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THIS STUDY WAS CONCEIVED IN RESPONSETO BOTH

implicit and explicit assumptions lbund in the

l i reratu,F ,hat a f ie ld independ.n'  (FI)  ,oqni-

tive style is more effective than a lield depend-
ent (FD) style for ciassroom study (r1 another
language (Birckbichler & Omaggio; Brown;
Hansen & Stansfield), despite mixed and some
times conllicting evidence concerning the pos'
sible role of field d€p€ndence/independence
(FD/l) in second or foreign ianguage learning.'

Research suggests that characteristics and
behaviors associated with the two cognitive

.styles may have relevance for different aspects
oflanguage ability. The question was therelore
raised whether FD/I might be differentially re-
lated to success on language tasks and in lan
guage learning programs of varying onenta
tions: toward formal linguistic achi.ument or
towad functional language proJ;cienq. A corol
lary question concerns whether cognitive style
and course orientation affect learners' percep
tions of the process of tearning a foreign 1an-
guage. Such perceptions may logically be as-
sumed ro inl luFnce chor(e ot l rdr n.rg sLr/ leg1es.
and thereby, perhaps, the iearneis degree of
success. These, rhen, were rhe major concerns
of the study. Before continuing discussion of
these questions, though, it is appropriare ro dis-
cuss brieny the implications ofFD/I for lbreign
language learnrng. as wFl la.  rhc rn-erpreraLion
of achievement and proficiency used in this
study_
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FIELD DEPENDENcE/INDEPENDENcE

The FD/I dimension of cognitive style rep-
r€sents the extent to which an individual r€lies
primarily on the self or is influenced by the
world outside (i.e., the "field") in psychologi
cal functioning (Witkin, 46; Witkin & Good
enough, aB). These contrasting tendencies are
believed to affect both cognitive and social be
haviors and abilities: FI is associated with
g r p a r " r  a r t i r  u l a t ; o n  a n d  ,  o m p e r e n ,  e  i n  c o g n i -
tive analysis and restructuring, and FD with a
more global approach and greater social and
interpersonal competence. Either style may
have advanrages or disadvantage. for a pani,  u-
lar task; in the case of for€ign language learn-
ing, two conflicting hypotheses are suggested
by the research literature related to FD/L

It appea$ that the cognitive restructuring
abilities associated with FI extend into the
\ Frbal domain. a( lcasr wirh regard to rhe narive
language., Evidence also exists that FI people
are better able to select from a complex field
rhose ,  ues ,elevant ro a par, icul ,r  problern: in
contrast, FD learners may have difliculty focus
ing on the relevant cues, especialiy when cues
useful in one context become irrelevant rn
a n o r h e r  l D i i  k s r e i n :  C o o d e r o u q h :  W i r L i n .  4 q ) .
as is common in foreign language learning. In
addition, FD people tend toward a "spectator"

approach to learning, while FI people are more
apt to take a participatory approach, making
use ofhypothesis test ing and processes such as
" n a l y z i n g  a n d  s r r u ,  r u r i n s  ( D a v i "  &  H a u e i s e n .
C o o d e n o u q h :  W ; r k i n  4 9 ) .  E l f e r r i v t  l e a r n i n g
may take place by either approach; neverthe
less, that ofFI learners corresponds with many
ofthe strategies used by "good language learn-
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ers," as identified by Rubin and Stern: successq
ful learners take an active approach, are.will-
ing guessers, experiment and practice, attend
ro form, and consranrlv analvz..  crtegorizF.
and synthesize.

However, these same researchers also found
that "good' language learners have a strong
driv€ to communicate, try to use rhe language
with others, monitor how well their speech is
being received by others, and attend to social
cues to meaning. The interpersonal orientatron
ol FD peopie, then, may also be advantageous
Ibr language learning. Investigators of affective
variables in foreign language learning have
claimed that empathy, socialization, and other
FD traits are the keys to language Iearnirrg suc-
,  ess (Bro$n: CaylF. Guioral .  This view is sup-
ported by research which indicates that FD
individuals are beuer than FI individuats at
learning and remembering marerial with sociat
connotations (Goodenough; Wittrin, 49; Witkin
& Goodenough).

