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Implementing bilingual pattern practice

Abstract

This article describes how semi-communicative gilial drills were implemented in a
four-month course in pedagogical English gramnrathé course, a group of ten Polish
adult learners participated. When the course was, tive learners were asked to evaluate
the procedure by filling in a questionnaire. In theestionnaire, they expressed
overwhelming approval for bilingual drills in term$their usefulness. Some of the

students indicated that the drills prepared thentdonmunication in English.
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The teaching context

The author of this report is a university lectuaad researcher in Poland. Apart from
courses in linguistics, he teaches English asegnianguage, including courses in
pedagogical English grammar. It was in one of tteergmar courses that the author
experimented with bilingual pattern practice agppsed by Butzkamm and Caldwell
(2009).

The course taught by the author was a four-montinseoin pedagogical English

grammar. During that period the class receivedd@@r$of instruction. The aim of the



course was to review and expand the students’ ladyd of selected English verbal and
nominal categories (i.e. tenses, voice, nouns ditdes). The students attended other
English classes at the same time (e.g. speakisgeda which were not, however, aligned
with the grammar course in any way. The studente wen adult learners from a mixed-
ability (mostly intermediate) EFL pedagogical graarmlass taught by the author in a
higher school of professional education in Poldrtere were ten students in the group,

aged 20-21, seven of whom were female, and thregnoi were male.

Reason for the innovation

In the author’s teaching context pedagogical Ehgiiemmar courses are a regular feature
on the curriculum. These courses largely focusubesrand explanations, and typically, the
only practice that learners are engaged in is otlatr written practice. That seemed highly
inadequate to the author: in the light of resediratings like those of Spada and Tomita
(2010), for explicit grammar instruction to workdbé should include plenty of
opportunities for proceduralizing declarative knedde, leading ultimately to

automaticity. This means communicative speakiniyisiess, i.e. activities that resemble
real-life language use which at the same time pi®imassive repetition experiences’
(Segalowitz 2003: 402). The question, then, was twkeconcile the requirement for

‘massive repetition’ with communicative language.us

The innovation

The author thus started to investigate possibl®ogtfor combining communication with

repetition in his grammar courses. Massive repetivas, of course a distinctive feature of
the Audiolingual method in the 1960s, and this Wasfirst avenue the author explored.



The Audiolingual method appealed to structuralrgguistic theory for its
description of language and to behaviourism foleiggning theory. This resulted in
grammatical structures being first introduced trters in dialogues and then practised
orally through drills which required, for exampiepetition or replacement. The drills
were, however, frequently mechanical, that is, t@yld be performed without paying any
attention to meaning. That was probably one of#asons why many learners could not
transfer classroom language skills to real lifeteats, which ultimately led to the demise
of Audiolingualism (Richards and Rodgers, 2001:65).

Pattern practice, however, need not be mechamncatdition to mechanical drills,
one can distinguish meaningful and communicativesoin both of them, grammatical
structures are manipulated in oral exercises. Heweke former ‘require the student to
process meaning’, the latter ‘require conveyingialctontent unknown to the hearer’
(DeKeyser, 1998: 50). An interesting combinatioma&aningful and communicative drills
was proposed by Butzkamm and Caldwell (2009). TBE9Q9: 124-130) developed a
seven-step procedure which they refer to as semranicative bilingual drills. The steps

in the procedure are as follows:

Step 1: presentation and clarification of a moeeitsnce. The sentence may come from a
dialogue or text that has already been coverethéyglass. It contains an exemplar of a

selected construction whose structure and commiiveciunction is clear to the learners.

Step 2: easy substitutions: meaningful substitutioits based on stimulus sentences in the

mother tongue provided by the teacher. For example:

Teacher (Polish): Learner:
Co mam z tym zrobP? What shall | do with it?



Co mam zroli z t3 ksigzka? What shall | do with this book?

Step 3: pair work: students perform substitutiatisdin pairs with bilingual lists of
sentences
Step 4: ‘loaded’ sentences and contextual diversitistitution drills with more contentful

sentences provided by the teacher. For example:

Teacher (Polish) Learner:
Co mam zroli ze swog zong? What shall | do with my wife?
Co mam zroki ze swoinzyciem? What shall | do with my life?

Step 5: ‘Over to you’: students invent their owraeples

Step 6: Pupil presentation and communicative intks$: students present their sentences;
the teacher’s task is to stimulate communicativeharges on the basis of the sentences
produced by the students

Step 7: Creative writing: students compose shatst@hich include an example of the

structure just practised

In steps 2-4, the procedure involves meaningfuhdpilal drills (which require learners to
process meaning), and in step 7, controlled mogodhcommunicative practice (which
requires learners to convey new information). Tteeedure is probably the most
comprehensive recent attempt at implementing pafieactice in L2 instruction. Its central
feature is the use of L1 stimulus sentences, whislButzkamm and Caldwell (2009: 124)
say, are supposed to make learners focus on expgyedsas instead of merely practising
syntactic patterns with gaps to be filled by vodabuitems, as was the case in the
Audiolingual method. The teacher, then, providesrers with ideas in the mother tongue



and the learners express them in the target lamgllagtages 6 and 7 learners are free to
express their own ideas using the relevant cortstnge

Communicative drills can be seen as a means ofiagdearners to move from
declarative knowledge of rules to procedural knalgkeand fluent performance. Such an
account appeals to conscious learning and genglaasquisition theory. However,
pattern practice can also be related to moderrriggeof language acquisition, one
example being Hoey’s (2005) lexical priming.

