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ABSTRACT

The overall aim of this research is to provide an up-to-date survey and critical evaluation
of aspects of the teaching and learning of international languages other than English in

secondary schools and, to a more limited extent, in universities in New Zealand.

The Introduction summarizes the aims and objectives of the research and outlines the

research methods.

Chapter 1 introduces the context in which language teaching and learning in New
Zealand is conducted, focusing on population size and density, the cultural and linguistic

profile of New Zealanders and the structure of New Zealand education.

In Chapter 2, a number of landmark publications and reports on language education in
New Zealand are examined in the light of the extent to which their recommendations

have been adopted.

Chapter 3 examines language learning in New Zealand secondary schools and

universities in terms of the types of course available and the take-up and retention rates.

In Chapter 4, New Zealand Ministry of Education documents relating to international
languages (syllabuses, curriculum statements and curriculum guidelines) are introduced
and compared together with an overview of the language offerings of New Zealand

universities.

Chapter 5 critically reviews New Zealand Ministry of Education curriculum documents
in the context of international literature relating to the teaching and learning of languages
and examines the extent to which university language courses focus on language

proficiency development.
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In Chapter 6, national educational awards (particularly School Certificate and University
Entrance, Bursary and Scholarship) for international languages are critiqued and the
planned introduction of a National Certificate in Educational Achievement is discussed.

Chapter 6 also critiques a number of university language examination papers.

Chapter 7 reports the results of a questionnaire-based survey of language teachers in New
Zealand schools. This report relates primarily to the professional background and training
of these teachers, their attitudes towards national language resources and examinations,
and their assessment of their own language proficiency achievements and those of their

students.

Chapter 8 reports the results of a study that mimics an earlier United Kingdom-based
study. This involved students of German in New Zealand universities taking a German C-
Test and/or completing a questionnaire relating primarily to their reasons for learning the

language and their attitudes towards German culture.

Chapter 9 provides an over-view of the project, identifies areas of weakness, outlines the

primary findings and recommendations and makes suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER 7
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LANGUAGE PROFESSIONALS: AN
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSE PATTERNS

7.1 Introduction

A survey of the views of language teachers in New Zealand schools was conducted as
part of this research project. In accordance with the advice contained in Cohen and
Manion (1980, pp. 71- 98), a number of issues were taken into account in deciding what
form the survey would take, how it would be conducted and how responses would be
analysed. As noted by Cohen and Manion (p. 71), “surveys proceed through well-defined

stages”. In this case, the stages prior to the conduct of the survey itself were as follows:

. determination of the primary and subsidiary aims of the survey;

. determination of the survey approach to be adopted;

. determination of the target population;

. determination of the processes and procedures to be used in analysing responses;
. production of draft;

. pilot of draft survey.

At each of these stages, there were a number of practical considerations that needed to be

taken into account. These included considerations of time and cost.

7.2 Determination of the primary and subsidiary aims of the survey

One of the primary aims of the survey conducted as part of this research project was to
determine the professional background and training of teachers of international languages
in New Zealand. In particular, it aimed to discover what proportion of these teachers had

been specifically trained to teach languages, what form that training took, and to what
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extent they felt that that training had prepared them for the task. Another primary aim
was to determine to what extent language teachers felt that the curriculum statements and
resources provided by the New Zealand Ministry of Education were helpful. A third
primary aim was to determine whether, and to what extent, language teachers had
participated in in-service training provision relevant to their language teaching duties and
responsibilities and, where they had done so, how useful they believed these courses to

have been. These were the primary aims.

The secondary aim of the survey was to determine the extent to which language teachers
in New Zealand have the types of knowledge and understanding that are required to
perform a range of professional tasks. However, reaching conclusions about various
professional competencies on the basis of respondents' beliefs about them is sometimes
inappropriate. For example, the fact that a respondent believes that the training he or she
received was adequate to prepare him or her to meet the requirements of a language
teaching position in a New Zealand school does not necessarily mean that it was. There
are certain tasks which language teachers, both in New Zealand and overseas, need to be
able to perform satisfactorily. For example, teachers of languages in New Zealand
schools are expected to be able to understand and implement Ministry of Education
curriculum documents and to put Ministry of Education assessment policies into practice.
In doing so, they will need to make a range of curriculum decisions that inevitably
require some understanding of aspects of the theory and practice of language teaching
and learning. This is an area of considerable complexity for a number of reasons. First,
competence to perform certain professional tasks is not an absolute, but a matter of
degree. Inevitably, some teachers will perform some tasks with greater ease than others.
Furthermore, not all teacher educators will necessarily agree about what knowledge and
understanding are required in order to perform specific professional tasks satisfactorily.
Nevertheless, it was decided to attempt to include questions that could provide useful
indicators in this area. Thus, the survey sought to determine whether teachers could
recognise and identify markedly different syllabus types and whether they could apply to
their own situations the type of language descriptor that are widely used internationally.

In addition, teachers were asked to list what they considered to be the three most
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important characteristics of communicative language teaching. This seemed relevant in
view of the fact that all New Zealand Ministry of Education curriculum documents
dealing with languages that were published in the 1990s claimed to be communicative in

orientation.

Including questions that relate to professional competencies is a high-risk stratagem.
Respondents who feel uncomfortable with this type of question may choose either not to
respond in these areas (something that can be significant in itself) or not to return the
questionnaire at all. It may, in addition, have an adverse effect on responses to
subsequent questions. However, in terms of the research as a whole, it was considered
that the value of the survey would be considerably increased if questions of this type

were included.
Thus, the aims of the survey were:

.to determine the professional background and training of teachers of

international languages in New Zealand;

. to determine to what extent language teachers in New Zealand feel that the
curriculum statements and resources provided by the New Zealand Ministry of

Education are helpful;

. to determine whether, and to what extent, language teachers In New Zealand had
participated in in-service training provision relevant to their language teaching
duties and responsibilities and, where they had done so, how useful they

believed these courses to have been:
.to determine the extent to which language teachers in New Zealand have the

types of knowledge and understanding that are likely to be required to perform a

range of duties related to language tqgg:hin.g.
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7.3 Determination of the survey approach to be adopted

The number of pupils learning international languages in New Zealand secondary schools
has changed considerably over the past ten years, as has the profile of languages offered
in these schools (see Chapter 3 ). Furthermore, international langunages are now offered in
some primary and middle schools as well as in secondary and area schools and there are a
wide variety of types of programme on offer. Whereas, for example, some primary and
middle schools offer a single international language, others give students the opportunity

to sample a range of international languages.

Inevitably, these changes have been reflected in the language teaching profession itself.
For example, some of those who once taught a single international language on a full-
time basis in one school now teach that language on a part-time basis in more than one
school or are now involved in the teaching of other subjects. It is not, therefore, a simple
or straightforward matter to determine who teaches which internationa! language/s in
which schools in any one year in New Zealand. The situation is further complicated by
the operation in New Zealand of a Privacy Act (see 7.3 below) whose Principles are such
as to make it almost impossible for researchers to identify individual teachers in schools.
Bearing these things in mind, it was decided that the best way to reach as many teachers
of international languages in New Zealand schools as possible was to send out self-
completion questionnaires to schools. Because it was not possible to determine with
certainty which schools offered one or more international languages in the year in which
the survey was conducted (1999), it was decided to send the questionnaires

to as many schools as possible. In the event, the budget allowed for contact with all
schools in New Zealand with the exception of primary schools. Thus, contact was made
with all of the 445 secondary, intermediate, middle and area schools (private and public)
recorded in the Directory of New Zealand Schools and Tertiary Institutions (Ministry of
Education Data Management Unit, 1988). The 1988 Directory provides lists of schools
operating in 1997. To this list were added two Kura Kaupapa Miori schools (schools
operating in terms of Miori philosophy) that had recently opened. The total number of
schools contacted was, thus, 447.
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The decision to use a self-completion questionnaire related, in part, to the local situation
in New Zealand. A decision to conduct a survey based on, for example, in-depth
interviews, would, bearing in mind financial and time constraints, have meant that some
form of sampling would have been required. Because it was not possible to be sure who
taught which international languages in which schools, any attempt at sampling, whatever
approach to sampling was adopted, appeared inappropriate.  Furthermore, the
comparatively small number of secondary, middle and area schools in New Zealand as a
whole (compared with, for example, the U.K.) meant that it was possible to attempt to
involve all of them in the study. However, it was recognised that this would mean that it
would be impossible to determine the precise teacher response level. It was also
recognised that some of those teachers who might have responded to in-depth
interviewing might resist the more impersonal approach implied in the use of self-
completion questionnaires. Equally, self-completion questionnaires that preserve
anonymity throughout the survey process can represent less of a perceived threat than in-

depth interviews.

Another significant aspect of the decision to use self-completion questionnaires was the
range and extent of the information and views sought (see 7.1 above). Any approach to
interviewing that was adopted would have required more time and more financial

resources for travel than were available.

There was a significant problem associated with the choice of self-completion
questionnaires. Although it would be possible to identify which schools had responded if
they chose to use the pre-paid, school-coded reply envelopes supplied, it would not, in
many cases, be possible to know whether all teachers of international languages in a

particular school had responded. Furthermore, in some cases, non-response would mean
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that the school concerned did not offer international languages as part of its programme.
Under such circumstances, follow-up would clearly present major problems. It was,
therefore, decided that there would be no follow-up whose aim was to encourage
response. Instead, the focus would be on preparing the ground for the survey in ways that
would be likely to lead to a high response rate. In this connection, a number of factors
were of significance. First, the researcher was personally known to a large number of

teachers of international languages in New Zealand schools because:

. she was for many years a language teacher and Head of Department of

languages in a large secondary school;

. she had been Junior Vice-President, President and Senior Vice-President of the

New Zealand Association of Language Teachers, and

. she had given a number of presentations at conferences attended by New

Zealand language teachers.

