les autres enfants (quitter) la ville, 
et ils (choisir) d'aller ^ la campagne. 

PART II. Use complete sentences to answer the following 
questions based on your UNDERSTANDING and EXPERIENCE. Write 
as much as you can on each question (5 points each) . 

1. Qu'est-ce-que tu as fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 
2. Qu'est-ce-que tu veux §tre dans la vie? Pourquoi? 
3. Quel est ton sport favori? Pourquoi? 
4. D^cris trois grandes activit^s que tu faisais avec tes 

parents quand tu 6tais jeune. 
5. Quand tu vas manger au restaurant, qu'est-ce que tu 

commandes souvent? 
6.S'il te plait, peux-tu m'indiquer comment aller a TUCSON 

MALL h partir de I'universite d'Arizona? 

French 201/202 Section: Name: 
Date: 

PART I 

A. Complete the following story with the correct form 
and tense (PASSE COMPOSE or IHPARFAIT) of each verb in 
parentheses 
(24 points) . 

Un jour, il y . (avoir) iine petite fille qui 
(passer) par la foret. Elle (vouloir) apporter une 
corbeille de nourriture k sa grand-mere. Quand elle 
(arriver) chez sa grand-mere, celle-ci (attendre) 
dej^ dans son lit. Alors la petite fille (aller) 
pr^s du lit et (donner) la corbeille k sa grand-
m^re. Mais quand la fille (entendre) la voix 
basse de sa grand-m^re, elle (comprendre) que C 

(etre) un loup. Trop tard! Le loup deguise 
(manger) la petite fille et il (partir) 

rapidement. 
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B. Rewrite each sentence below using the appropriate 
pronoxus to replace the underlined words or phrases (18 
points). 

1. Je dois expliquer k 1'employe comment j'ai perdu mon 
billet. 

2 .  J'attendais mes enfants devant le guichet. 

3. Je devais aller au cmichet pour annuler les reservations. 

4. Je devais montrer ce billet a I'hotesse de I'air. 

5. J'ai demande a ma fille de garder les bagages, et je suis 
allee parler de ca a I'hotesse de I'air. 

C. Combine each pair of sentences using the appropriate 
relative pronoun or prepositional phrase: QUI, QUE, AVEC QUI, 
CHEZ QUI, POUR QUI, DONT (12 points) 

1. Voici la jeune fille. J'ai offert un beau bouquet de 
fleurs k elle. 

2. Je te pr^sente Maurice, Je t'ai parle de Maurice 
hier. 

3. Voici M. Dupont. Je travaille pour M. Dupont en ete. 

4. Mich^le va apporter un dessert. Je vais avec Michele a 
la soiree. 

5. Connaissez-vous ma copine? Ma copine vient d' 
Italie? 



283 

6. Voici Marcel. Je connais Marcel depuis dix ans. 

D. Write complete sentences comparing Mireille and 
Annie. use the following key: + more; - less; « the same. 
Make any other possible changes (15 points). 

1. Mireille/ §tre / + / fort en langues/ Annie. 

2. Elle/ avoir / = / patience/ Annie. 

3. Elle/ travailler / + / diligent/ Annie. 

4. Elle/ §tre / - / nerveux au telephone/ Annie. 

5. Elle/ ^tre/ + / bon/ candidate/ Annie. 

E. You are discussing apartments with a rental agent. 
Complete each sentence with the correct form (SUBJONCTIF ou 
IMDICATIF) of the verb in brackets (10 points) . 

1. J'aimerais que vous nous (aider) a trouver 
un appartement. 

2. D'accord, mais il est essentiel que vous — 
(discuter) les conditions avec votre ami. 

3. Je suis silr qu'il (vouloir) la meme chose 
que moi. 

4. Quand bien meme, il est important que vous lui 
(telephoner) immediatement. 

5. De ma part, il faut que je (prendre) votre 
numero de telephone. 
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PART II 

Use complete sentences to answer the following questions 
based on your KNOWLEDGE, UNDERSTANDING, and EXPERIENCE. Write 
as much as you can on each question. 

1. Qu'est-ce que vous faites d'habitude le soir? A quelle 
heure vous couchez-vous? 

2. Comment est-ce que vous vous amusez pendant les week-ends? 
Ave^ -qui? 

3. Qu'est-ce que vous avez fait pendant les vacances de Noel? 

4. Decrivez trois conseils que votre medecin (ou votre 
psychologue) vous a donnas la derniere fois que vous 
^tiez malade. 

5. Pourquoi apprenez-vous le Frangais? 

6. Quels sont vos plans pour I'ete 95? 

7. Qu'est-ce vous comptez faire k la fin de vos etudes? 

8. Decrivez trois activites que vous faisiez avec vos parents 
quand vous etiez jeune. 
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APPENDIX C. STUDENTS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1. 

QUESTION 1 

D^cris trois actlvites que tu faisais avec tea 

parents quand tu etais jeune. 

(Note: Phrases that represent an error or that deserve some attention 

are underlined. An asterisk indicates that the T-unit was 

considered error-free in the analysis of objective measures of written 

proficiency). 

MVBIi 103 

102-1-TREATMENT 

PRETEST 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j"etais jeune, je jouais au tennis avec mes parents/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jeune, je dejeunais, etudais. et travaillais 

avec mon m^re et p6re/. 

Subject 3. Quand j'etais jeune, mon famille allaient a la Disneylsind/. 

Nous avians un grand boom pour mon huiti^me ajjiversaire/. 

Mes parents et moi ont naaes dan lac Michigan/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. *Nous prenions les pioues-niaues qucind j'etais jeune/. 

J'etais tr^s contente quand j'^tais jeune/. 

Siibject 5. Nous faissient du canning/. Nous ioueient la foot/. 

Nous aimient nagi_/. 

Subject 6. Nous faissons un voyage dans le printemps/. ' *Nous allons h 

San Freincisco/. Nous painted la maison de mon grand-pere/. 
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POSTTXST 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Nous alliens k la plage/. Nous alliens voir le cinema/. 