Results of the few empirical studies which
have treated the specific question of the rele,
vance of FD/I to foreign language Ieaming have
been inconclusive and inconsistent.3 Never-
th€less, Brown and Bialysrok/Frdhlich posru
late that FI learners may have the advantage
in classroom foreign language learning because
ofthe formal, or structure-oriented, narure or
classroom tasks, as opposed to a more unatural"

or funrr ional use of langrage tor communica-
t ion of meaning. Many . lassroom acriv ir ies,
and mosr rest ing procedure..  focus on manipu-
lating foreign language forms, while minrmrz-
i n g  a r r e n r i o n  r o  s o c : d l  t u n . l i o n  a n d  m e a n i n g .
Such tasks may call forth the particular skills
of FI people while ignoring or obscuring FD
people's social/interpersonal abilities, which
should logically also contribute to effective lan-
guag€ use. The implication is that the supposed
supcriority ofan FI cognitive style in classroom
learning may be related to a distinction between
the DsuJlJomal hag .1, a.h," ton.nt or ienraion
ofL lassrooms and re<rs .nd whar Omaggru rr .s
cal led -real (ompFlFn, e. '  tn. i  is.  lunr! iona, rca-
suase proJicbnct.

PROFICIENCY AND ACHTEVEMENT

For some years, proficiency was widely
equated in the literature with linguisric com_
petence, i .e. ,  knowledge of a language as a

strucrured, Nle-bound system. exprFssed as Lhe

sound system to produc€
grammaticaily ed utterances (Brooks;

abit i ty to reco
lary, structure,

YP"re\ce
ro+,

and manipulate its vocabu-
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include
compett(e in rhe use of fatiffi-@ for com-
municatioh, comprising strati!-c and sociolin-
guist i '  ,  ds \wel l  as l inguisr ic,  (ompe(ences.{

Unfonunate!,  though, even where , tas<-
room activities may rellect this contemporary,
expanded view of proficiency, the assessment
ol learners' progress hasgenerally continued to
focus almost exclusively on control ofvocabu-
lary and gramma'ical  srru( rurFs. rFpresent ing
only linguistic competence. We have evidence
that this dimension is retated strongly to over-
all academic achievement, bur only weally to
functional language proficiency as assessed by
mor€ direct means (Clark; Genesee; Olter).
Thus, such tests might well be considered more
n€arly measurcs ofling\istic ach;euemnt rhar, ol
langozge prali;nc).

Given the hypothesized relationship ofFD/I
to cognit iv" and inrerpersonal abi l i t ies, i r  ap
pears possible that such measures, as well as
many current teaching practices, may favor FI
learners, while possessing an implicit bias
against leamers with a FD cognitive style. The
present investigation focused on this issue by
examining performance as related to achieve-
ment and proficiency orientation ofboth .rear,
ment and criterion variables.

The pr imaw research quesrion ot rhis inves-
tigation was whether a relationship exrsts
between FD/I and learners' performance on
language tests of formal linguisti achieoenent ana
of finctional language proJiciency, in courses with
these two different types oforientation. A sec-
ondary question was whether learners'percep-
tions of the foreign language learning process
are related to th€ orientation ofthe couNe and
to their own degree of FD/I.

Subjects were srudents in second-quarter
Spanish classe. ar rwo pubi ic midwesrern uni
vFrsi t ies The rwo .chools were markedly di f
ferent in both size and scope, one being a large
research university with extensive post gradu-
ate programs, and the other a moderate sized
institution devoted primarily to undergraduate
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education. Nevertheless, the srudent clientele,
class size, course objectives, and teaching meth-
ods of first'year Spanish courses at both ap-
peared generalty represenrarive of such courses
at many unlversl tres.