Secondly, it proved possible to persuade the New Zealand Language Teacher

to publish an article introducing the researcher, outlining the nature and purpose of the
research and encouraging language teachers to respond (see Appendix 7). The journal
editor also agreed to publish a later article summarizing the findings, something to which
reference could be made in the first article. It was hoped that these things, together with
the letters that were sent out introducing the survey (see Appendix 8), would prove

sufficient to guarantee a reasonable level of response.

7.4 Determination of the target population

It is not possible for a researcher In New Zealand, unless he or she is working in an

official capacity for government, to secure a list of the names of teachers of international
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languages in schools in New Zealand. Under the terms of the Privacy Act (1993, 10 (a) —
(g)), there are very few exceptions to the Principle that "an agency that hdds personal
information that was obtained in connection with one purpose shall not use the
information for any other purpose”. This meant, as indicated above, that although it was
decided that the target population for the survey would be every teacher of international
languages currently associated with a New Zealand secondary, area or middle school, it
was not possible to contact these teachers directly.

There were, at the time of the survey, 447 secondary, middle and area schools in New
Zealand. Not all of these schools offered international languages and not all of those that
did so offered them as part of their mainstream curriculum. However, the volumes of
Education Statistics of New Zealand (see Chapter 3), do not report the number of schools
offering international languages as part of their mainstream curriculum. For this reason,
questionnaires were sent to all 447 schools referred to above. In the event, 106 pre-paid
envelopes (several containing more than one response) were returned and there were 29
additional envelopes (some also containing more than one response). Thus, there appear
to have been responses from 135 of the 447 schools contacted. It is, however, impossible
to determine what the teacher response level was. All that can be said is that there were
230 individual responses. Of these, 5 recorded that they taught Mé#ori only and 25

recorded that they taught English as a second language only.

7.5 Determination of the processes and procedures to be used in analysing the

responses

Of primary importance in deciding on the processes and procedures to be used in
analysing responses was the nature of the questionnaire itself. In accordance with the
advice of Hoinville and Jowell (1978), it was decided to intersperse behaviour questions
with attitude ones and to provide opportunities for respondents to make reference to
matters of concern to them. It was also decided (see 7.1 above) to include questions

relating to professional competencies. The final result was a questionnaire (see Appendix

9) that included 62 questions over 22 printed pages.
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7.6 Production of draft questionnaire

The draft questionnaire was produced in A4 format with temporary binding. Attention
was paid to potential coding problems and open-ended questions were avoided wherever
possible. In most cases where respondents were asked to make judgments relating to
points on a scale, an even rather than an odd number of points was included in order to
avoid centre-clustering. Attention was paid to the need to keep the language as simple as
possible, to use a clear and consistent layout, to provide adequate space for responses,
and to integrate factual and attitudinal questions, moving from simpler through more
complex questions towards final questions that were likely to have high interest/relevance
(Hoinville and Jowell, 1978).

7.7 Trialling the questionnaire

Having decided in favour of distributing a self-completion questionnaire to all practising
teachers of international languages in New Zealand secondary, middle and area schools,
and having created a draft of the questionnaire, it was important to seek ethical approval.
In terms of the content of the questionnaire and the procedures to be followed, the
approval of the appropriate University ethics committee was required. Ethics committee
approval requires that there be an assurance that no individual or schoo] should be
identified in any report of the responses. Other conditions of ethics committee approval

are:

. participants should be informed of the aims of the research;
. completed questionnaires should be kept in a locked cabinet for an agreed period

of time.
Gaining approval of the questionnaire in relation to ethical considerations would not,

however, guarantee that the questionnaire would receive a positive response from

potential respondents. Thus, a number of langunage teachers were asked to complete and
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comment on two drafts, the second of which was prepared in response to their comments
on the first. They were asked to record any difficulties they had in completing any of the
questions and to report on any other aspects of the questionnaire that they found

problematic in any way.

The trial group was made up of ten language teachers who were selected simply on the
basis that (a) they were known to the researcher, and (b) they were willing to participate.
A considerable number of changes in relation to wording and layout were made in
response to the views expressed by members of the trial group. The most significant of
these changes was the decision to have the final document produced by a professional
printing house. This had the effect of making the questionnaire appear both more
professional and less demanding. Furthermore, it looked very different from the bulk of
questionnaires sent to schools by New Zealand researchers. Also on the advice of those
involved in the pilot study, one of the four point scale questions was altered to a five

point scale. Thus, in the question below, the third point (3 = necessary) was added:

What are your in-service training priorities?

Please number the boxes below using the following scale.

1 = essential; 2 = high priority; 3 = necessary; 4 = not really necessary;

5 = unnecessary

Because many teachers receive a large number of questionnaires from a variety of
sources, it was felt initially that they might be unwilling to complete this one. After all, it
contained a large number of questions, some of which (those relating to professional
competencies) might be seen as intrusive. In the event, a majority of those involved in the
pilot (6 out of 10) observed that they felt uneasy about the questions that related to
professional competencies. None of them, however, recommended that they be removed.
All ten observed that research into their subject was something they saw as positive,
particularly if there was some possibility that it might help to alleviate what they saw as a

deteriorating professional situation. All ten also commented on the length of the
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questionnaire. However, eight of the ten indicated that they believed that language
teachers might actually prefer a longer questionnaire so long as they believed that there

was some possibility that the findings would be useful in terms of improving their lot.

7.8 The self-completion questionnaire: outline

The final questionnaire was produced and bound in booklet format by a professional
printing house. It was entitled: Questionnaire for Language Professionals. This heading
appeared in bold on the cover page below an additional heading in smaller type as
follows: Second Language Learning Opportunities in New Zealand Secondary Schools
and Tertiary Institutions. At the foot of the cover page were the scheduled date for return
of completed questionnaires and the return address. The final question (Do you have any
other comments you wish to make? ) was printed at the top of an otherwise blank page in
order to provide adequate space for a response. This was followed by a further page
recording thanks to those who had responded. Of the remaining 61 questions, only two

were open-ended:

Question 60: If you could change one thing about the immediate context in which

you teach language, what would it be?

Question 61: If you could change one thing about the New Zealand languages

context, what would it be?

A further question (Question 23 below) could present coding difficulties if respondents

decided to add comments:
Question 23: If you ticked ‘communicative’ in either 19 or 20, please list below

what you consider to be the three most important characteristics of a

communicative approach.
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This leaves 58 questions. Of these, 12 were of the yes/no type; one involved a choice of
yes, no or I'm not sure. The further 45 questions were of a variety of types. One
(Question 1) offers a simple binary choice (male/female) relating to personal information.

The other 44 can be classified as follows:

Completion of boxes with relevant personal or professional information:

Questions 4, 6, 13, 14, 16, 33,43

Selection of one option:
Questions 2, 10) 12,27,29,47, 55

Selection of one or more options:
Questions 3, 9} 11, 15, 20, 21, 22, 25, 30, 34; 35, 37, 38, 40, 41, 45, 51, 53, 54,
57, 59

Selection of one or more options and assessment of each in terms of a 4 point

scale:

Questions 8, 44, 46

Selection of one or more options and assessment of each in terms of a 5 point

scale:

Question 17

Selection of one or more options and assessment of each in terms of an

internationally established 9 point proficiency scale:
Questions 48, 49

Self-assessment of language abilities:

Questions 18, 19
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Identification of a list as belonging to a specific type (tyvpe to be named by

respondent):
Question 24

Some of the questions were designed to elicit background information about the

respondent, about his or her training and about his or her teaching situation. These were:

Questions 1, 2,3,4,5,6,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 26, 28, 32, 33, 42,
43, 58, 59.

Others questions were designed to elicit information about opinions, attitudes, values and

priorities:

Questions 7, 8, 17, 27, 29, 45, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 57, 60, 61.

Some questions involved self-assessment in relation to language competencies:

Questions 18, 19.

A number of questions related more directly to understanding of aspects of language

teaching and learning theory and practice:

Questions 23, 24, 30.

Some questions required responses that combined an understanding of the theory and

practice of language teaching and learning with professional opinion. These were:

Questions 21, 22, 25, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 44, 46, 47, 48, 49, 53.
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7.9 Questionnaire responses

Two hundred and thirty (230) completed or partially completed questionnaires were
returned. In the case of partial completion, Moser and Kalton (1977) recommend that, at
worst, respondents can be contacted to supply the missing information. In this case, the
questionnaires were completed anonymously and, therefore, any such procedure would
have been impossible. Furthermore, in several cases, the absence of a response could
prove to be significant. The responses are outlined and discussed below. Wherever

possible, the information discussed is also provided in diagrammatic form.

7.9.1 Personal information

Aspects of the personal information provided are indicated in Figures 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3
(relating to Questions 1 and 2).

‘ Sex ratio

O male

Figure7.1: Sex Ratio
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Age ranges

19%

Figure 7.2: Age Range Percentages

1 age group of the teachers

9 4 33

52130

®31-40
84160
85160
e+ ||
afNR ||

Figure 7.3: Age Range Numbers

Thus, 23% (53) of the respondents were male and 77% (177) were female. The majority

(65%) were aged over 40, with the age range percentages being as follows:

Age21-30=14%
Age31-40=19%
Agedl -50=35%
Age 51 - 60 =26%
Age 60+ =14%
No response = 2%.
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7.9.2 Professional information

Figures 7.4 and 7.5 provide initial information about professional matters. The first
(employment status) relates to Question 10; the second (teaching hours) relates to

Question 13.