Nous mangions au restaiirant/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jeune, j'allais k Hawaii/, je naaais/. et je 

j ouais avec mes parents/. 

Subject 3. Quand j'etais plus jeune, nous allions A la pare chaque 

semaine/. Une fois nous allions ^ la Disneyland/. Pendant 

nous etions 4 Disneyleuid, nous avons mange diner/. 

L<?w achigygcs 
Subject 4. Quand j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi passaions beaucoup de 

temps a la maison Flagstaff/. J'avais les piaue-nioues 

avec mes parents/ et je faissais du ski avec leur/. 

Subject 5. Quand j'etais jeune, je iouer le haie salon, le airport, et 

le business avec mes parents/. 

Subject 6. Nous sent alle k la San Francisco pour une semaine/. Nous 

sont fait un_ grande maison de gingerbread/. Nous sent alle 

New Mexico visiter ma great grand-mere/. 

102-1-CONTROL 

PRSTEST 

High achigvecs 

Subject 1. Quand j'etais jeune, je visitais le grand Canyon, vovaaais a 

Paris, et lirais beaucoup avec mes parents/. 

Subject 2. J'allais en vacances beaucoup/. Je jouais les sports avec 

mon pere/. Je lissais les livres avec mon mere/. 

Subject 3. Je faisais le foot, rendre visite a la plage, et visiter au 

musee/. 
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Low achievers 

Subject 4. Quand j'^tais jeune, on faisait du camping/, on faisait du 

jogging/, et on visitait mes grands-parents souvent/. 

Subject 5. *Je suis alle en vacances/. Je faisait en piquenique/. 

Subject 6. Nous avons vovaae k la Canada/. *Nous avons vovaa4 a Las 

Vegas/. Mon p6re et moi, nous alliens a la plage/. 

POSTTXST ^ ' 

High aghigyers 

Subject 1. *Quand j'etais jeune, i'ai vovaae a Paris avec mes parents/. 

*Nous avons visite le Louvre et les cafes/. Ensuite 

nous avons fait du ski sa le Alps /. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jexine, je chantais/, je jouais au football/, et 

je regardais la t^le avec mes parents/. 

Subject 3. Je faisais visiter le Kennywood (pare d'amusement)/. Je 

faisais iouer un match de football avec mon pere/. Je 

faisais aller le grands voyage avec mes parents/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je faisait du camping/. J'ai visite Mexique de temps en 

temps/. Mon pere et moi, nous sommes aller pecher tous les 

temps/. 

Subject 5. *Je suis all^ au pique-nique/. Nous sommes visitons mes 

grand parents/. *Nous avons ioue au tennis/. 

Subject 6. Nous sommes alle au Grand Canyon/. Nous sommes alle a la 

Canada/. Nous sommes eu un grand fete pour mes grands-

parents/ . 
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lOZ-Z-TREATMENT 

PKXTXST 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j'4tais jeune, je faisais aller a la campagne, jouer le 

foot, et visiter mes arauid-parents avec mes parents/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'^tais jeune, mes parents et moi vovagait au Grand 

^Canyon, Disneylemd et Mexico/. 

Sxibject 3. Je allais k Washington, D.C./, ie allais 4 the zoo / et jg 

Sllais i m. grandma's house /. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Nous aimons concerts et jogging/. 

Subject 5. Nous allons au pique-nique et toue les sports et_les 

vacances/. 

Subject 6. Quand i 'etait jevine, -i 'allait avec mes parents a Disneyland/. 

Nous allions a la plage/ et je jouais au tennis/. 

POSTTSST 

High achigygrs 

Subject 1. *Quand j'etais jeune, -i'ai fait du camping avec mes parents/. 

*J'ai visite mes cousines avec mes parents/ et *je suis allee 

au Hawaii avec mes parents/. 

Subject 2. *Quand j'etais jeiane, mes parents et moi, nous avons naoe/. 

*nous avons vovaoe/ *et nous avons ioue dans le pare/. 

Subject 3. J'allais a Washington, D.C./, j'allais a Mainmouth/ et 

j'allais k Disneyland/. 



289 

Lw aghigyggs 

Subject 4. *Nous allons a Disneyland, San Diego et El Gulfo/. 

Subject 5. Nous allons visits k la Disneyland et Knotts Berry Farm et 

Magic Mountain/. 

Subject 6. J'allait au zoo avec mes parents/. Je parlait beaucoup de 

mes activites quotidiennes/. J'allait k Disneyland/. 

iQ2-2-CONTRQL 

prztxst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Mes parents et moi nous alliens dans le Disneyland, les 

matches de basketball et regardions les films/. 

Subject 2. Je visitais mes grand parents avec mes parents quand js. 

fitais jeune/. Je nagais avec mes parents/, et je parlais 

beaucoup avec mes parents quand ie etais jeune/. 

Subject 3. Quemd j'etais jeune, j'ai vu les films avec mes parents/ et 

je faissais les achats avec ils /. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je ne activites pas avec mon parents/. 

Subject 5. Nous alliens nager/. Nous jouions basketball/. Nous 

alliens _le ski/. 

Subject 6. BLANK 
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posttsst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Mes parents et moi sommes allee k Disneyland, la plage et 

golfing/. 

Subject 2. Quaind j'etais jeune, je naaais avec mes parents/, je visitais 

mes grands parents/, et j'allais au cinema avec mes parents/. 

Subject 3.-*^and i'^tais douze ans. je suis allee a New-York/ et j'ai vu 

la statue de liberte/. Queind -i'etais caiinze ans. je suis 

allee a Washington, DC/ et j'ai vu le monument de 

Washington/. Quand T'etais seize ans. je suis allee k 

Boston/ et j'ai vu la maison de la President aux Etas-Unis/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je iouer golf avec moi mon/ 

Sxibject 5. Quand j'etais jeune, ma famille sont vovaae k Carlsbad 

Caverns, New Mexico/. J'etais oeur parce que c'etais noir et 

froid/. Nous sommes vovaae a Magic Mountain et Disneyland, 

California/. Je suis allee a le Viper et le Matterhom/. II 

est certain que ils mieux sovent (were) tr^s formidable/. 