According to Hoey (2005: 13), language acquisit®driven by lexical priming,
that is, a process in which learners subconscialeskglop various associations between
words in a language. These associations may lexizfl, grammatical, semantic and
pragmatic nature, and they are formed ‘as a restite cumulative effects of an
individual's encounters with the word’. As for grarar, it is in Hoey’s (2005: 159)
account “the accumulation and interweaving of thenimgs of the most common sounds,
syllables and words of the language”, that is, gdike “is, was the, a andof, syllables
like ing,” etc.

In the case of L1 acquisition, learners’ primingsne from a huge variety of
sources. By contrast, the sources of primings icdrexts are ‘radically impoverished’
(Hoey 2005: 185). Because of this discrepancy H2605: 186) says that L2 learners can
be provided by language teaching materials an@aghters with ‘essential shortcuts to
primings’ in the form of ‘[u]sage notes, drillingercises, texts or tapes with repeated
instances of a word sequence’ etc. Further, Ho@9§52187) suggests that producing
output may reinforce or contribute to creating n@wnings. He concludes that if this is
indeed the case, then ‘the learner needs to speaikte as often as possible’.

The above has interesting implications for L2 téagland for pattern practice in
particular. During drilling exercises learners axposed to repeated instances of selected
sequences of words. If the drills are meaningfud@nmunicative, then by listening to

their classmates speak, learners receive largerasotilinguistically focused meaningful



input, and by speaking themselves they produce langounts of linguistically focused
meaningful input. If Hoey (2005) is right, then buactivities can lead to establishing new

primings in the target language.

Its effects

Before the course, the author prepared sets oéisess in Polish for bilingual pattern
practice dealing with the English verbal systemis®uea had been selected because the
English tense system is a source of consideraffleudiiy for Polish learners of English,
which probably results (at least to some extewtnfthe differences between English and
Polish grammar. So, for example, during the cothsestudents practised the English
simple present, present continuous and passive woithis way. The practice involved the
production of affirmative, interrogative and negatsentences.

During the course, the author spent the first timeaths dealing with verbal
structures and then one month discussing nomitegodes. Bilingual pattern practice as
described above was used regularly during thethirsie months. After completing the
course and receiving the final grades, the studeetse administered an anonymous
questionnaire in Polish, in which they were askedualuate the entire sequence of steps.
The students received detailed written instructiori@olish on how to fill in the
guestionnaire. In the questionnaire, semantic idiffeal scales were used in relation to
three categories, based on Gardner (1985): geaeadation, utility and interest. There
were five pairs of adjectives in each category #wedguestionnaire was a slightly modified
version of one used by the author in another s(8dpeffler, 2012). Table 1 presents the

English translation of the Polish adjectives.



Table 1: English translations of Polish adjectives

general evaluation utility interest

good — bad useful - useless interesting - uninteresting
agreeable — disagreeable educational - uneducational absorbing - monotonous
pleasant — unpleasant needed - unneeded exciting — boring
enjoyable - unenjoyable necessary - unnecessary varied — monotonous

nice - awful effective - ineffective inviting — off-putting

The students’ answers were converted into numeralaks on a one-to-seven scale,
which was also used by Gardner (1985). In the m® o0& conversion, seven points were
awarded for extremely positive assessment (a chreaak-right next to the adjective
‘pleasant”, for instance), and one point for exteymegative assessment (a check-mark
right to the adjective ‘unpleasant’). Neutral assesnt, i.e. selecting the middle category,
was worth four points. The conversion into numénedues made it possible to sum up
individual item scores and produce total scoregémh category. The minimum possible
score for each category was five points, neutrs¢ssment meant 20 points, and the

maximum was 35.

Learners’ evaluation

The box-and-whisker plots in Figure 1 show therdistion of all the students’ scores for
the three categories. The box plots clearly dematesbverwhelming approval for the
procedure: there are no scores below the 20-peural assessment level in any of the
three categories.