Employment Status

5% 4%

—_—
| @ full-time permanent

'l part-time permanent | |
| & part-time/pro-rata
o relieving
@ other |

72%

Figure 7.4: Employment Status

Number of Weekly Hours Teaching International Languages

‘& 16 or more
16 or more B6 -15hrs.
55% @1-5hrs. |

Figure 7.5: Number of Hours Each Week Teaching International Languages
(166 respondents)
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A considerable percentage of the respondents (72%) are in full-time permanent positions.

They teach mainly (Question 9) in secondary schools (see Figure 7. 6):

Teaching sectors sepresented

8 secondary

o area

@ primary

B kura kaupapa

- 'm middle

# intermediate

B sec & prim

O sec & corresp

@ sec & univ.

& sec & poly.

" @ sec, prim&pls
|W unspecified

Figure 7.6: Teaching Sectors Represented

However, further analysis of the questionnaire responses reveals that these teachers will

not necessarily be teaching more than a few hours a week of international languages.

Several of the respondents (25) recorded that they were currently teaching ESOL only;

several others (5) recorded that they are currently teaching Miori only; a number were

teaching one or more international languages as well as ESOL (14) or one or more

international languages as well as Miori. (4). Two were teaching Latin only and one was
teaching Latin and English (see Table 7.1 below):

Table 7.1: Other Languages and International Languages with Other Languages

I ESOL only Mori only | Latin only Latin }7 inan.{at?dnﬂ | International
‘ PLUS Language/s language/s PLUS
ESOL PLUS ESOL Miiori
25 5 2 1 14 4
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Those teaching ESOL only, Maori only, Latin only and Latin plus ESOL only are omitted
from consideration in the next figure. Also omitted from consideration were those who
either (a) did not supply figures for the number of hours of each international language
taught weekly, or (b) supplied figures that were considered to be possibly unrealistic
(over 30 hours of language teaching per week). These were treated together for the
purposes of this chart as spoiled responses. There were 13 of these. This left 166

responses to be considered in this section.

The total number of teaching hours that this group of 166 respondents recorded as
devoting to teaching international languages weekly was 2,784. That is, these
respondents recorded teaching an average of just under 17 hours per week of
international languages. However, 75 of these 166 respondents (45%) recorded teaching
international languages for 15 hours or fewer each week and, of these, 15 (9%) recorded

teaching international languages for 5 hours or fewer,

See Figures 7.7A and 7.7B for teaching profiles.

ESeries1 I

120 v
100 4+
80 44
5] 49
40 4 — ‘
—
g - ) 17
20 1 L5 ., 2
N B 3 2 1 4 1
07":j ,'n'=' 'I-_|'._'__’_l':l__‘
one two three morethan one two three  literature combined separate

language languages languages three  language languages languages offin lteratwe language
and other and other and other another and and

subjects sublects subiects language lanquage Iiterature

COoUrses  courses

Figure 7.7A: Language Teaching Profile
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Langs. now taught
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Figure 7.7B: Languages Now Taught

Question 12 asked about the number of languages taught by each respondent. As Figure
7.7A indicates, 22% teach more than one language. The numbers currently engaged in
teaching each language (see Question 13) are also indicated (see Figure 7.7 B), The
majority response (194 responses) relates to French, followed by Japanese (47), German
(46), Spanish (27), Mandarin Chinese (4) and Indonesian (1). There are, in addition, 53

responses relating to English as a second language.

In relation to the types of courses currently taught (see Question 20), the vast majority of
the respondents either taught general language courses only (52 respondents) or a
combination (109 respondents) of general language courses (see Figure 7.8). The other

types of courses offered included:

language for academic purposes;
language for scientific purposes;
language for literary studies;
language for examination preparation;
language for travellers;

365



language for leisure;
language for new migrants.

Types of language course taught

General
Other types 23%
” ‘D

Gen. & oth.
47%

'@ General

| @ Gen. & oth.
‘B Other types

Figure 7.8: Types of Language Course Now Taught

2 years of teaching experience.

In terms of years of teaching experience (Question 14), 71% of the respondents have over

Teaching experience

<2 yeal

Figure 7.9: Years of Teaching Experience

For example,

responsibilities.
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Most of the respondents have experience of a range of special responsibilities (Question

40% of the respondents have Head of Department



% Specific responsibilities

5%

V ‘ Bdean ‘
‘ B head of department
40% ® program co-ordinator |
| u course co-ordinator
' m other

8%

10%

The respondents also (see Figure 7.10) have a wide range of other types of language-
related professional experience (Question 15). For example, 70 respondents (30%) report
being involved in materials writing, 44 (19%) in School Certificate or Bursary
examination marking, 24 (10%) in School Certificate or Bursary examining, 58 (25%) in

Figure 7.10A: Specific Responsibilities (%)

giving in-service presentations and 48 (21%) in giving conference presentations.

80 1

Range of Other Relevant Professional
Experiences

70

Curric Devpt
@ Syll Design

60 -

|0 Mat Writer
B Mat Eval

50

40

30 A

|
[
@ Adviser }
B Conf Pres
! | @ In-serv Pres
B Sch Cert Ex
@ Sch Cert Mark
3 Burs Ex
—. |3 Burs Mark
: B IELTS Ex
_ B OTHER

Figure 7.10B: Range of Other Relevant Professional Experiences
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In terms of language-related in-service training (see Question 16), 55% of respondents
indicated either that they had had fewer than 20 days of such training ~  or none at all
(5%). However, a further 19% did not make any entries in the columns provided for
listing in-service courses attended and it therefore appears likely that they should be
included among those who specifically indicated that they had had no in-service training,

bringing that percentage up to 24% (see Figure 7.11A).

Q16: training days

~ 19%

\\

15%

G NR

o <=20
m21-49
m >=50

55%

Figure 7.11A: Number of Language-related In-service Training Days
Throughout Teaching Career

Thus, 58 respondents did not record having had any language-related in-service days and
a further 22 respondents recorded having had only either one or two days. Thirty five (35)
respondents recorded having 40 or more days of language-related in-service provision; 22

recorded having only one day or two days.

In-service provision: yes/no

|@In-serv. Prov
BN in-serv

Figure 7.11B: In-service Provision (yes/no)
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In-service provision: 1 or 2 days/
40 or more days/ other

20

- 5 (@1 or 2 days
. o ‘ & 40/ 40+days

B Other
W7

Figure 7.11C: Number of Days of In-service Provision

The total number of days of language-related in-service provision recorded was 3,255.5,
that is, an average of 14 days per respondent. Even bearing in mind the fact that
respondents have taught for different lengths of time, the amount of in-service provision

appears to be very uneven.

Respondents> were asked to record their views in relation to the value of the in-service
provision they had had on a five point scale with 1 = excellent and 5 = poor (see Figures
7.11D and 7.11E).

Perceived value of in-service
provision

([=mV1 (ex)]|
mEvi-2 |
av2
‘uV2-3
mv3
}nv4
(mvs |

Figure 7.11D: Perceived Value of In-service Provision (numbers)
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Perceived value of in-service
provision
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Figure 7.11E: Perceived Value of In-service Provision (%)

In general, the provision was highly valued, with 117 of the 163 who responded (72%)

selecting categories 1, 1-2 or 2. Only 6 respondents selected categories 4 and 5:

Table 7.2: Perceived Value of In-service Provision

" Value of in- ‘ [ |
service 1 1-2 | 2 2-3 3 4 5
| provisien ' (excel | 1
fent) i1
| 60 2 55 2 33 | 3 3
7.9.3 Qualifications

Questions 3 - 6 (see Figures 7.12 — 7.17) related to professional qualifications. Twenty
seven of the respondents (12%) recorded having no secondary teaching qualification. Of
these, 20 had a primary teaching qualification, 4 had a primary teaching qualification plus
a CELTA or Trinity College qualification and 3 had a CELTA or Trinity College
qualification only.
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Undergrad degree without teach.
quals

Figure 7.12: Undergraduate Degree without Teaching Qualifications

Overall, 16 respondents reported having CELTA or Trinity College qualifications. Of

these, 3 had Trinity College qualifications plus other teaching qualifications and 10 had a
CELTA plus other teaching qualifications (see Figure 7.13).

CELTA & Trinity College
Qualifications

@ CELTA only

@ Trinity only

8 Trinity+ Quals
8 CELTA+Quols

Figure 7.13: CELTA, DELTA & Trinity College Qualifications

A number of respondents reported having overseas qualifications. Six respondents have
an undergraduate degree in language and literature from overseas; fourteen have a degree

in language and literature from overseas plus an overseas teaching diploma; one has both

of these plus a CELTA (see Figure 7.14).
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. Five respondents reported having an overseas
postgraduate degree in language and literature; seven reported having an overseas post-
graduate degree in language and literature plus an overseas secondary teaching diploma
(see Figure 7.15).

Overseas degree in lang & lit +/- ngrseas post-grad degree on lang
overseas Teach. Dip +/- CELTA & lit +/- Overseas Teach Diploma

BOvdegl & L m

@ Ov deg&DipT |8 &0vTchDip

a Both + CELTA — 1|
Figure 7.14: Overseas Undergraduate Figure 7.15: Overseas post-graduate
Degree in Lang. & Lit. +/- Overseas Degree in Lang. & Lit. +/-
Teaching Diploma Teaching Diploma

Overall, 29 respondents (just under 13%) reported having overseas secondary teaching

qualifications (see Figure 7.16).

Overseas secondary teaching
qualifications

Figure 7.16: Overseas Secondary Teaching Qualifications
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No secondary teaching quals

(Primary quals/ Primary quals
+CELTA or Trinity/ CELTA or

Trinity only)

B PrimTeachQ
BPTQ4+ELT
'm CELTA etc.