An important differ€nce for purposes ofthis
study, though, occurred in the degree of focus
on formal grammar study or functional lan-
guage use. One Spanish course had a relatively
srronq grammar/ l inguisr ic arhievemenr or ier
ra( ion. ref le,  rFd rn ,  lass acrrr  i r ies u nd resr ing
procedures. The second course, in conrrast,
had an explicit goal of developing functional
proficiency in Spanish. While still organized
around a grammatical syllabus, this coune
covered f€wer g.ammatical concepts in order
to include, on a regular basis, classroom acuvr
ties designed to focus attention on the social
functions and meanings of the grammatical
srrucrures under srudy and ro pror ide pr acr ice
in using them for communication.5 Thcsc ac-
tivities included listening for m€aning to orat
texrs. guided pdired or smal l-group rnrervicws
and conversation, instructor student and stu
den( lnsrructor queslons on personaJ acr iv ir ies
and interests, and other situational or coucx-
tualized €xercises, all focusing on understand-
ing and expressing meaning in Spanish. In
addition, such oral communication tasks
formed an inregral part ofthe testing program
throughout the quarter.

Dependenr var iables for the pr imarv ques-
ron were Spanish l inguisr ic achievement,  meas
ured by the regular written frnal exam for each
course, and communicarive Spanish tanguage
proficiency, measured by the ACTFL/ETS
Oral Proficiency Interwiew (OpI) (Liskin Gas-
parro).6 The OPI was administered to all sru,
dents and rated by rhe investigaror, who had
been trained in the procedure at an ACTFL-
appr-oved workshop and was working toward
c€ntrcatron as an Oral Proficiency Tester. 7 Stu_
clents in each course took the appropriate final
exam as scheduled at the end ofthe academic
quarter.s Data for th€ second question were
gathercd through administration ofan insrruc-
tor designed questionnaire on which students
indicated, on a scale ofone (nor at aI helpfirl)
to.seven (exrremely helpful), the degree ofuse_
rulness ro rhem personalty of var ious toreign
tanguage learning strategies and resources_

Tl-p dFgree or FD/l  ol  dl l  srudenrs *as as-
sessed by the Group Embedded Figures Test

lr., .t'2" L )U-^ ,a a?,.) aLo'  
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(GEFT) (Oltman). This measure requires sub,
Jects ,o per( er\  e dnd ourlrnc a simptc gFomerr i .
shape embedded in a complex d€sign, a task
which theoretically elicirs the analyticat and re_
structuring abiliti€s associated with a FI cog,
nitive style. Based on scores on the GEF! str.r,
dents at each institution w€re divided inro rhree
groups, designated field dependent (FD), field
central (FC), and fietd independent (FI). For
the data analysis, twelv€ subjects were serccreo
at random from among those in each o{ urc srx
student groups for whom all data were avail
able, for a to& sample of sevenry t\,r'o studenrs,
thirty-six from cach course.

ANALYSIS & RESULTS

The first research quesrion asked: What dif-
ferences exist in performance on a measure ol
Spanish linguisric achieveme4t (course final
exam) and on a measure offunctional Spanish
language proficiency (OPI) by FD, FC, and FI
learners in a predominantly gmrnmar-achreve,
ment-oriented (cA) Spanish course and in a
Spanish course incorporating acrivities de
signed to promote communicative tarrguage
proliciency (LP)?

This complex question can be clarified by
splitting it inro several subquestions:

A. Is there any interaction effect b€rween
cours€ onentation and degree ofFD/I on stlr
dents' performarce on an achievement-oriented
final exam and on the OPI?

B. Does course orientation toward grammar
or proficiency affect stud€nts, perfomance on
the two types of measures?

C. Do FD, FC, and FI students perform dif-
terently on the two types of measures?

For purposes of statisrical analysis, raw
scores on the two course final exams were trans
formed into z-scores and the two sets of scores
then combined into a single "achievement' vari-
able. It was also necessary to adjust OPI rat-
ings, which are stated in verbal terms, Lu a
numerical system. I thought it highly unlikety
that speakers at either absolute zero or ar or
above the Advanced level (ACTFL) woutd be
found in a firs.year university language coune.
The Advanced Plus and Superior levels wcre
therefore eliminated as possibilities, and
nuynerical values from zero to seven assigned
to the remainingACTFL levels, as follows: 0 =
a b s o l u t e  z e r o ;  1 : N L ;  2  = N M ;  3 = N H t  4 : , , '