Subject 5. *J'aime faire du golf avec tes parents. 

IiEVBIt 301/203 

QUESTION: dicrlvaz trols actlvitis que vous falaiez avec vos 

parants quand vous itiaz jeune. 
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SQl-TRSATMENT 

pretest 

High aghigygfg 

Subject 1. Nous voyagions au lac Powell/ et nous faisons le ski de I'eau 

et le camping/. Nous jouions Is croquet beaucoup/. Nous 

nagions avec les chiens dans la Verde River/. 

Subject 2.'"Quand j'dtais jeune, moi et mes parents parlions, fait les 

vacance . et fait du ski/. 

Subject 3. *Nous avons iou^ au football/. Nous sommes all^e au vovaaes 

au Canada/. Nous sommes alle 4 la plage pour I'ete/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Nous regardions les films/. Nous allions a la biblioth^que/. 

Nous chantions/. 

Subject 5. lis sont all^e in vacances/, ils ont reaarder les films et 

Subject 6. *Je ioue au baseball avec mes parents/. •Je vais au camping 

avec mes parents/. *Et je naae dems la piscine avec mes 

parents/. 

posttest 

High achievers 

Svibject 1. Mes parents et moi, nous allions au lake Powell et faisions 

le camping et la randonnee/. Nous allions au cinema 

beaucoup/ et nous regardions "Rung Fu' sur la tele en 

groupe/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jeune, ma famille et moi avons visite mes gran^ 

parents pendant I'ete/. Pendant le week-end, nous visitions 
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le zoologique/, et nous jouions avec les canacs dans le 

pare/. 

Subject 3. *J'ai "ioue au tennis/. *Nous sommes alias k la plage/. 

*Nous avons -ioue au football/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Ma iti^re et T'allaient 4 la biblioth^que/ et lisaient les 

"livres/. Ma famille nageait dans notre piscine/. Nous nous 

parlions tous les temps a tous les choses/. 

Subject 5. Nous allons vovaae beaucoup/. Nous allons alle 4 

Massachusetts beaucoup de temps parce que j'ai un famille 

la/. Nous allons alle au pare d'amusements/. Nous allons 

adore Hersheypork/. Nous allons manae/. Nous ne faisons pas 

manger a un famille maintenant/ . Nous ne sommes pas a la 

maison a le temps convient/. 

Subject 6. Trois activites je faisais avec mes parents sont le 

camping, le baseball et nager dans la piscine/. Nous sommes 

aime le camping et le baseball/, mais le probl&ne souvent est 

_ nous n'avions pas les temps/. Nous naaeons dans la piscine 

quand nos neighbors sont alles les vacances/. Nous n'avions 

pas la piscine/. 

2Q1-CONTROL 

prxtest 

Hiah achievers 

Subject 1. On voyagais/. On allais en brous.e/. On jouaia au football/. 

Subject 2. *Nous avons naae/. Nous avons bronze/. •Nous avons manae/. 
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Subjevt 3. Quand j'etais un -ieune fille, t 'attends le cinema/, i'ai ioue 

(games?)/ et je dessine pictures avec ma parents/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Nous avons alles a_la EStailS/• Nous avons alles a la ioue de 

baseball/. Nous avons reaardes la t^le/. 

Subject 5.''*Je conduis avec mon pere/. Je ioue le baseball avec mon 

p6re/. J'etudie mon alphabet avec mon m^re/. 

subject 6. Je jouee tennis avec mon pere/. *Ma mere et moi, nous 

cuisinons/. *Ma m^re et moi, nous visitons la plage en ete/. 

posttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi allions beaucoup au 

cineina, visitions le zoo et les musees d'art/. 

Subject 2. A 5 ans, ma mere a chante le sona "Wild Bleu Yonder'/. Nous 

avons alle a la market /et -i 'ai manoe le meat loaf /. 

Subject 3. Quand j'etais un_ jeione fille, i'ai iouer k la pare avec mes 

parents/. Aussi, i'attends le cinema/ et i'ai neintre avec 

ma mere/. 

Low achieves 

Subject 4. Quand j'etais jeune, i'ai ioue souvent avec mes parents/. 

Nous avons ioue au baseball ensemble pour amusement/. Nous 

sommes alles ensemble k le zoo/ et nous sommes alles i_les 

montagnes/. 

Subject 5. Premierment. je manaerais quand j'etais jeune/. Deuxiement. 

je conduiserais beaucoup avec mes parents quand j'etais 
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jeune/. Finalment. i'etudierais mon alphaOset avec mes 

parents/. 

Svibject 6. *Mon p6re et moi, nous nouons un match de tennis/. Quand 

j'etais jeune, je fais le boxing avec mon p^re/. Quand 

j'etais jeune, ma mere et moi nous fassions /. 

202-1-TREATMENT 

prstsst 

High achievers 

Siibject 1. Quand i 'etait jeune, mes parents et moi nous avons fait _ 

promenade au pare/, *nous sommes alles au cinema/, *et aussi 

nous avons vovage/. 

Subject 2. Nous alliens au Californie pour voir un match de 

baseball/. Nous alliens beaucoup k la biblioth^que/. Nous 

mangions chez ma grand_ parents/. 

Siibject 3. BLANK 

Lew achievers 

S\ibject 4. Je ioue _ softball/ et je mange les pimento sandwhich/. Je 

faire au cuisine aussi/. 

Subject 5. BLANK 

Subject 6. Je pechais avec mon p6re/. 

fosttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j'etais jeune, j'allais avec mes parents au pare/. 

Nous avons fait du promenades/ et -i'ai ioue au football/. 
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Aussi, mes parents et moi, nous avons vovaae a Disneyland, a 

Orlando/. Finalement, nous avons visite 1'Europe un ete/. 

Subject 2. Nous alliens au Disneyland tout I'ete /, et nous alliens 

voire le Dodgers/. Nous aussi faisions de camping/. Un 

6te, nous sommes all^s k Yosemite/. Nous manaions le auail. 

le bass. et voirions le match de football/. 