Figure7.17: Numbers without Secondary Teaching Qualifications

Of the 27 respondents (just under 12%) who reported having no secondary teaching
qualifications (see Figure 7.17), twenty reported having primary teaching qualifications;
4 as having primary teaching qualifications plus qualifications in teaching English as a
second language (CELTA or Trinity College) and 3 reported their only teaching
qualification as being a CELTA or Trinity College one.

7.9.4 Self-assessment of language proficiency
Respondents were asked (Question 18) to rate their own language ability in four skills

(reading, writing, listening, speaking) in the languages they teach. The scale to be
applied was the following (IELTS):
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Table 7.3 : Proficiency scale applied to teacher self-assessment

l A few isolated words.

2. Intermittent User

| No real communication possible except the most basic information using isolated words or short
! formulae in predicable situations to meet immediate needs. Great difficulty in understanding spoken
and written language.

Conveys and understands only general meaning in very familiar situations. Frequent breakdowns in
communication.

!
!
[ 3. Very Limited User

Basic competence is limited to familiar situations. Frequent problems in understanding and
expression. Not able to use complex language.

| 8. Modest User

Partial command of the language, coping with overall meaning in most situations though likely to
make many mistakes. Should be able to handle basic communication in familiar areas.

6. Competent User

Generally effective command of the language in spite of some inaccuracies, inappropriate usages
and misunderstandings. Can use and understand fairly complex language, particularly in familiar
situations.

7. Good User

Has operational command of the language with occasional inaccuracies, inappropriate usages and
misunderstandings in some situations. Generally understands and uses complex language well and
can follow, and produce, detailed reasoning.

8. Very Good User

Fully operational command of the language with only occasional unsystematic inaccuracies and
inappropriate usages. Misunderstandings may occur in unfamiliar situations. Handles complex,
detailed argumentation well.

9. Expert User

Fully operational command of the language: appropriate, fluent, accurate, with complete
understanding.

The self-assessment records are provided in Figure 7.18A (French), Figure 7.18B
(Spanish), Figure 18C (German), Figure 7.18D (Japanese), Figure 7.18E (Chinese). The

figures for English and Miori are given in Figures 7.18F and 7.18G respectively.

[

French self assessment levels

@l Reading
8 Writing |
0 Listening |
. B Speaking "’

F igure 7.18A: Self-assessment Proﬁciency.TFrench
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Spanish self assessment levels
8~
7
7 —— —
6 5 66
S =
5
5 - —_ -
4 4
4 -+
3 |
Ny ;
2
2 = — — —
1 - — =
looo 0000 o
0 - - !
L1 L2 L3 L4 LS L6 L7 L8 L9

B Reading |

|0 Speaking |

B Writing |
a Listening |

Figure 7.18B: Self-assessment Proficiency: Spanish

18 -
16 +—

144
72 T

German self-assessment levels

2

L1

L2 13 14 L5 L6 L7 L8 LS

'@ Reading
| ||@ Writing
. | B Listening
B Speaking

Figure 7.18C: Self-assessment Proficiency: German
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Japanese self assessment levels

25 ~
20 _i
15 — @ Reading ‘
B Writing
‘ | B Listening|
10 -

- | ® Speaking |

Figure 7.18D: Self-assessment Proficiency: Japanese

Chinese self assessment levels

ot E . |@ Reading |
| Writing
@ Listening

(00 0000 (000 GOCO 0000 000
L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9

=5 3 = O Speaking

Figure 7.18E: Self-assessment Proficiency: Chinese
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English self assessment levels
35 33— 33
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H————3§ -
| i Reading
0 ! " | @ Writing
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15 |0 Speaking
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Figure 7.18F: Self-assessment Proficiency - English

Msori self assessment levels
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Figure 7.18G: Self-assessment Proficiency: Mdori
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Separating out the four skills provides for a more sensitive comparison. This is done for
French and Spanish combined in Figures 7.19A - 7.19B. The figures for French, Spanish
and German combined are provided in Figures 7.] 9C - 7.19F. The figures for Japanese

and Chinese are given in Figures 7.19G - 7.19J.

French & Spanish combined: reading
self assessment
4500 —— ——
40.00 = — 3200
BL1
35.00 30 o2
30.00 BL3
25.00 — [aLe
20. BLS
2000 +— = =i L6
1500 + BL7
10.00 als
sl9
5.00 1.00 0200
DI e
Reading

Figure 7.19A: French & Spanish Combined: Self-assessment in Reading

French & Spanish combined: writing
self assessment

Figure 7.19B: French & Spanish Combined: Self assessment in Writing
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French, Spanish & German combined:
reading self assessment

0 P—
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Figure 7.19C: French, Spanish & German Combined: Self-assessment in Listening

French, Spanish & German combined:
wrtiting self assessment
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Figure 7.19D: French, Spanish & German Combined: Self-assessment in Speaking

French, Spanish & German combined:
listening self assessment
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Figure 7.19E: French, Spanish & German Combined: Self-assessment in Listening
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French, Spanish & German combined:
speaking self assessment

20

Speaking

Figure 7.19F: French, Spanish & German Combined: Self-assessment in Speaking

Japanese & Chinese combined: reading
self assessment
25-
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Figure 7.19G: Japanese & Chinese Combined: Self-assessment in Reading

Japanese & Chinese combined: writing
self assessment
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Figure 7.19H: Japanese & Chinese Combined: Self-assessment in Writing
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Japanese & Chinese combined:
listening self assessment
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Figure 7.191: Japanese & Chinese Combined: Self-assessment in Listening

Japanese & Chinese combined:
speaking self assessment
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Figure 7.19]: Japanese & Chinese Combined: Self-assessment in Speaking

For each of the languages, the number of respondents was as indicated in Table 7.4
below:

Table 7.4: Number of Self-assessment Proficiency Respondents

French | Spanish | German | Japanese 11 Chinese | English {Mﬁa‘cpri

g7 |23 48 | 58 2 36 16
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What is revealed in responses to this question is that the self-assessment levels for
French, German and Spanish are very high overall, with the majority falling into bands 7
and 8 for French and 6 - 9 for German. There is a wider spread for Spanish with some
concentration in band 4 as well as in bands 6 - 9. For Japanese, the concentration is in
bands 5 - 7. For Chinese (with only 2 respondents), the concentration is in bands 1 - 3.
Even assuming (a) that many of these self-assessments are inflated in comparison with
what the levels would be in a proficiency test, and (b) that a few (in addition to those for
English) may relate to native speakers, the figures provide some support for the notion
that French and Spanish present fewer problems for speakers of English than does

German, and that all three present fewer problems than do Japanese and Spanish.

The table below gives the actual numbers in each of the three highest bands (7, 8 and 9)
for reading, writing, listening and speaking in relation to French, Spanish, German and

Japanese:

Table 7.5: Proficiency Self-assessment - Numbers in Each Skill in Bands 7 - 9

T Reading Writing | Listening Speaking _
French 27 |35 |26 |39 |20 |17 |19 |38 |18 |28 [23 |17
Spanish . |4 |4 |6 |4 |5 |2 |7 |3 |4 |3 |6 |2
German 9 |10 |16 |10 |7 |15 |9 |11 |15 |8 |8 |15
Japanese 16 |3 7 17 1 6 18 8 7 16 6 7

Table 7.6: Proficiency Self-assessment - Numbers in Skill Bands 7 - 9 Combined

Levels 6, 7 and 8 combined
Reading Writing Listening Speaking
French g 88 76 65 66
Spanish i 14 11 14 11
German 35 32 35 31
Japanese j 26 24 33 29
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For French, reading appears to present fewer difficulties than writing and reading and
writing together appear to present fewer difficulties than listening and speaking together.
For Spanish and German, reading and listening appear to present fewer difficulties than
speaking and writing. For Japanese, listening is ahead of speaking and these are both

followed by reading and writing respectively.

7.9.5 Views on the effectiveness of training in relation to professional duties and
responsibilities

Of the 230 respondents, 35% believed that their training did not prepare them adequately
for their teaching jobs and a further 10% either (a) did not select a response or (b)
indicated that they felt that they had been adequately prepared in some respects but not in
others (Question 7: see Figures 7.20 and 7.21).

Training adequate for the job?

No response
10%

\

B Adequate ]
Adequate E Inadequate
35% 55% 0 No response |

Figure 7.20: Self-assessment Regarding Adequacy of Training in Relation to
Professional Language Teaching, including Non-responses
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Training adequate for the job?

Figure 7.21: Self-assessment Regarding Professional Language Teaching
Responsibilities, excluding Non-responses

Specifically, respondents were asked (see Question 8) to assess their preparedness in a
number of areas on a four-point scale as follows:
1 = well prepared;

2 = adequately prepared;
3 =not well prepared;

4 = not prepared.
Q8
250 -
§
200 -

150 - o
100"' D4
50 .
i I m2
o - S e b BN SR 21

o1

Figure 22: Preparedness in Relation to:

A= Curriculum;

B= Methodology;

C = Classroom managenient;

D = The custom and practice of teaching;
E = Paper work;

F = Extra-curricular activities;

G = Budget management;

H = Other.
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As is indicated in Figure 7.22, the majority of respondents (155 out of 230) felt
themselves to be well-prepared or adequately prepared in the area of curriculum and an
even greater number (173) believed themselves to be well prepared in relation to
methodology. However, as will be discussed in more detail later, responses to questions
that required the exercise of skills relating to understanding of language curricula and
language teaching and learning methodology suggest that there may be problems in this

area, problems about which the teachers may be largely unaware.