, / \



TABLE I
MANOVA on Pcriormance Measures
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061' l ' I
by FD/I and Cours€ Orientariorl

FD/I 5.716
.488
.006

4 0 0
4.00
2.00

130.00
130 00
65 00

.000'.
7+4

.994

IL; 5=IM; 6=IH; 7 =Adv.q The relat ionship
b" ween FD/l  and performance by srud"nrs in
the two types of courses was then examined
t h r o u g h  a  m u l t i v " r i a r .  a n a l ) s i s  o f  v a r i a n . e
(MANOVA) on final exam z'scores and OPI
rat i - tss b) degrce of FD/T and eourse or ienta
tion (Table I), with appropriate followup one-
way analyses.

\o intcrar ion was found berween cognrr i re
style and course orientation. That is, course
orientation did not affect FD, FC, and FI learn-
ers in different ways, nor did FD/I have dif
ferent effects on perlormance in the two
courses- Neither did the analysis by course
orientation alone discover any significant ellect
on final exam scores or OPI ratings.

In the analysis by cognitive style alone, how-
ever, a significant difference in performance
was revealed: FI and FC subjects at both
schools scored higher than FD subjects
(p: .001) on achievement-oriented final exams
(Table Il), and FI subjects performed better
than FC and FD subjects (p = .007) on th€ OPI
(Table III). Only si-r ofthe forty'eight FD and
FC subjects (12.57a) rated abov€ the Novice
lewel on the OPI; FD and FC group means of
2.58 and 2.33, respect ively,  placed these sub-
jects generally between NM and NH on the
ACTFL scale. The average OPI rating for the
FI group, however, represented by their mean
scorc of 3.42, felJ a full level higher, just at the
NH-IL border,  with twelve ofthe twenty-four
s u b i " r , s  r n  r n i s g r o u p ( 5 0 q o ) r e c e i v i n g a  r a  i n g
in the Intcrmediat€ range. Thus, FI was found
to be advantageous on both achievement and
prcficiency measures, independently of course

The second question of inter€st was: What
differences exisr in p€rceprions of the forergn
language learning process h€ld by learners with
varyrng degrees ofFD/I in a grammar,oriented
Spanish course and in a Spanish course rncor,

TABLE II
ANOVA on Final ExAm Z{cor€s by FD/I

Sum of Mean
Sour r  J r  soudr r \  Squar .s  F  p  -

2 t2 492
69 57.907
71 70.000

6.046 7.205 .001. '
.839

TABLE I]I
ANOVA on OPI Ratings by FD/I

2 14.583
69 95.292
7l 109.87s

7.292 5.2AA
l � 3 8 1

.007 ".

t

l,'t

porating activities designed to promote com-
municative proficiency?

A preliminary factor analysis grouped the
fifty-one items ofth€ questionnaire on percep-
tions of the learning process into ten idenrifi-
able far 'ors:  I )  prarr ice with lo,u, on neaninl .
2) practice with rlall a'& (lab tapes and flash
c^rds); 3) act;oe alal prartirr, either instructor,
directed or small-group],4) ̂ ttention to acculact
and rubs, 5) instructar as resource/director of
learnir,g; 6) othel peo! lr (not including instruc-
tor) as resou rce ; ? ) tertboak as rcsonrce; B) cam

lursl exercises as study aids:,9) tolelance aJ anb;
gu;tt; 10) rccept;De p.aclrcs of famitiar material in

To compare and contrast the views of each
subject group concerning the relative impor-
tance of these learning factors, a MANOVA
\^a\ pe' lbrmFd on rhem by (our.e of lcn(ar ion
and cognitive style, treated both simultaneously
a:ld separately (Table IV). No interaction effect
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TABLD IV

MANOVA or Idenlified 1-ca.nins lactors by FD/l and ldcnrified Learning Factors

25

Hy

FD/l X Odcnration 20 00
r0.00
20.00

di
(Dnd)

r  10.00
55.00

1 r  0 . 0 0

1 1 9 9
2.693
1 . 4 2 4

269
.009..
.126FDN

was found; the overall pattern of perceptions

of the learning process was similar for all
groups.