Subject 3. Quand j'dtais petite, avec mes parents, j'allais au 

supermarch^/. Je jouais ^baseball/ et ils aidaient moi avec 

les activites pour la toilette/. 

iQVf aghi.gygg? 

Subject 4. Mes parents sont dvs functional /. et ils ne faisent pas avec 

leurs enfants/! Nous allons aa Europe quand t 'ete 11 ans/. 

Quand n 'ete jeune, je n'est heureuse pas/. Par consequent, 

je n'oublie pas/. 

Subject 5. 3 activites sont: naaeant. iouant avec les babies. et 

conduirant une bicyclette/. 

Subject 6. *Je fais du hiking/ et je neaais avec mes parents 4 ete/. 

202-1-CQNTROL 

psstsst 

High aghigyggg 

Subject 1. Nous sommes alles au plage pour I'ete/. Nous sommes alles au 

Colorado pour faisons du ski/. Nous sommes visite notre 

celatiygs/-

Subject 2. BLANK 

Subject 3. Je jouait/, je lirait/. et je manaait/. 
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Low achievers 

Subject 4. *Je jouais dcins le "playground'' /. Je jouais avec board 

games/. J'allais au cinema aussi/. 

Subject 5. Quand j'etais jeune, je marchais avec mes parents/, je jouais 

au Softball/, et je parlais avec mes parents/. 

Subject 6. Mes parents sont morties/. 

posttest '' 

High aghigyggg 

Subject 1. Queuid j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi alliens a la magasin 

pour faire les courses/. Nous faisions promenades sur nos 

bicyclettes/ et nous nagions dans le lac pr^s de notre 

maison/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi faisions la natation, 

le football et le golf/. 

Subject 3. Quand j'etais jeune, jouais le hockey avec mon p6re/. Je 

cuisinais avec ma m^re/. Je mangais avec mes parents/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je n'oue le basket et les cards /. *Nous allons faire du 

camping/. 

Subject 5. J'etais avec mon parents sn Las Vegas/ et nous iouez de 

1'argent/. Puis, nous sommes alle de vail et faire du ski au 

Alpin avec mon famille/. 

Subject 6. Je suis alle des vacances avec mes parent quand ie etiez 

jeune: Disneyland et Washington, D.C./. 
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202-2-TREATMENT 

prxtbst 

High achisvegg 

Subject 1. Nous avons fait du camping qucind i 'etait jeune/, nous sommes 

alles k Disneyworld/, et aussi nous avons icue des sports 

beaucouD/. 

Subject 2. BLANK 

Subject 3. Nous faisons de bicyclette/, et nous -iouons le tennis, et 

Toue "monopoly'/. 

Low achievsrs 

Subject 4. Je suis alle au cinema tous le vendredi/. *Je suis alle a la 

piscine/. Je suis alle a una soiree les week-ends/. 

Subject 5. J'allais toutes les week-ends 4 manger au restaurant/. 

J'allais toutes les samedis au park pour jouer/. Toutes les 

etes. j'allais a manger avec un professeur/. 

Subject 6. Mes parents et moi nous attendions les concerts/. Nous 

voyagions/, et nous mangions beaucoup/. 

posttbst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j'etais jeune, je faisais beaucoup de choses* avec mes 

parents/. *Je suis allee k Disneyland avec ma m6re/. *J'ai 

ioue avec Mickey et Minnie/, et -j 'ai dine dans la chateau de 

Cindarella/. Aussi, je faisais du camping avec ma mere tous 

les etes/. Nous avions les feus, et nous manaeions les 

simores/. Tous les etes aussi, j'allais a Old Tucson avec 



mon pere/. Nous jouions avec les cowboys/ eC nous regardions 

les cowboys quand ils se battent/. 

Sxibject 2. Nous allions au Grsmd Canyon/. Mon pere et moi, nous 

marchions au nature souvent/. Nous jouions au tennis/. 

Sxibject 3. Quand j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi allions au pare/. 

Aussi, j'allais k I'hopital avec ma mere qui est un medecin/. 

"(Je veux devenir un medecin)/. Mes parents et moi Touaient 

le tennis quand j'etais jeune/. J'ai la bonne chaince d'avoir 

mes parents qui m'aimaient/. 

L<?w achievecg 

Subject 4. Tous les jour_, j'allais k la piscine chez moi avec mon pere 

et plongee sous marine/. Nous imaoinons si notre piscine est 

la mer/. J'allais au th^Stre toutes le week-end avec ma mere 

parce qu'elle aimea (le phantom d'opera?)/. Et tous le 

jours, j'allais aii restaurants differents avec mon frere, mon 

pere, ma soeur, et ma m^re/. 

Subject 5. *Qucind j'etais jeune, je suis alle avec mes parents a 

Disneyland/. Aussi, j'allais tous les week-ends A manger au 

restaurant/. Alors, j'allais beaucoup chez mes grands 

parents avec mes parents/. 

Subject 6. Trois activites que je faisais avec mes parents quand j'etais 

jeime sont jouer les matches, visiter notre faitiille, et 

regarder la tele/. Parce que j'ai une petite soeiir, ma 

fainille et moi continue _ faire plus _ activites ensemble/. 
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phstbst 

High achievers 

Siibject 1. Qucuid j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi, nous sortons k la 

plage/, *nous -iouons beaucoup de sports/, et nous manaons le 

^dinner au restaurant/. 

Subject 2. Nous sommes alles au picnic k la pare, et aussi a la zoo/. 

Sxibject 3. Je ioue _cache a cache/. *Je -ioue au basket/ et nous 

dessinons ensemble ^ la table dans la cuisine/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. *J'ai fait du camping avec eux/. *J'ai -ioue des sports avec 

eux/. J'ai aide a la maison avec eux/. 

Subject 5. Quand j'etais jeune, je jouais au foot avec mes parents/, je 

regardais la tele avec eux/, et je jouais aux echecs avec eux 

aussi / . 