Respondents were asked (see Question 17), to assess their training priorities on a five
point scale as follows:

1 = essential;

2 = high priority;

3 = necessary;

4 = not really necessary;
5 = unnecessary

In Figure 23, each of the letters (A - H) stands for a specific training priority as follows:

A = class management;

B = curriculum;

C = language maintenance (yours)

D = materials design;

E = methodology;

F = technology (computers, multi-media etc.);
G = testing and evaluation;

H = syllabus implementation;

I = unit standards.

| Q17: training priorities

20

100 | ——p—0 .

| R =e
lalBslc | Dp|eE|F]6[H]|I
b2 F L 1 ‘

12| 41 101|107 86 | 85 108 110 | 00 | 40

= 3 | 36 | 52 | 36 60 |71 64 61 | 65 | 48
45101 | 27 [ 15 | 27 | 26 | 19 | 15 | 25 | 89

Figure 7.23: In-service Training Priorities
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The figures are shown in the tables below:

Table 7.7: In-service Training Priorities A

Testing

& Evil.

Tech-
nology

Currie.

Syliab.

Mater.

Methode
L

stand.

- Essent.
or
| very
high
priority

110

108

101

90

86

85

41

40

Necess.

61

36

52

65

60

71

36

Not
really
necess.
or

not
necess.

15

15

15

27

25

27

101

89

Table 7.8: In-service Training Priorities B

| & Eval.

Own
lang.

Curric.

Syllab.

Impl.

Mater.
design

Methodo
[

Class.
manage-
ment

Unit
stand.

Essent.
or

very

; priority ;

or
necess.

171

143

153

158

146

156

77

88

Not
really
necess.
or

not
necess.

15

15

15

27

27

101

89

7.9.6 Judgments relating to methodological preferences

Question 21 asked respondents to report on which types of methodology were currently

favoured within their own institutions.
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disagreement about terminology and for overlapping categories. However, respondents

were asked to tick as many of the following as they wished:

grammar-translation;
structural;
functional;
task-based,
self-access;
communicative;

other.

Some of the respondents (13%) report that they believe that the grammar-translation
method is favoured in their schools and fewer than half (31%) report believing that
communicative methodology is favoured (see Figure 7.24). Respondents’ reports of their

own methodological preferences (see Figure 7. 25) were not very different.

‘ogrammar- |
Q21 ‘ translation ’

l
0% 13% @ structural

O functional
\ 13%
: O task-based

self access

21% o
O communicative |

17%

Figure 7.24: Judgments Relating to Methodologies Currently Favoured in Respondents’
Institutions
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Q22 - |ogrammar- |

translation
1% '@ structural

0%

‘afunctional
[ task-based |
self access ”

in communicative

17%.

7 Figure 7.25: Report of Own Methodological Preferences

Responses to Questions 21 and 22 (see Figures 264 - 26F) can be compared in terms of
the numbers of respondents who ticked each of the categories. In the charts, the blue
segments represent the numbers reporting that a particular methodology was favoured in
their institution whereas the brown segments indicate the numbers who reported having a

personal preference for them. Thus:

blue segments = method reported as being favoured in respondents’ institutions

hiown seaments = method reported as personally favoured by cespondent

Thus, 13% of respondents believe that grammar-translation is currently favoured in their
own institution and 11% report favouring it themselves. Only 30% report believing that
communicative methodologies are favoured in their institution; 34% report favouring

these methodologies themselves.
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Figure 7.26C: Methodology Figure 7.26D : Methodology
Preferences — Comparison (C) Preferences — Comparison (D)
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Figure 7.26E: Methodology Figure 7.26F : Methodology
Preferences — Comparison (E) Preferences — Comparison (F)

The figures for each category are outlined in the following table:
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Table 7.9: Methodologies Reported as Faavoured

Grammar- | Structural | Functional | Task-based | Self-access Communicative
translation
Favoured in
own 13% 13% 21% 17% 5% 31%
institution
Favoured
by self 11% 12% 19% 17% 7% 34%

7.9.7 Judgments relating to syllabus design issues

Question 24 provided three syllabus segments and asked respondents the following

question:

Each one of the following three syllabus types has a highlighted column without a

title. This column is the main organising principle of the syllabus. Write in the

most appropriate heading for the column and then say what kind of syllabus you

believe this to be:

A: Syllabus type
Language | Vocabulary | Phonology | Listening | Speaking
focus
suggesting | Why don't | go rise-fall Listening | Consolidation
you. .. Try intonation | for detail | of rise-fall
Take care, for intonation
You could | ask suggestions pattern for
suggestions
Fishing
Have you | Running
thought Jogging
about ..? | windsurfing
How
about . ..
?
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B: Syllabus type:
(Note that the language elements expressed here may not apply to all languages)

past perfect;
passive;
relative clauses;
simple past;
present perfect;
conjunctions;
prepositions;

C: Syllabus type:

VYocabulary Phonology Receptive Productive

At the post | Post rising intonation | listening for detail | using polite

office Stamp for question forms question forms

3 ; Letter

Fax

At the listening for detail | Statements used as

pharmacy | prescription for the use of question forms eg

; bandage medication "I want a mild
cough syrup cough syrup for
my son.'

So far as Type A (functional syllabus) above is concerned, the responses were as

follows:

65 respondents identified it as functional;

49 respondents identified it as communicative;

18 respondents identified it as grammatical or structural;
5 respondents identified it as situational;

4 respondents identified it as audio-lingual;

3 respondents identified it as self-access;

3 respondents identified it as task-based;

2 respondents identified it as speaking.
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A number of others attempted a response, as follows;

Application
General
Handbook
Holistic
Language
Level 8/9
Notions
Oral
Suggestion
Remedial
Socratic
Thoughts

Pt et fmaad e e et fed ek e el ek e

Thus 161 respondents attempted to identify Type A. A further 6 respondents recorded that
they could not identify it. Just over 27% (63) left this section of the questionnaire blank
(see Figures 7.27, 7. 28 and 7.29).

Identifying Syllabus Type A

57 s S s . 63“"-5 |
| e | |8 Funct.
s L ; |3 Comm
50— | . | (OGr./Str
| 0 Situation
40— : , : —— | B Audio-ling
1 'O Self-access
30 I |m Task-based |
- 'O Speaking
20 1= e 12 | |H Other
1 i B | | |®Don't know
iy .*6 ONR
0 ;__ =4l et N

1

Figure 7.27: Identification of Syllabus Type A (Functional Syllabus)
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Functional vs. all other choices

PR N, Functional

Funct & Com.

@ Functional All other |
B Aif other

All other N

mFunct & Com.
'mAl other

Figure 7.28: Syllabus Type A - Figure 7.29: Syllabus Type A
Identification of ‘functional’ vs. all other Identification of ‘functional’ and
categories ‘communicative’ categories

So far as syllabus Type B above is concerned, the responses were as follows:

149 respondents identified it as grammaticall structural/ formall syntactic;
3 respondents identified it as grammar-transiation;

9 respondents identified it as structural and grammar-translation;

2 respondents identified it as functional.

A number of others attempted a response, as follows:

1 respondent identified it as instructional;

1 respondent identified it as language (as with the other 2 syllabus types);
1 respondent identified it as reading and writing;

1 respondent identified it as situational;

1 respondent identified it as verbal.
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Five respondents (5) reported that they could not identify the syllabus type. There was no
response from the other 49 (see Figures 7.30 and 7.31).

Identifying Syllabus Type B

160 v 149
140 08

¢ @3 Structural

' B Gr-Transl.
'O Str&Gr-Tran
O Functional
@ Instructional
0O Language
55 |m Situational
3 Verbal

@ Don't know
@ NR

120 -

4

Figure 7.30: Identification of Syllabus Type B (structural Syllabus)

Dﬁfrl wrtiral |

AII nther

Figure 7.31: Syllabus Type B - ldentification of ‘Structural’, ‘Grammatical’, ‘Formal’
vs. all other categories
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So far as syllabus Type C (situational) above is concerned, the responses were as follows

(see Figure 7.32):

13 respondents identified it as situational;

1 respondent identified it as both situational and topic-based;

39 respondents identified it as communicative ;

34 respondents identified it as task-based;

33 respondents identified it as functional;

15 respondents identified it as topic-based;

3 respondents identified it as both functional and communicative;
2 respondents identified it as both functional and task-based;

A number of others attempted a response, as follows:

1 respondent identified it as beginner;

1 respondent identified it as audio-lingual;
1 respondent identified it as everyday;

1 respondent identified it as experiential;

1 respondent identified it as idiosyncratic;
1 respondent identified it as inferactive,

1 respondent identified it as infroductory;
1 respondent identified it as language (as with the other 2 syllabus types);
1 respondent identified it as level 3/4;

1 respondent identified it as list;

1 respondent identified it as location;

1 respondent identified it as practical;

1 respondent identified it as role play;

1 respondents identified it as thematic;

1 respondent identified it as translation;

1 respondent identified it as shopping;

1 respondent identified it as skills-based;

1 respondent identified it as vocabulary.

395



Identifying Syllabus Type C

80 -
{ 72
70 -

60
50

40 -
30 L
20 T 13

O Situational

O Sit. & Topic

O Communic.

0 Task-based

@ Functional

O Topic-based
'@ Funct & Comm
0 Funct & Task
= Other

B NR

Figure 7.32: Identifying Syllabus Type C (Situational)

Very few of the respondents (9) identified all three syllabus types accurately (see Figure

7.33A). However, if, in addition to situational, topic-based, theme-based and task-based

are accepted for Syllabus Type C and the other two categories have been recorded as

acceptable, a further 24 responses would be considered acceptable (see Figure 7.33B).