In the analysis by course orientation alone,
a significant differcnce (p = .009) was found on
one factor: use of computer. Students in the
proficiency-oriented (LP) course consistently
rated computer-assisted practice much more
helpful than did those in the achiev€ment-
oriented (GA) course. Since CAI was newly
available as a study aid in the LP course, how-
ever, the favorable view of computer use by
these subjects was attributed in par to a "halo

effect," while the low ratings given to this fac
tor by GA subjects may have resulted from
their lack ofexperience wi*r CAI in loreign lan-
guage learning.

The multivariate analysis by cognirive style
alone again showed similar overall patterns of
views among FD, FC, and FI subjects, con-
sidered acrcss the two types ofcourse. Never-
theless, follow-up univariate F tests revealed a
difference b€tween the rwo extrcme $oups, sig-
nificant at the p = .039 level, on lactor one,,foczr
on neaning, with FI subjects atrriburing trrolc
importance than FD subjects to this facror.

Correlations between the OPI, the two
course linai exarns, and the ten identified learn-
ing factors were also examined. Factor olc,
Joeus M neankg, correlared positively with per-
formance on the OPI ( .425, p = .005) and the
course final exan (.426, p =.005) by subjects
rn the gmmmar-oriented course (Table V).

TABLE V
Cohelalion of Final Exam s.o.es a.d OpI Rar;rsr
qlth Views of Impoftance ot Focus on Mcanirg

GA FiNAI GA OPI LP FiNA] LP OPI
.+26 .425 .106 .132

P = . 0 0 s "  p = . 0 0 ! . '  p = . 2 6 9  p =  2 2 1

That is, this single factor accounted for slightly
over tB% of the variance in these srudenrs'
scores on borh aLhievemenr and prof i ,  i "ncy
measures. No such correlations were obsewed,
however.  lor s ludenrs in rhe prof icren, y

Major findings ol this study may be sum-
marized as follows.

First, field independence was found advan
tageous for performance on both formal linguis
tic achievement and functional language profi-
ciency tasks, while course orientation toward
achievement or proficiency appeared to have
no signifrcant effect on performance on either
kind of task.

Second, the generdl  pattern of pfrcept ions
regarding rhe imponance of r  ar ious faoors in
the language learning process was similar lor
all cognitive style groups at the two schools_
However, FI students at both schools con-
sidered focus on meaning to be significantly
morc important in learning than did FD stu,

Third, views of the importance of focus on
meaning correlated with performance on borh
the OPI and the course hnal exam for subjects
rn the grammar-oriented course, but did not
correlate with performance on either measure
for subj€cts in the proficiency-oriented course.

DISCUSSION

In this investigation, field independ€nce was
found conducive to success on both formal
achievement and functional proficiency tasks,
independently ofthe relatively formal or func-
tional orientation ofrhe course. These results,
rogerher with Hansen's simi lar f indings. are in
conflict with the hypothesis offered by Brown
and by Bialystok/Fr6hlich that FD/I might be

' " P  <  . 0 1 .



t 
OOI!' l ta,rrr, "rtrtt) retared ro rhe formal '.r.r.,. ' , I

tional nature of various language tasks.
One can, olcourse, argue thatta strucrured

interview such as the OPI is somewhat more
formal than much "natural" languagc use.
Moreover, the administrarion of this rruasure
in coniun, r ion wrrh a classroom Iearning sirua-
tion may have enhanced subjects' views of the
formality ofits demands. Bialystok and Fr6h-
lich not€ that the evaluative nature of class_
room-rclated tasks may in itself make them
more formal. Nevertheless, the OpI is clearly
oriented Io rhe functional use of language for
communrcatron, rn conrrast with the focus on
grammatical form of most classroom achieve-
ment measures, including the finai exams used
here. Nor should the interview have been
v i e q e d  b v  s u b l e c r s  i n  r  h r c  s r u d y  a s  p a n i c u l a r l y
rormat In rhe evaludttve sense: al though rt  was
a course requirement, only participation was
requrred, so that students, performance could
not negatively affect their grade.