Subject 6. Nous nous promenions sur la plage/. *Nous sommes alles au 

cin&na/. *Nous sommes alles au pare/. 

fosttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Quand j'etais jeune, je vovaaais aux vacances dans le ete/. 

Mes parents etaient contentes/ et nous alliens a la plage/. 

Et aussi nous faisions du ski au Colorado dans I'hiver/. 

Subject 2. Quand j'etais jeune, mes parents et moi, nous alliens au 

pare/. Nous jouions I'hockey/ et je jouai football avec 
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mon pere/. Nous alliens au cinema beaucoup aussi/. Nous 

regardions la tete quand il y avait un bonne programme/. 

Subject 3. J'ai ioue cache-a-cache/. *J'ai ioue au basket avec mon 

p^re/. Ma m6re et moi ensemble, nous nous sommes oromenes au 

pare sous les orandes arbres/. 

Subject 4.-Je jouais des sports avec mes parents coitime le basket, le 

football am^ricain, et le tennis/. Je nageais avec mes 

parents tous les etes/. Je faisait les devoirs avec mes 

parents aussi/. 

Subject 5. Queind j'etais jeune, -i 'ai -ioue au sports avec mes famille/. 

Je jouais au foot avec mon pere et ma mere a la fois/. 

Subject 6. Quand j'etais jeune, -i'irais a la piscine avec mes parents/. 

J'irais au cinema aussi/. C'etait tres eunuseint/. J'irais a 

le pare;/ mais un jour je suis tombee/ et i 'etais tres peur 

et triste/. 
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APPENDIX D. STUDENTS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION ::> 

QUESTION 2. 

Qu'est-ce que tu as fait pendant les vacances de 

Noel? 

(Note: Phrases that represent cui error or that deserve some attention 

are underlined. An asterisk [*] indicates that the T-unit was 

considered error-free in the analysis of objective measures of written 

proficiency). 

102-1-TREATMENT 

pretest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'ai fait pendamt les vacances de Noel 4 la maison/. 

Subject 2. Pour les vacances de No§l, i'allais k Phoenix et 4 

California/. 

Subject 3. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je travaillais tout le jour/. 

L<?w aghigygr.?. 

Subject 4. J'etais tres contente parce que _ n'avais pas du travail/. 

Je suis allee au cinema/ et j'ai vu "IQ"/. 

Subject 5. Je suis alle ̂  Korea et Malaysia/. 

Subject 6. Je suis alle _ mon maison/. 
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posttsst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'aillais a Iowa/. Je visitais ma famille/. 

Subject 2. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis allee a Phoenix/. 

Subject 3. Pendant les vacances de No^l, i 'ai allee visiter ma mere en 

^Chicago/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis all^e au Mexico pour 

visiter raes amis/. Quand j'etais dans Mexico, je suis allee 

au cinema/ et j'etais tres contente/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de Noel, t 'ai alle de Korea et 

Malaysia/. 

Subject 6. Je suis fait dorme et travaille pendant les vacances de 

Noel/. 

102-1-CONTROL 

prstsst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Je vovaaais k Palm Springs, California/. 

Subject 2. *j'' allais k Lake Yahoe/. 

Subject 3. J' ai fait vis, ter mon amis/. 

Low achievers 

Svibject 4. J'ai fait du ski pendant les vacances de Noel/. Aussi, j'ai 

visite avec mes amis et mes parents/. 

Subject 5. Je suis alle a San Diego/. 
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Subject 6. J'ai regards la tele/. 

posttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'ai alle a California/ et j'ai visite Disneyland/. 

Subject 2. Pendcint les vacances de Noel, -i'allais ^ Lake Yahoe/. 

Subject 3. J'ai vovaaer k Pittsburg/. II faisait tr^s froid/ et il 

-neiae/. J'ai fais la connaissance a nies amis/. Nous 

regardions la t61e, et buvions beaucoup de coke/. 

L<?w aghievegg 

Subject 4. Ma vacance de Noel etait tres ennuiveux/. J'ai fait de la 

ski trois jours/, mais ce n'etait pas suffit/. La pere 

Noel ne vient pas chez moi aussi/. Ce n'est pas vrai/. Je 

suis menteur/. II etait tres gentil avec tes cadeaux chez 

moi/. 

Subject 5. Je suis alle au San Diego et Los Angeles/. II faisait beau 

est du soleil/. Je suis visite au Disneyland/. 

Siibject 5. Je reaarde la tele et manae beaucoup de jambon/. 

102-2-TREATMENT 

prstest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. PendcUit les vacances de Noel, j'ai visite mes grand parents/. 

Subject 2. Pendant les vaccinces de Noel, i'ai alle au Phoenix/ et j'ai 

reste/. 

Subject 3. Je alle a "The Rose Bowl"/. 
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L<?w aghigygg? 

Subject 4. Je suis alle a Yuma avec mon amie Drew/. 

Subject 5. Les vacances de NoSl, j'ai visite ma famalie/. 

Subject 6. J'ai rest4/ et i'aller a les fetes/. 

p0stt8st 

High achievers 

Sxibject l.^Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis allee au California 

avec ma famille/. 

Subject 2. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis alle k Phoenix/. 

Subject 3. Je allais a California/ et je visitais avec mon mere/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. J'ai allee ^Yuma pour Noel/. 

Subject 5. J'ai reste les vacances de Noel a la maison avec mon aimes /. 

Subject 6. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je vais chez mes parents/. 

J'ai reste beaucoup/. Je fait du ski avec mes amies/. 

J'ai un tres bon temps/. 

102-2-CONTROL 

pretest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'ai prendru le vacance avec ma famille dcuis is montagne/. 

S\ibject 2. Je travaille au Hawaii pour Noel/. 

Subject 3. J'ai voyage a Tempe pour les vacances de Noel/. Je suis 

passee les temps avec ma famille/. II y avait deux mois 

depuis j'ai vu ils/ . J'ai eu contente/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je vovage California/ 
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Sxibject 5. J'allais de ski pour les vacances/. Je reaardais le t^le et 

mangais _bonbons aussi/. Je visitais le supermarche et 

achetais des pommes, de la bananes., et des frises/. 