Correct

; Identification of Syllabus Types:
FATAEIRRERRanIAR SyAsnn types correct/ acceptable/ other

9
24

ey t::xabhi
o O Other |
' 197
Figure 7.33A: Correct Identification Figure 7.33B: Acceptable
of all 3 Syllabus Types Identification of all 3

Syllabus Types

396




A very high percentage of those who identified all three syllabus types accurately or

acceptably had either TESOL qualifications (48%), teaching qualifications from overseas

(1%), or a teaching qualification from a single New Zealand institution (33%) (see

Figures 7.34A — 7.34D). There is no detectable significant correlation between correct

and/or acceptable responses in this area and amount of in-service training or perception

of the value of any in-service training received.

Correct Identification of all Three
Syllabus Types: numbers with
TESOL training

Acceptable Identification of all
Three Syllabus Types: numbers
with TESOL Training

(@ Correct +ESL
'@ Correct -ESL

Figure 7.34A: Correct Identification Figure 7.34B; Acceptable

with TESOL Training

Identification with TESOL Training

Correct and Acceptable
Identification of all Three
Syllabus Types: numbers with

TESOL Training

16 B Cor/Ace+ESL |
B Cor/Acc -ESL |

Figure 7.34C: Correct & Acceptable Identification with TESOL Training
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Correct & Acceptable: with TESOL
qualifications/ with overseas
teaching qualifications/ with
teaching qualifications from a

single NZ institution

|8 Cor/Ac+ESL

= Cor/Ac+0vQ |
B Cor/Ac+NZ1 [
B Other l

Figure 7.34D: Correct & Acceptable: with TESOL Training/ with Overseas Teaching
Qualification/ with Teaching Diploma from a Single NZ Institution

A number of respondents used the term 'communicative' to refer to Syllabus Type A

and/or or Syllabus Type C:

Table 7.10 : Judgments in Relation to Syllabus Types A and C

Syllabus Type A Syliabus Type C

Judged to be 49 39
communicative :

Question 25 asked respondents to identify which items from a list should, in their opinion

be included in a syllabus document. For the purposes of coding, each item was

associated with a letter as follows:

A =vocabulary

B = methodology

C = assessment (formative)
D = assessment (summative)
E = tasks for listening

F = tasks for writing

G = tasks for speaking

H = tasks for reading
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I = textbook/ materials recommendations

J = phonology

K = learning outcomes

L = structure (grammar)

M = functions

N = notions

O = ways of expressing relations (e.g. cause and effect)
P = features of genre/s

Q = cohesive devices

R = other (please specify)

The number of those who did not respond to this question was 23. The actual numbers
that selected several of the categories is outlined below (see Figures 7.35A — 7.351).

A = vocabulary 189
L = structure (grammar) 162
M = functions 108
N = notions 31
O = ways of expressing relations 35

(e.g. cause and effect)

P = features of genre/s 35
Q = cohesive devices 25
R = other (please specify) 4

Q25 Response vs. no response

Figure 7.35A: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (1)
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Include vocabulary in sylisbus?

BVocabulary
mNo vocab
B No respons

d

Include structures in syltabus?

Figure 7.35B: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (2)

Figure 7.35C: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (3)

Include notions In syllabus?

““I 13%
7%

= Notions

m No notlons J

8 No response|

Figure 7.35D: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (4)



Include functions in syllabus?

B Functions
& No functionsl
B No response|

Figure 7.35D: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (5)

Include functions in syllabus?

'8 Ne rosponse

M Functions
E No functions

Figure 7.35E: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (6) (Repeat)

Include relations in syllabus?

Figure 7.35F: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (7)
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Include genres in syliabus?

Figure 7.35G : Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (8)

Include cohesion in syllabus?

10% 11%
= Cohesion
= No cohesio
79%

Figure 7.35H: Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (9)

four selections of 'other' syllabus
contents

Figure 7.351 : Choices in Relation to Language Syllabus Content (10)



Question 25 included a number of distracters in the form of categories which, although
undoubtedly relevant so far as the curriculum as a whole are concerned, would not
necessarily be included in a syllabus. It was anticipated, however, that the responses to
certain of the categories could prove to be significant. The first thing that seems to be
worth noting is that 23 of the 230 respondents chose not to respond to this question
although it involved no more than ticking boxes. Of those who did respond (207), the

following numbers did not select certain categories as being necessary for inclusion in a

language syllabus:

Table 7.11: Non-selection of Syllabus Components

Category Number (from 207 % of completions NOT | % of total respondents
completions) NOT selecting the category | either NOT selecting
selecting the category {% rounded up) the category or NOT

responding to the
Question

Voecabulary 18 9% 18%

Structures (grammar) 45 22% 29.5%

Functions 99 49% 53%

Notions 176 85% 86.5%

Relations 172 83% 1 85%

Genres 172 83% 85%

Cohesive devieces 182 88% 89%

- Other 203 ] 98% 98 %

7.9.8 Specifying the three most important characteristics of a communicative

approach

Participants were asked to list what they believed to be the three most important
characteristics of a communicative approach (Question 23). There were 143 responses
(62%) and 87 (38%) non-responses (see Figure 7.36A). Not all of the 143 teachers who

responded provided three separate entries. The number of entries was 363.

403




Specifying characteristics of comm. approach:
response vs. non-response

8 Response|

Figure 37.6A: Specifying Characteristics of Communicative Approach: Response Vs.
Non-response

Among the most popular responses in this area (see Figure 36B) were:

Genuine/ useful/ relevant communication 63 entries;
Understanding paramount 15 entries;
Authentic tasks and authentic situations 39 entries;

Interactive approach 44 entries.

Genuine, useful, relevant
communication/ understanding
paramount/ Authentic tasks &

situations/ Interactive

1 Genuine comm,

@ Understanding
|8 Auth.task/sit |
A Interactive

39

Figure 7.36B: Specifying Characteristics of Communicative Approach: Relevance,
Authenticity, Interaction
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There were also a significant number of entries relating to flexibility, student-
centredness, interest, confidence-building and relaxed, positive atmosphere (see Figure
7.360):

Student-centred, flexible, individualised 12 entries;

Interesting, motivating, fun "~ 15 entries;
Confidence-building 7 entries;
Relaxed/ positive atmosphere 12 entries.

Student-centred, flexible,
individualised/ Interesting,
motivating, fun/ Confidence-
building/ Informal, relaxed,
positive atmosphere

| @ Student-cent. |
| B Interesting |
' @ Confident

\ORelaxed |

Figure 7.36C: Focus on Atmosphere & Student-centredness

Role-play, group and pair work, problem solving and information gap activities and

visual stimulation were each listed by more than one respondent (see Figure7. 37D):

Role play 5 entries;
Group and pair work 5 entries;
Problem-solving & information gap activities 4 entries;

Visual stimulation 2 entries.
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Role play/ Group & pair work/
Problem-solving & Information
gap/ Visual stimulation

0 Role play

8 Group/pair w
0 Prob solv/gap
B Visual

Figure 7.36D: Focus on Group/Pair work, Activity-types and Visual

A number of respondents (13) made reference to using the target language in the

classroom; one referred to 'real language'; another referred to 'rich language' (see Figure

36E):

Use target language in classroom 13 entries;
Use 'real language' 1 entry;
Use 'rich language' 1 entry.

Real language/ Rich language/ Use
Target Language in class

D Real lang.
o Rich lang.
0 UseTL

Figure 7.36E: Use Real Language, Rich Language, Target Language
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In terms of language-type emphasis, 6 respondents referred to the importance of context
and 6 referred to emphasis on meaning; 6 believed that structure and accuracy should be
emphasized, 2 believed no grammar should be taught and 1 believed that there should be
very little emphasis on grammar; 1 believed there should be no correction and 2 referred
to the fact that errors are permissible. Seven (7) respondents included in their lists the
fact that functions should be emphasised, 2 referred to the inclusion of topics and 1

included vocabulary in his/her list (see Figure 7.36F):

Emphasise structure and accuracy 6 entries;
No grammar should be taught 2 entries;
Very little emphasis on grammar 1 entry;
No error correction 1 entry;
Errors allowed 2 entries;
Include functions 7 entries;
Include topics 2 entries;
Include vocabulary 1 entry.
Language-type Emphasis

8 Context
B Meaning emph
B Struct/Accur
B Vocabulary
@ No grammar
BLitte gramm.
m No correction
B Errors allow.
8 Functions
Topics

Figure 7.36F : Types of Language Emphasis

The entries in relation to skills focus (see Figure 7.36G) were as follows:
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Four skills 4 entries;

Speaking & Listening 13 entries;
Reading & Writing 1 entry;

Speaking 23 entries;
Listening 16 entries;
Reading 5 entries;
Writing 3 entries;
Pronunciation 3 entries.

'Skiﬁstocus

y
|

0 4 Skills ,

B Speak & List ‘
8 Read & Writ

0 Speaking

a Lstenmg |

l Wntmg l
B Pronunciation

Figure 7.36G: Skills Focus

The remaining 20 entries (see Figure 7.36H) were difficult to classify and have,
therefore, been put together into a separate group:



Remaining 20 entries

0 Nat. sp teach.
B Repetition
B Known + 1

| & Immersion
| B Interdiscip.

O Phrases

B Direct

B Sensible

B Simple lang.
@ Short Ss

D Organised
@ Modemn

B Lang. Lab.
@ Think in T.L.

Figure 7.36H: Remaining Entries

7.9.9 Curriculum and syllabus documents and teaching resources

With Question 26, respondents were asked to tick the appropriate box (yes; no; I'm not

sure) to indicate whether there were Ministry of Education curriculum documents

designed for use at the level they teach (see Figure 7.37).

Ministry documents for level you
teach?

BYes
B No
B Na rasnonse |

Figure 7.37: Existence of Relevant Ministry of Education Curriculum Documents




The next question (Question 27) was as follows:

If there are Ministry of Education curriculum documents designed for use at the

level you teach, how useful are they for your teaching?