Addit ional lv,  becax.e 11., .  OPt is a ta(e-ro
face conversation, it could theoretically aid FD
studenrs by providing social cues for intcrprer,
ing the inrerviewer's language and as f€edback
on their own communicative success, 60 that
they-couid use other strategies as necessary to
(ranry mednrng or (  ompensare lor gaps in l rn_
grrstrc knowledge. Such ,  ues and srrareeies are
supposedly more often and more effectively
used by FD people. In rhe present srudy.
thouqh, I  dppea'ed rhdr eirher:  l ,  FD sDbjecrs
oro not us€ Dterpersonal cues and strategies
more ellecrively than FI subjects; Z) the OpI
r.  nor sFnsr ve to rhF use of su, h srrareqies; or
3) the parr played by these strategies ii com-
m u n r . d r i o n  i s  i n s u f f i r i e n r  r o  c o m p e n s a r e  t o r
g d p s  I n  l r n q u i s r i ,  k n o w t " d g e  " r  t h i s  b " g i n n i n g
level

Naiman and others concluded thar FI is
more important as a predictor ofsuccess in the
h , g h e '  s r a q e s  o l  t r n g u . s e  t p a r n r n g  r h a n  i n  . h "
edrl \  stages. Therr l -vpornesi.  Lorr, .sponds ,o
the ascending importance accorded io gram-
malrcar accuracy ;n Higgs and Clifford,s model
ol the relative contribution of various factors
to language proficiency However, both here
and in the Hansen study, FD/I was found to

: i t " ,_ is " i ! , , " '  e r recr  a tso  / r  ear ly  s ras , , .
:v::1^lrr subrF, rs in rhi. .rud, recFived an
d(-,  r  r  L ra'rng ot \ovr,  (  Mid o, No\ i .e Hi.h
indicat ing thar rhev we,. . , i  
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1 
on memonzed words and phrases lor whatever

, communlcatron they found possible. The FI
group average, though, fell iust at the Novice
High-Intermediare Low borler, with lully half
attarnmg a rating in the Intermediate raDge.

The basic criterion for an Intermediare rat-
ing is demonstrated ability to go beyono
memonz€cl material and "crcate with the lan_
guage" at a sentence level. Such ability implies
somF rudrmenrd.v undersranding ol  rhe gr am-
md^tr(  al_ srructurc ot the language ,nd how i t
c lrrrers l rom rhe nari \e languase. FI_l inked re.
strucruring abilities might therefore be advan-
tageous rn progressing lrom a Novice to an
Intermediate proficiency level (in accordance
with the results ofthis investigation). However,
once thls major border has been crossed, FD
traits and strategies may come into play in the
proress ofbroadening learners. abi l i rv ro applv
r n e r r  g r a m m r l r . d l  ( o m p e t € n c e  r o  a  q r F a r e r
variety of situational contexts. The apparent
relationship found here between FD/I ano pro_
liciency, then, may or may not hold wirhrn the
Intermediate and the Advanced levels.

It may be that the superior performance ol
FI learners here was partly due to their high
cogruriv€ rcstructuring skills. However, the
analysis of perceptions regarding the learnrng
process rev€aled an interestine difference be
tw€en FD and FI subjects, whicl may also nave
reicvance tor foreign languagr achievemenr a;rd
prof ic iencv. One mighr rheonze rhar FI learn
ers would tend to analyze and note the s.ruc_
tural .aspects ol  language, whereas rhe inrerper
sonal ori€ntation ol FD learners would lead
them to fmphasize i rs sor ial  and communica-
tive aspects, and hence attend preferentially ro
meanug rather than form_ In this study,
though, FD subjects attributed significantiy trss

]np*l : l , j_ '"  
pract, ,e focusrng on me"ning

than did FI subiecrs.
Individuals' tendency to focus primafily on

. r r u c r u r a l  f o r m  o r  o n  m e a n i n g  i n  t o r e i g n  l " n
$"ee study should loqi , ,JIy,  orre.pond r,  rnerr
views of the relative importance of the t*,o;
moreov€r, these views might be inlluenced by
the or ientat ion ofthe academic course. In this
inresr igar ion \oweu"r p6y1-"01,on" o1,1.,o ; ln
porranre ol  lor ut  on me" ning did nor rary sig-
nxrcantly across courses. Nevenheless, the rela_
honshrp between subjects, perceptions and rnerr
level of performance did vary. In the course
onented towa.d format linguistic achieverrenr,