Subject 6. J'ai fais les vacances ds Flagstaff/. 

posttxst 

HjcTh aghi^vers 

Subject 1. Je suis allee k la maison/. 

Siibject 2. Pendant les vacances, i 'allais au Hawaii avec mon amie 

Dcuiielle/. 

Subject 3. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je me suis levee apr^s midi/, 

et je me suis nassee le temps avec ma famille/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Vous avez bien un bobdeddina que faire pendant les vacances/. 

Subject 5. Pour Noel, je suis allee _ ma maison/. Ma mere, elle fait 

coq a vin et le gateau _ fruits/. J'aime dormir pendant les 

vacances de Noel/. 

Subject 6. Je faire du Ski les vacances de Noel/. 

201-TREATM5NT 

pretest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Je suis allee aii Califomie pour rendre visite ma famille/. 

Subject 2. Rien 

Subject 3. Je suis allee au Califomie avec mon famille et mon petitg 

cimi/ . Nous sommes allee k la plage/ . 
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Low achievers 

Subject 4. Deux jours,je suis all^e au cinema/. Mais chaque jour, i'ai 

dormi pour douze heures/. 

Subject 5. Je suis all^e i Washington, DC, Baltimore, et Annapolis/. 

Subject 6. Pour mes vacances, je suis alle Is maison de mere et 

pere/. J&^siiis visite ma famille et mes grands parents/. 

posttest 

High aghigygr? 

Subject 1. Moi, je ne faisais rien/. J'ai reste chez moi/ et j'ai lu/, 

j'ai etudie/, et i'ai manaer/. C'est tout/. 

Subject 2. J'ai travaillee/. J'ai vu un film pendant ce week-end/. 

Subject 3. Je suis allee au Wisconsin/. Hon ami habite fin Madison/. 

Nous sommes alle au cinema/. Nous avons regarde le football 

a la tele/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je suis all^e a la plage avec mes amis/. Nous nous sommes 

amuses/ et j'ai vu un grand poisson vert/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de Noel, j 'ai alle a Pennsylvania/. 

J'ai et^ malade/. J'ai dormi pour an longtemps/. Un jour, 

j'ai dormi pour dix-sept heures/. Je n'ai jamais dormi pour 

dix-sept heures/. Aussi, i'ai alle au "South Street" (rue 

sud dans Frangais)/. J'ai achete ouelcrue choses la/. 

Subject 6. Pour mes vacances de Noel, je suis visite mes grands-

parents dans Kansas City/. J'ai vu mes oncles aussi/. Kansas 
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City est m ville avec beaucoup des monuments/. Pour 

ex^nple, a la museum de I'art aii Kansas city, j'ai vu quatre 

shuttle cocks sur le lawn/. C'gsC interessant/. Ma 

famille aime la museum de I'art _ pense c'est tinique/. Mes 

grands parents n'ont pas vu le museum parce que ils sont ete 

tr^s fatigus/. Nous sommes march^ la plaza dans Kansas City 

—qui est tres belle/. 

201-CONTROL 

prstbst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'ai beaucoup travailler/. 

Subject 2. Pour les vacances de Noel, j'ai venu k Tucson dans 

California/. 

Subject 3. Je vacance en New-York avec ma famille/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je vais 4 Mexique/. 

Sxibject 5. Je suis alle a I'ecole/. 

Subject 6. Je visite mes amis d'ecole sn Pasadena/. 

posttbst 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Pendant les vacances de noSl, j'ai fete mon anniversaire 

k Phoenix/. Mes amies et moi somraes alles en boite de nuit/ 

et nous sous somraes beaucoup amusfi/. Apres la boite de nuit. 



nous sommes rentres a 1'hotel/ et le lendemain apr6s midi, 

nous sommes rentre a Tucson/. 

Subject 2. Pour les vacances, je suis alle 4 ma maison gn Newport 

Beach/. J'ai vu mes amies Kristin et Tina/. Kristin, mon 

amie qui travaille a Union Bank, aime aller a Snug Harbor/. 

Tina travaille k Ann Taylor et aime regarder la TV/. *Nous 

allons k la plage/. 

Subject 3. Je suis sportive/ et pendant les vacances, j'aime jouer le 

tennis et naiae dans le mer/. J'aime le theatre aussi/ et 

-j 'attend 1'events specialise au le theatre/. 

L<?w achievecs 

Subject 4. Pendant les vacances, j'etais ici a Tucson/. Je n'aj^ pas 

1'argent d'aller quelque place/. i ' ai sorti avec mes amis 

tout ces soirs/. 

Subject 5. J'ai voyage a Californie ou je visiterais mes famille/. Mes 

amis ont voyage a Californie/ et nous rencontrons deuxi&ne 

fois/. J'ai vu ma mere's chien pour le premier fois/. La 

chien est trds drole est tr^s petite/. Je coucherais plus 

tard/ et je manaerais beaucoup/. Mes vacances de Noel 

etaient tr^s agreablfi/. 

Sxibject 6. Pour mes vacances de Noel, j'ai fait confirmer mes 

reservations a 1'hotel/. Enfin, je n'ai pas fait cuisiner/. 

Je mange dans au restaurant/. Aussi, j'ai, fait teleohoner ma 

famille auaad j'arrive a mes vaccinces/. A la fin, T'ai fait 

acheter des souvenirs pour mes amis/. 
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202-l-TREATMENT 

pretest 

High aghigvers 

Subject 1. Pendant les vaccinces de Noel, je suis allee chez moi/. La, 

j'ai rendu visite avec ma famille/. 

Subject 2^J'e suis alle chez ma grand_parents/. J'ai re<;u un chaine 

stereo avec les compact disaues/. Tout le temps, -i 'ai reste 

chez moi et dormi beaucoup/. 

Subject 3. J'ai rendre visite a mon amis, Sherice/. 

Low achievers 

Sxibject 4. Je fais du ski et gambling/. 

Subject 5. Je n'ai rien fait/. 