Here respondents were asked to tick one of six choices:

not applicable; indispensable; very useful; useful; not very useful; of no use

In response to this question, 56% of the respondents indicated that they found Ministry of
Education curriculum documents designed for use at the level they taught to be either
indispensable, very useful or useful. Only 13% of respondents recorded that they found

these documents to be either not very useful or of no use (see Figure 7.38).

not applicable
@ indispensable
| very useful

O useful

B not very useiul
pof nouse

B no response

23%

Figure 7.38: Judgments Concerning Usefulness of Ministry of Education Curriculum
Documents

Question 28, a yes/no question, related to syllabus documents and asked:

Are there syllabus documents provided by your institution which are designed for
use at the level you teach?
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A majority of respondents (63%) recorded that there were (see Figure 7.39). When asked

about the usefulness of these documents, 57% of respondents (see Figure 7.40) indicated

that they are indispensable, very useful or useful.

CYes
= No

gno response |

Figure 7.39: Existence of Institutional

Documents

20%

@indispensable
Wvery useful
DJuseful
mnotvery useful

Dofnouse

O response

Tinotapplcable
l
\

Figure 7.40: Usefulness of Instututional .

Syllabus Documents

Thus, whereas 13% of respondents recorded that they found Ministry of Education

curriculum documents to be either not very useful or of no use, only 4% of those for

whom syllabus documents were available at school level found them to be not very useful

or of no use. Comparative figures are given in the table below:

Table 7.12: Perceived Usefulness of Ministry of Education Curriculum Documents

[ofnouse

not | tndispensable very not very no
applicable uwseful | usefnl usefal. response
Ministry of
Senciting 8% 14% 19% | 23% 7% 6% 23%
curriculum
documients
School
eylishos 9% 16% 21% | 20% 2% | 2% 30%
documents
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Question 31, a yes/no question, asked respondents whether they thought it was important
to have an explicit syllabus document (even if they departed from it where necessary in

response to learner needs). The responses were as indicated in Figure 7.41:

Is an explicit syllabus important?

a Yes
8 No
@ No responsg

Figure 7.41: Judgments Relating to Importance of Explicit Syllabus Documents

Question 30 asked respondents what action they took in cases where they were not

provided with an explicit syllabus document. The choices (see Figure 7.42) were:

A = prepare one yourself for your own use

B = prepare one yourself for your own use and give a copy to
students

C = allow the syllabus to emerge as the teaching proceeds

D = focus on materials and methodology rather than syllabus

E = other (please specify)

If no syllabus available, then
what?

120 - Al
100 4 @ Doesn't apply
8 No response
O Make one
0 Make, Give
o Emerges

O Mat., Method.

Sty |= Other

80

60

40 +

20 -

Figure 7.42: Action when no Syllabus Document Provided
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Two of the respondents selected E, but actually specified that they would prepare a
document themselves. They were, therefore, transferred to the A category. The figures
for those who did not respond to this question indicated that it was not applicable to their
circumstances, or chose a single option from A - E are indicated in Figure 7.42. There
was no response from 114 (52%) to this question and only 40 (17%) indicated that they

would prepare one for themselves.

Of the three who selected E (i.e. other approach where no appropriate syllabus provided),
two indicated that they would use textbooks and one that s/he would request a syllabus

before agreeing to teach the course.

Question 32, a yes/ no question asked whether the respondents used textbooks. In 89%
of cases (see Figure 7.43), they did. They were then asked to name the textbooks they
used. What was revealed here was the fact that there are a very wide range of textbooks
currently in use for most languages. A list, giving extent of use, for each of the languages

is attached as Appendix 10.

Q32: Do you use textbooks?

oYes |
Yes B No
89% @NR ||

Figure 7.43: Respondents’ Report of Textbook Use
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Those respondents who named textbooks in response to the previous question were then
asked (Question 34) to indicate the main reason, or reasons for using these resources. In
general, respondents reported using these resources because they considered them to be

useful rather than because they were available or prescribed (see Figure 7.44).

Why use these resources?

160 ~ :
140 :
140 Fr=peE
o i
100 - e T 0 useful
80 4 [ | @nothing else
e 0 prescribed
[@other |

Figure 7.44: Reasons Given for Selecting Particular Textbooks

The main reason specified (140 respondents) for using textbooks was that teachers find
them useful. A number (45) also expressed some dissatisfaction with what is available
either commercially or within their own institution. Two (2) respondents had chosen
books on the advice of a language advisor and a further 2 gave budgetary constraints as
the reason for their choice (or not) of textbooks. 3 respondents indicated that their
textbooks were those that they had ‘inherited’ when they arrived in their current school.

Where respondents had signalled that they do not use textbooks, they were asked
(Question 35) to give the reason or reasons, ticking the appropriate boxes from the
following:

A =1 don't find them useful;
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B = There isn't anything available;

C = Books are too expensive;

D =1 prefer to create my own material;
E = Other (please specify)

The responses indicated (see Figure 7.45) that the primary reason was a preference for

creating individualised materials.

Why don't you use textbooks?
30 =
1
!
25
?
20 ; B not useful
| 16 o prefer create
15 1 - |0 noth. avail.
1 £ expensive
10 - 7 B other
6 6
TE
{ =
0
1

Figure 7.45: Reasons Given for Not Using Textbooks

It is apparent that the textbook situation is approached with some pragmatism. Only 3
respondents expressed any degree of enthusiasm for their current textbooks as a match
for the curriculum or syllabus document. The picture which emerges is one in which
choices of text are being made on the basis that they seem the most appropriate of those
that are available (Questionnaire 171) but ‘no one book that is suitable at any level’
(Questionnaire 223). Teachers are using a system where textbooks are seen as a resource
but not as the fundamental classroom tool they once might have been. As one respondent
outlines ‘most teaching material is culled from many sources and self-written.’
(Questionnaire 1) and another still uses textbooks but irregularly because ‘creating and

finding all one’s own material is too time consuming’ (Questionnaire 76).
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The lack of good fundamental textbooks that are tailored to the specific curriculum being
delivered in the New Zealand context does have advantages. Teachers are free to
individualise and customise their programmes in way that would not be possible in the

same way with only a small number of textbook resources.

7.9.10 Approaches to assessment and evaluation
In this area, respondents were initially asked a yes/no question (Question 36):

Do you use formative assessment (whose purpose is to identify strengths and
weaknesses rather than to make judgments about rank order or overall level) with
your students?

A large majority (91%) indicated that they did (see Figure 7.46). They were then asked
(Question 37) to indicate how any formative assessments they were involved in were

conducted. The choice was to tick one or more of the following:

A = multi-skill tests

B = listening tests

C = writing tests

D = speaking tests

E =reading tests;

F = vocabulary tests;

G = performance of a task;
H = other (please specify).

When the number of ticks for each category is recorded, it appears (see Figure 7.47A and
B) that the most common type of formative assessment used is the vocabulary test (183
respondents ticked this category). This is closely followed by listening (157) and writing
(156) tests, with speaking (153!) and reading tests (143) coming not far behind.
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Do you use formative assessment?

g Yes)
No
NR

Figure 7.46: Respondents’ Reports on Use of Formative Assessment

Types of formative assessment

activity?

183

[ |8 Multi-skill

Types of formative assessment
activity?

& Multi-skill
@ Listening
O Writing

o Speaking
@ Reading

@ Vocabutary

Figure 7.47A: Respondents’ Reports on
on Type of Formative Assessment Used

Used (Numbers)

Used (%)

Figure 7.47B: Respondents’ Reports
on Type of Formative Assessment

The next question (Question 38) was concerned with feedback in relation to formative

A = brief oral feedback;

B = brief written feedback

C = detailed oral feedback;

D = detailed written feedback;

E = a grade;

F = a pass or fail indication;

G = a checklist of problem areas;
H = a mark;
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I = a personal tutorial;

J = feedback in class;

K = no feedback at all;

L = other (please specify)

Brief oral (154 responses) and brief written (141 responses) feedback were recorded as

being the most popular feedback types (see Figures 7.48A and 7.48B).

Formative assessment feedback Formative assessment feedback

Figure 7.48A: Formative Assessment Figure 7.48B: Formative Assessment
Feedback Types Reported (%) Feedback Types Reported (Numbers)

In the next question (Question 39), respondents were asked whether (yes/no) they used

summative assessment:

Do you use summative assessment(end of course/ segment assessment whose

purpose is to give students an overall grade and/or place them in rank order) with
your students?

Once again, the vast majority (92%) reported that they did (see Figure 7.49).
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Q39: Do you use summative assessment?

Mo response
3% |

o Yes

8 No resnonse

Yes
92%

Figure 7.49: Respondents’ Reports of Use of Summative Assessment

This was followed by a question (Question 40) in which respondents were asked to tick

one or more boxes in relation to the form that their summative assessments took:

A = examinations;

B = multi-skill tests

C =listening tests;

D =writing tests;

E =speaking tests;

F = reading tests

G =production of a portfolio;

H =performance of a task;

I =international proficiency test;
J =international language test (e.g. IELTS);
K =other (please specify)

The responses (see Figures 7.50A and 7.50B) indicate that the most popular forms of
summative assessment are examinations, multi-skill tests and listening, writing, speaking
and reading tests (with speaking and writing tests being, apparently, slightly more
popular than listening and reading tests). The majority of respondents appear not to
associate portfolios with summative assessment (only 25 ticked this category) although
there are a variety of ways of using portfolios for summative assessment purposes,
including asking students to revisit a range of activities in the light of knowledge and

understanding achieved at the end of a course or course segment.
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Types of formative assessment Types of summative assessment
activity? activity?
U oeams | @Eam ]
| | W Muiri-skit ‘ E——
| |DLstening | | . |
oWty | :'\i:'::g"g |
@ Speaking | @ Speaking l
|0 Reading | O Reading
B Portfolio ‘} B Portfolio
BTask pert. | 0 Task perf.
¢ | @int.prof.test | 8 Int.prof.test
B Int.Jang.test l o Int.lang.test
| A Other | 2 Other
1
Figure 7.50A: Respondents’ Reports Figure 7.50B: Respondents’ Reports
On Types of Summative Assessment on Types of Summative Assessment
Used (Numbers) Used (%)

In terms of feedback types, respondents were asked (Question 41) to select one of more
of the following to indicate the type of feedback they gave in the case of summative

assessment:

A = brief oral feedback;

B = brief written feedback

C = detailed oral feedback;

D = detailed written feedback;
E = a grade;

F = a pass or fail indication;
G = a checklist of problem areas;
H = a mark;

I = a personal tutorial;

J = feedback in class;

K = no feedback at all;

L = other (please specify)
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In this case (see Figures 51A and 51B), the most popular form of feedback was a mark

153 responses).