"t
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",.,6snts who considered factor one, Jocus on
naning, important to learning did weil on both
achrevement and prof i ,  ien, v m"asure".  Ap
par€ndy, their views led them to give morc
attention to the meaning of what they were
practicing, and this focus may have enhanced
their learning

The valu€ of functional, communicatrve
practice with lbcus on meaning has beerr sup
ported by the several "good language learnel'
studies (Naiman; Rubin; Stern),  as wel l  as by
Bialystok's investigation of the effectiveness of
various lbreigr language leaming strategies. Of
the strategies Bialystok examined, she rouno
functional practice th€ most crucial for succ€ss
on both lbrmaJ (Iocusingon the language cooe.,
and functional (involving the use of the lan-
guage for communication of meaning) lan-
guage tasks. The same study revealed thc ap-
parent existence of a ceiling on the usefirlness
of pracr ice tocusing predominanrl l  on form
beyond a cenain point, additional formal prac-
tice no longer improved performance on either
formal or functional rasks. However, Bialystok
observed no such ceiling effect for functional
practice focusing on meaning, implying an
important role for such practice in language

oo q q-4
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The results ofthe studies cited above supporr
the notion that focus on meaning may have been
a contributing factor in the differing perform-
ance ofFD and FI learners in th€ grammar-or-
renred (oursF. However,  rhe inrer,  6rrq1r,1.r ,
observed between these subjects, views of the
rmportance of attenrion to meaning and their
p€riormance were not r€plicated in the profi-
c iFn, \ . -or ienred ,  ourse. Where, lassroom acrir
rties.and testing procedures genera|y encour-
aged or demanded focus on meaning by al1
students, the amounr of attention given to
meanrngmay have been less deDendent on th€

\ , e w  o l  r s  r m p o r t a n c e  T h a r
Inrs mcr€ased locus on meaning did not appear
ro rmprove FD subjects, performance in com_
parison to FI subjects in the same coursc sug-
gesrs'hdL luncr iondl pra, r i ,  e is bFnef i(  id l  (o al l
r e a r n e r s ,  r F e a r d t . s s  o l  ' h F i I o g n i r i v e  s r ) l e

The finding that course orienration had no
srat$lrcally significant effect on either subjects'
performance or their perceptions ofthe learn-
r n B  p r o ,  p s s  i s  p e r h a p s  n o r  s u r p , i s r n g  i n  \  i " s
oI the non-discrete character of formal gram_

matical or linguistic achi€vemenr and lunc-
( 'ondl ,  ommunicarw€ lanqrage prqfrrrenry
DeCause l jng!ts l tc aChlevement is subsumed as
one compon€nt in the broader construct oflan_
guage proliciency, a strict dichotomy is both
theor€tically and practically impossibte. Thus,
d€spite the differing course emphases on ior_
mal achievement or functional proficiency, the
contrast rn actual leaming srrat€gies ofstudents
in the two courses may have been insufficient
to affect their performance differentially. Not
only were some classroom activities necessarily
common to the two courses, but as Bialystok
points out, the degree of formality or func-
tionality of a given acrivity for individual stu_
clents vanes according to the amount ofatten,
tron they personally give to form or to rrans-
mltung meanmg.

Further, a single academic quarter may well
have been insufficient time for varying rrear
menrs to have much effer r ,  paf l icula r ly in view
of participants' previous experience: sincc mese
were second-quarter courses. aJI subjeds began
r^' 'h a background of Spanish srudy whrch.
whrle accep(ed for placemenr purposes ds rhe
equivalent of one university quarter, actually
varied in length, content, and approach to learn
rng. rn^aodluon, the quest lonnaire on percep_
f lons ot rhe tezrnrnq process was adminisrered
several weeks prior to the end of the quarrer,
decreasing srill more the possible inlluence of
course onentation on subjects, views. A longer
period of time could produce a noticeable effect
ofcourse orientation on performance, percep
Uons or the tedrnrng process. or borh. especial lv
qrvFn rs apparenr effecr on srudenr behavior
r i ,h regd-d ro rhe use of funcr ional pracr i ,  e
even within the short time here avaitable.

IMPLICATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

. 
Among the implications of my study for for-

ergn language research and education a.€:
First, this investigation's inconclusive find_

inge regarding rhe effecr ol  course or ienrar ion
on performance and on student perceptions of
the language leaming process, together with the
ljmited time ofthe study, suggest that a simuar
but longer studv. encompassrng perhaps a Iul l
, r rsr yedr course. tould have some merir .  fhe
iavesrigar ion of possible rhonge, in pel epr ions
through the course should be a focal pornt or
such a study.
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rA prelimina.y vebion of this paper was presenred ar

the dnualme.ting ofrbe ADerican Asmiarion ofTea.hem
ol Spanish and Poftusuesc, Aususr r986.

?See B ib l iography ,  12 ,30 ,40 ,  s2 .
rsee B ib l iog .aphy ,  3 ,21 ,33 ,  42 ,  4a ,  +9 .
+See B ib l iog .aphy ,  8 ,  g ,  24 ,25 ,  26 ,  43 ,  44 ,  46 .
5Thesc two first-y.ar.ouFcs varied in choicc of mate.

nals uscd as wellas amouni ofling!;dc contenr. The firer
two quafteB of the srahmar-oriented cou.sc covered
app 'oxrhar t \  rwo.h , rds  ( rh ,oueh lessor  t1 l  o r : ,s  re \ r -
book (Jarvis). The proficiency-oriented coune, howcver,
mdd"  ao  d  rnp ,  'o  r  ov" r  rh "  boot -  in  cn  a  ddemi ,  )ear :
contenr for the firs( two quaften included le$ tban hatf
( r h l u e h  h s s n  t 0 r  o t  i r .  r e r r b o o k , S , , t m d r  6  u u , o o n .
w h d r p h . " , . d q r " n n a , i , a t p o i n r " o m i . , f o o r  o . . . " n r . d
ror rc.ogn't'on .nly

6Evaluarion of pe.foroance on thc Opt is globar, ex
Pre$cd by one ol ninc ratings, from Novice Low ro Supc
dor 'l 

he compl.r. rarins scare, wirh d€soiption ot ea.h
f v _ l  n " .  b . l o ' r , i .  t h , A t  t n t  p o J . . t n t t , u u J t . . . , - " .

?Althoush CDFT scoring had bcen donc p.ior io ntcr
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Proceedings.. Indiana Symposium on Foreign
Language Proficiency

AN INTERNATTONAL  SYMPOSIUM ON THE EVALUA,

tion ofForeign Language Proficiency was held
at Indiana Universi ty in March of 1987. Par,
ticipants included about thiny US and nine for-
eign specialists on language testing and com,
municative approaches to language teaching.
The Bloomington symposium included both

proponents and crirics of the ACTFL ProJicimcy
Cuidtlines. The Praceedings book, 312 pages long,
is avaiiable for purchase ($15.25 plus postage).
Write: Symposium Proceedings, CREDLI,
Indiana University, 602 Ballantine Hall,
Bloomington, IN 47405, USA.

French Education Teacher Training and
Research Project

LOUIS IANA STA l .E  UNIVERSITY  HAS ANNOUNUED

thc establ ishment of a research and traxrng
project in French education. 'Ihe project wi 
Provrde graduate study and research, serve as
a resource center, and work in both pre- and
I n - s e ^ r c c r r d i n i n q  A n  n r e e r a l  p a " r  o f r h e L S L
\ - p n ( e r  l o r  r r e n ( h  a n d  F r d n c o p h o n e  S , u d i e s .
tne project rs supponed by the departments of
uurnculum and Instruction and French and

Italian. Additional support is provided by the
Ff€nch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Asso
ciation for the Promotion of Education and
Training Abroad (Belgium), and rhe Quebec
Ministry of International Relations. For addi-
tional information contact the French Educa-
tion Project, 202 Peabody Hall, Louisiana State
University, Baton Rouge 70803. Telephone:
(504) 388-6662.