Figure 1: Students’ assessment of bilingual paeaatice

In addition to the closed-ended items summarisedalthe questionnaire also contained
two Polish sentences for completion in which thelshts were asked to say what they
liked and disliked the most about the proceduréth® students commented on the aspects

of the procedure that they liked (translation mine)

What | liked best about the exercise was that

S1: it encouraged me to work

S2: it was interesting, it helped me concentrate



S3: each student was able to practise, to reviewshto learn things that were new or
unclear

S4: thanks to this exercise one was able to comrarhmatical structures to memory,
which helps in speaking

S5: it helped me to learn grammar and | made pssgre

S6: there were a lot of different examples

S7: we were able to practise grammar orally, whielps to communicate better

S8: we had an opportunity to speak right after dp@isked to do so and that each of us
participated

S9: there was interaction between us

S10: the teacher encouraged creativity

There were only three comments on the negativecespeith one of them (S5) actually

having a positive ring to it:

What | disliked the most about this exercise was th

S5: it was too short
S8: parts of it lasted too long

S9: pair work was not monitored closely enoughheyteacher

The positive comments made by the students incltwledrery interesting points. First,
two students remarked that practising grammaticattires through oral drills helped
them to prepare for speaking or communication iglish. Second, another two students
stressed interaction and creativity. That was § walcome comment, as bilingual pattern
practice should, according to Butzkamm and Cald(2€l09), lead to communicative

exchanges in Step 6 of the procedure. At this s&tgdents prepare their own examples of



the relevant structures and present them to tles.clais the teacher’s responsibility to use

these examples as starting points for communicattehanges.

Drills and communication

During Step 6 of the procedure, the teacher cregpedrtunities for communication and
interaction between students in a number of diffeveays. One of them was by asking the
students to write sentences about themselves wiecd either true or false. The task for
the other learners was then to decide whetherengientence was indeed true or false.

In order to monitor how the interaction proceedwdiwo different occasions the
communicative exchanges in Step 6 were audio-redoadd transcribed into standard
English orthography by the author. The learnergsemt had been obtained prior to the
recordings. The had been informed that the recgsdivere needed to examine how they
communicated during the class.

In the samples below, individual students were as&gresent their sentences and
the others were to determine whether they weredrdalse. The structure in focus was the
present perfect. The students in the exchange®fmed to by their initials. T stands for

the teacher.

Sample 1

T: What is your sentence? (addressing a student)

S1: | have never seen an elephant.

T: An interesting example. What do you think?

S2: In my opinion, this .... this may be false beeaus M .... isn’t poor person.
T: And she keeps an elephant at home?

S2: No .... no, no, elephants in home [laughter] is i#...
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T: As a pet.

S2: No, [laughter] outside.

T: Outside, in the garden, you mean.

S2: Possibly.

T: OK. M, so do you keep an elephant in the garden?

S1: No, | don't. But I've seen a few in my life.

T: You have seen a few elephants in your life.

S1: In zoo.

T: In a zoo. Aha, so the sentence is false. Howynedephants have you seen in your life?
S1: I think | could have seen about ten elephamisy life.

T: So quite a few elephants.

S1: But I'm older than the rest of our group, som more experienced.
T: Very, very interesting.

Sample 2

T: A, what is your sentence?

S1: | have had my driving licence for five years.

T: What do you think, is it true? (addressing tless)

S2: No, it is false.

T: Why do you think it's false?

S2: Five years ago A has ... A was 16.

T: OK, so five years ago A was 16, right, and whthiat a problem?
S2: Driving licence can passed after 18.

T: So you need to be 18 to take a driving test.

S2: Yes, obviously.
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As can be seen, the students and the teacher mu@leed in genuine exchanges of new
information. At the same time, they were exposeskteeral instances of the target
structures. The exchanges resemble DeKeyser’'s (B298nonolingual communicative
drills which ‘require the student to use the larggito convey real meaning, while some
recently taught rules, the focus of the drill, &enkept in mind’.

The exercise also afforded the learners the oppitytto practise communicatively
other structures which were not the target of irdton. On a number of occasions, this
resulted in opportunities for noticing linguisteatures. In sample two, S2 struggled to
express the idea of taking a driving test. Thehieaprovided the relevant expression,
which may have resulted in the student noticinginally, the students themselves noticed
accuracy problems with their output, which resuitedelf-corrections (S2 in sample 2:

‘Five years ago A has .... A was 16).

Reflection

The number of students participating in the coars@filling in the questionnaire was, of
course, very small, which is an obvious limitatafrthis report. However, the students
were exposed to the procedure on a regular basibriEe months in relation to a number
of different grammatical structures and thus thay be expected to have made considered
judgements.

Submitting new or little known teaching proceduietong-term classroom trials is
certainly in line with Larsen-Freeman’s (2015: 2€4)l for classroom research. Such
research may not always have the rigour of tru@exental studies, but it enables us to
see how things work in ‘the complex reality of thassroom’.

The fact that the students expressed support éopithcedure means that its
effectiveness should be investigated further ineexpental studies. If pattern practice does

help learners to produce language and to commuittegn it would also be interesting to
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examine whether, as predicted by Hoey’s (2005ckpriming theory, this is due to links
being formed between the components of, for exantipepresent perfect or the passive
construction.

For the author as a practitioner, the experienodrcoed the claims of those who
see a constructive role for the mother tongue eénfdineign language classroom (e.g.
Butzkamm and Caldwell, 2009; Butzkamm, 2011; Hatl £€ook, 2012). It also made
clear the need for a closer cooperation betweetett@hers in the school where the course
was taught: had the grammar syllabus been aligriddtie speaking class syllabus, then
the learners could have been given more opporagnitir communicative practice of

selected grammatical categories.
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