Subject 5. Je passais mes vacances avec ma famille/. 

posttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Pendant mes vaccinces de Noel, je vovaqais a la maison de 

mon amie a Carefree, AZ/. Nous sommes allees a Phoenix une 

jour/ et nous avons fait du shopping/. Aussi, nous avons 

regarde "Legends of the Fall"/ une soir. Finalement, nous 

avons essaye _ etudier/. 

Subject 2. *Ces vacances, je vais travailler avec des ordinateurs a 

Glendale Community College/. J'aime travailler 14 parce que 

j'aime travailler avec les personnes qui s'est interesse dans 

1'ordinateur, et avec 1'ordinateur/. J'ai regu le poste 
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electronique/ et j'aime beaucoup aussi/. C'est possible que 

ma famille peut etre vont k Los Angeles, aussi/. 

Subject 3. Je vais au Mexique pour les banannes/. Je naaerai dans la 

mere et boirai des bi^res et dancerai dans les bars/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. J'allee au cinema beaucoup temos/. Et je promenade avec mon 

^chien/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de No§l, je suis allee au 

Disneyland avec mon petit ami/. 

Subject 6. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je vais au le lac/ et je 

peche et fais du ski/. 

202-1-CONTROL 

pretest 

High achievgrs 

Subject 1. Je suis allee au Connecticut pour fait du ski avec mes amis/. 

J'ai rendre une visite avec mes parents aussi/. 

Subject 2. Je suis allee chez moi/ et j'ai vu ma famille en Louisiane/. 

Subject 3. Avec ma famille. 

Lgw achievecs 

Subject 4. Rien de special. J'ai visite mes parents/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de Noel, j'ai dormi beaucoup/ et j'ai 

regarde beaucoup de films/. J'ai passe mes temps avec ma 

famille aussi/. 

Subject 6. Je suis alle en vacances a Denver pour voir ma famille/. 
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posttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. J'allais au Californie avec ma meillure amie/. *Nous allions 

k San Diego/ *et nous allions k la plage/. *Puis nous 

allions a Tijuama, Mexique/, *et nous dansions/. 

Subject 2. J'ai visite mes parents fin Phoenix/ et j'ai travaille au 

^Centennial Hall sur le campus pendant les vacances de 

No61/. 

Subject 3. J'ai alle k Colorado/ et j'ai skie/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je vovaae a le Califomie et Las Vegas/. 

Subject 5. Je suis alle au Cabo San Lucas avec mes amis/. Je peux que 

je decourrais aller ds Cabo maintenant/. Je suis trouve Cabo 

d'etre lua tres "ioile ville avec beaucoup de pauvrfi/ mais ils 

ont tr^s industralle/. 

Subject 6. Les vacances de Noel ete le Francais/. 

202-2-TREATMENT 

pretest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis allee a ma maison en 

Massachusetts/ et j'ai vu tous mes amis et mes relatifs/. 

Aussi j'ai mange beaucoup/ et je suis allee k beaucoup de 

bourns/. 

Subject 2. Je suis reste a Tucson et garde le chien de mon ami/. 

Subject 3. *Quelque fois, je rends visite a mes amis/; je suis juif/. 
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L<?w 

Subject 4. Je suis alle au Mexique avec ma famille/. Ensuite, je suis 

alle k Lamer pour le nouvelle an/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis alle avec ma famille a 

Nogales/. 

Subject 6. J'ai voyage a la Flagstaff/. J'ai fait du snowboarding pour 

"Onze jours/. 

posttest 

High achievers 

Subject 1. Les vacances de Noel, je suis allee a Manatlan/. ii 

etait magnifique/. Tous les jours, je nageais/ et je bouvais 

de la bi^re/. Un jour, j'ai fait de la planche a voile/. 

Aussi, je suis allee au pinetop dcuis la forSt avec 

mon petit ami/. 

Subject 2. J'ai voyage aii San Diego/. Li, T'ai alle a la plage/. J'ai 

visite avec mon grand pere/. J'ai sorti avec mon ami, 

Jamarack/. 

Subject 3. Pendcuit les vacances de Noel, mon petit ami et moi 

sommes alles a Scui Diego (Califojmie) et Monterey/. 

J'etudiais pour I'examen "MCAT"/. Aussi, chaque jour, 

Monterey etait tres beau/. Aussi, je suis rendu visite 

k mes parents de 6 a 8h/. 

Low achievers 

Subject 4. Je suis alle au Los Angeles avec ma soeur parce que mon ami a 

inviter a nous pour les vaccuices/. Nous sommes alles au 

Disneylcind et Magic mountain/. Et puis quand ma soeur et 
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moi sont arrives ^ Tucson, nous soiranes alles a Las Vegas avec 

raon fr6re pour trois jours/. C'etait extraordinaire/. 

Subject 5. Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis alle k la plage 

avec des amis/. Nous allions tous les jours a la plage/. 

Nous sommes all4_ k un grande soiree/. II fasait beaucoup 

de soleil/. 

Subject 6.--Pendant les vacances de Noel, je suis allee aa Flagstaff 

pour faire du snowboarding/. Je suis rest^e avec mon copine 

pour une semaine/. J'ai dormi iusou' midi/, *puis je suis 

allee k la montagne/. 

202-2-CONTROL 

pretest 

High a<;higv?g§ 

Subject 1. Pendant les vacamces de Noel, j'ai travaille pour mon pere/. 

Aussi, ma famille et moi avons oarti au Colorado/. 

Subject 2. *Je vais chez mes parents et visits mes amis/. 

Subject 1. Je me suis reste a la maison parce que le temps avait tres 

froid/. 

L<?w aghigyggg 

Subject 4. Je suis alle chez mes parents/. 

S\ibject 5. J'ai fait du ski pendeuit les vacances de Noel/. Ausssi, je 

reposais chez moi/. 

Subject 6. J'ai ski^ au Ceinada avec ma famille/. 
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posttkst 

High achigvecs 

Subject 1. Pendant les vacances de NoSl, j'ai fait beaucoup des 

choses/. J'ai travaille/ et n'ai reste au I'hotel/. Ma 

famille et moi, nous avons nage/ et nous avons mcuige aux 

restaurants/. C'est tres amusant!/ J'aime les vacances de 

^NoSl parce que je n'ai pas travail de I'ecole/. 

Subject 2. Pendcuit les vacances de Noel, -i 'ai alle ̂  Phoenix/. J'ai 

visite mes parents et aussi mes amis/. Mes amis et moi, nous 

sommes all^ au lac/. Pendant les vaccinces, "i'ai couche 

beaucoup/. 

Subject 3. Je suis venu a Colorado ou j'ai fait du ski/. J'ai joue avec 

les chiens/ et j'ai fait 1'escalade/. 

Low achievers 

Siibject 4. J'ai retoume chez mes parents pour les visiter/. Quand j'y 

etais, j'ai depense beaucoup de temps avec la famille et mes 

amis/. 

Siabject 5. Pour les vacances de NoSl, j'esperais aller a Boulder, 

Colorado/. J'adore les montagnes/. J'irai Yellowstone 

national park aussi/. 

Subject 6. Je suis allee au South Padrea, Texas, avec mes amies/. Nous 

sommes allees _ beaucoup des fStes/ et un jour nous sommes 

allees au cinema/. C'etait tres amusant/! 
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APPENDIX E. ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

French 102/201/202 
Date: 4/10/95 

During this semester, you completed about 20 homework 
assignments which involved open-ended questions. We would 
like some feedback on the effectiveness of this type of 
language learning activity. Please indicate your perception 
of that task by responding honestly and thoughtfully to this 
questionnaire. Your responses are anonymous. 

1. Please circle the letter of the most appropriate response. 

a. male b. female 

2. Have you studied a second or foreign language other than 
French? 

a. Yes. Which one? b. No 

3. I take French because ... (circle all that apply) 

a. I like French. 
b. it is a requirement. 
c. it is my major. 
d. it is my minor. 

4. Generally speaking (i.e., regardless of subject) what is 
your rating of the usefulness of homework assignments as 
learning activities? 

a. almost always useful 
b. usually useful 
c. sometimes useful 
d. rarely useful 
e. never useful 
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5. What is your rating of the homework assignments in your 
French class? 

a. almost always useful 
b. usually useful 
c. sometimes useful 
d. rarely useful 
e. never useful 

6. How much do you feel you have learned from the question 
assignments which were given as homework in your French 
class? 

a. a great deal 
b. more than usual 
c. about as much as usual 
d. less than usual 
e. almost nothing 

7. How much do you feel the question assignments helped 
improve your writing skills in French? 

a. a great deal 
b. more than other writing exercises 
c. to some extent 
d. less than other writing exercises 
e. not at all 

8. Did you use reference work (dictionaries, grammar books, 
textbooks...) when answering the question assignments? 

a. always 
b. often 
c. sometimes 
d. rarely 
e. never 

9. How often did you proof read your answers before handing 
them in? 

a. always d. rarely 
b. often e. never 
c. sometimes 

10. How much do you feel the question assignments helped 
improve your grammatical accuracy in French? 
a. a great deal 
b. more than other writing exercises 
c. to some extent 
d. less than other writing exercises 
e. not at all 
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11. Please rate the following activities as to how you feel 
they helped improve your grammatical accuracy. 

12. How much do you feel that the question assignments helped 
improve your reading comprehension of French? 

a. a great deal 
b. more than other writing exercises 
c. to some extent 
d. less than other writing exercises 
e. not at all 

13. Which of the following statements expresses your opinion 
regarding the effectiveness of the question assignments 
compared to fill-in-the-blank exercises? 

a. Question assignments were by far more beneficial than 
fill-in the blank exercises. 

b. Question assigmnets were more beneficial than fill-in-the-
blank exercises. 

c. Question assignments were as beneficial as fill-in-the-
blank exercises. 

d. Question assignmnets were less beneficial than fill-in-
the-blank exercises. 

e. Question assignments were by far less beneficial than 
fill-in-the-blank exercises. 

14. Do you feel that the question assignments required more 
or less thinking than fill-in-the-blank exercises? 

a. Question assignments required by far more thinking than 
fill-in the blank exercises. 

b. Question assignmnents required more thinking than fill-in 
the blank exrcises. 

c. Question assignments required as much thinking as fill-in 
the blank exercises. 

d. Question assignments required less thinking than fill-in-
the-blank exercises. 

e. Question assignments required by far less thinking than 
fill-in-the-blank exercises. 

Least help Most help 

a. composition 12 3 4 
b. letter writing 12 3 4 
c. fill-in blanks 12 3 4 
d. question assign 12 3 4 
e. other exercises 12 3 4 

12 3 4 5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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15. Do you feel that the question assignments required more 
or less time than fill-in-the-blank exercises? 

a. Question assignments required by far more time than fill-
in-the-blank exercises. 

b. Question assignments required more time than fill-in-the-
blank exercises. 

c. Question assignments required as much time as fill-in-the-
blank exercises. 

d. Question assignments required less time than fill-in-the-
blank exercises. 

e. Question assignments required by far less time than fill-
in-the-blank exercises. 

16. Compared to fill-in-the-blank exercises, do you feel that 
the question assignments were more or less enjoyable as 
a whole? 

Responding to questions was ... 

a. extremely enj oyable. 
b. enjoyable. 
c. somewhat enjoyable. 
d. rarely enjoyable. 
e. boring. 

17. Please rate the following activities as to their 
usefulness for foreign language learning. 

Least useful Most useful 
1 2 3 4 5 

a. Fill-in the blanks 12 3 4 5 
b. Compositions 12 3 4 5 
c. Letter writing 12 3 4 5 
c. Question assignments 12 3 4 5 
d. Student-teacher inter.1 2 3 4 5 
e. Student-student inter.1 2 3 4 5 
f. Classroom games 12 3 4 5 
g. Group work 12 3 4 5 

18. COMMENTS: Please feel free to add comments or 
suggestions. 
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