Summative Assessment Feedback
Types

@ brief orai
brief written
B det oral

O det written

, | b grade

B pass or fail

| B checkiist prob
" | O mark

0 pers tut

B class fo

* | B no feedback
@ other

Figure 7.51A: Summative Assessment

Feedback Types

no feedback
0%

Summative assessment feedback

types

14%

2 brief oral

@ brief written
B det oral

B det written
@ grade

2 pass or fail
® checkilst prob
8 mark

W pers tut

B class fo

B no feedback
B other

Figure 7.51B: Summative Assessment

Feedback Types

The responses for types of feedback for formative and summative assessment are

compared. What the comparison suggests is that, in terms of feedback, there is little

difference between the two assessment types.

Formative assessment feedback

types

136 137

" @ pers tut
~ Bdass o

0 brief oral

8 brief written
a det oral

o det written

@ grade

a pass or fail

@ checklist prob
0 mark

'IJ no feedback
|@ other

Figure 7.52A: Comparison of

: Responses for Each

Category in Relation to Formative

Assessment

421

Summative Assessment Feedback

Types

Q brief oral
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The next question (Question 42) asked (yes/no) whether any of the respondents' students
sat examinations or tests that were not prepared by the respondents' own institutions. In

83% of cases, respondents reported that they did (see Figures 54A and 54B).

rfJYesf
mNo |
oNR |

Figure 7.53: Respondents’ Reports on Examinations Prepared by Own Institution for
Students

| 8%

Response; non-response; discounted

34

= nses

188

Figure 7.54: External Examinations: Responses v. Non-responses and Spoiled Responses

422



Respondents were then asked (Question 43) to indicate what these examinations were and

at what level students took them. The responses are indicated in Figures 55A - 551.

New Zealand Exams j
5 ‘

D School Cert | ‘
B Bursary |
B Combined 6 F
O NZEST ‘
B NZ Prac. Eng. ||

‘tl NZ Speech Bd.
& NZ Uni. Exams

Figure 7.55A: New Zealand-based Examinations by Number of Responses

Iﬁw Zealand Exams

19%

Figure 7. 55B: New Zealand-based Examinations by Percentage of Responses
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International languages exams:
numbers of respondents entering
students

Figure 7.55C: International
Foreign Language Examinations

N7 and overseas/ international
FSOlI exams: numbers of teachers
enterina their students

EIN7 Pract Fna|
EAust NRI C
||:] Pitmans FSI

CIToFR
([miFiTs

Figure 7.55D: English Language
Examinations

NZ School Cert: school year pupils
are entéred by each teacher

128

O Year 7
O Year 10

NZ University Bursary: school year
pupils are entered by each teacher

'3 Year 11

o Year 11 & 12 e
'lYear12

OYear9-13

|@ Year 13+

102

Figure 7.55E: NZ School Certificate
By Year of Entry
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Figure 7.55F : NZ University
Bursary by Year of Entry
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English language examinations:
respondents’ entries in relation to
of schooling

yea
s

|

BIELTS Y7

BIELTS Y9

B ELTS Y9-11
O ELTS Y9-13
BIELTS Y12&13
QELTS Y 13

8 TOEFL 12&13
O TOEFL unsp.
BPITY9-11
BPTYS-13
BPRTY11-13
= PIT unsp.
BNZPryY12-13
@ NZ PR unsp.
o ANBLEY10-13

International/overseas exams: teacher
report of years of entry

-~

i
|

G AFY10&11

BAFY.10:12

OAFY.11-13
DAFY.12-13
@ GOE. Y9-13
|0 ANBLC Y9-13

Figure 7.55G: English Language
Examinations by Year of Entry

Figure 7.55H: International/Overseas
Examinations by Year of Entry

A large number of respondents record that their students sit New Zealand examinations:

NZ School Certificate

NZ Bursary

NZ Combined 6® Form Certificate
NZ Practical English examination
NZ Speech Board examination
NZ University examinations

A number of teachers also enter their students for international/ overseas examinations as

follows:

Japanese (Mombusho)
German (Goethe Society)

French (Alliance Frangaise)

International baccalaureat
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In the area of English as a second language, a number of teachers enter their students for

New Zealand and international/ overseas examinations:

NZ Practical English Certificate 12;
Australian National Bank Languages Certificate = 71;
Pitmans ESL Certificate 10;
TOEFL 10;
IELTS 21.

The most commonly sat examinations, New Zealand School Certificate and Bursary, are
most commonly sat in Year 11 and Year 13 of schooling respectively. The age ranges at

which teachers record entering their students for these examinations is outlined below:

Australian National Bank Languages Certificates  Years 10 - 13;

IELTS Years 7 - 13;
TOEFL Years 12 & 13;
Pitmans Years 9 - 13;
NZ Practical English Years 12 & 13.

Respondents were then asked (Question 44) to indicate whether, in cases where there was
a prescribed syllabus document for these tests/ examinations, they were satisfied with the
relationship between the test/ examination and the syllabus. Their reports of degree of
satisfaction with this relationship were on a four point scale, with I = very satisfied and 4
= not at all satisfied. The results for New Zealand School Certificate and Bursary are
indicated in Figures 7.56 and 7.57.
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Extent of satisfaction with School
Certificate prescriptions

O Satisfied
B Not satisfied

" 85%

Figure 7.56: Reported Extent of Satisfaction with School Certificate Prescriptions

Extent of satisfaction with Bursary
examination prescriptions

l 0 Satisfied
Not satisfied | |

67% }

Figure 7.57: Reported Extent of Satisfaction with Bursary Prescriptions
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Although 85% of those who responded recorded that they were satisfied with the
prescriptions for the School Certificate examinations (categories 1 and 2), a considerably
smaller percentage (67%) recorded the same degree of satisfaction with prescriptions for
Bursary examinations. When only category 1 (very satisfied) is considered, the

percentages are as follows: School Certificate - 54%; Bursary - 31%.

7.9.11 Approaches to teaching and learning

In relation to approaches to teaching and learning, respondents were initially asked

(Question 45) what the main objectives of their teaching were (see Figures 7.58 A and B).

Language teaching objectives

——— | pass exams
O love of lang
O lang prof

O other culture
—— |@literature
" |csurvival skills
_ |Esupport role

- |@good lang user
— |m other culture

Figure 7.58A: Reported Main Objectives in Teaching Language

428



Language teaching objectives

good lang
user
14% | _other culture
support role _ | 0% 0 pass exams
0% | | _pass exams love of lang
survival 15% o lang prof
skills = \@ other culture
11% ] loveZ%fD/:)ang @ literature
literature J O survival skills
3% B support role
other culture | lang prof 0 good lang user
18% 19% @ other culture

Figure 7.58B: Reported Main Objectives in Teaching Language

Respondents were asked to tick one or more categories in relation to their main objectives
in teaching languages. Cultural considerations (179 positive responses) were considered
to be almost as important as increasing language proficiency (182 positive responses).
However, encouraging a love for language (187 positive responses) came slightly ahead
of both. Following these, with 149 positive responses, came 'getting students to pass
exams'. Comparing the responses relating to increasing language proficiency with those
relating to helping students to be good language users appears to indicate that these are

not considered to be the same thing:

Table 7.13: Reported Main Objectives in Teaching Languages (Two Responses
Compared)

To increase language proficiency ‘ To help students to be good fanguage users 1
182 ' 144

= I}
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Respondents were then asked (Question 46) to rate various approaches to teaching and
learning with students in different age ranges on a 4 point scale with I = effective and 4 =

ineffective. The approaches are indicated in the blank Table below:

Table 7.14: Reported Preferred Language Teaching Methods with Different Age Ranges

Ages | Ages | Ages Ages
3-8 19-12 |12-15 16+

Use the language in contexts that
make the meaning clear and wait
for learners to respond naturally

Teach the language explicitly and
use it in contexts that make the
meaning clear and encourage
speeific types of response as well
as natural, spontaneous

resporses

Provide the learners with lots of
different resources and focus on
meaning rather than language

Provide the iearners with lots of
different resources and focus on

meaning and langusge

There were (see Figures 7.59A —7.59E), a considerable number of non-responses in this
area. The pattern of non-response was highest for the 3 - 8 and 9 - 12 age ranges and

lowest for the 13 - 15 age range.

Q46: Number of NR

— owh  ash

88383883

TR Y AN N WS T

Age3-8 Age9-12 Agei3-15 Age 16+

[mAzBOCHED]

Figure 7.59A: Non-responses re Relationship Between Age Ranges and Approaches (A)
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Non-responses re age/approac

OCat1:3-8
BCat2:3-8
DbCat3:3-8
OCat4:3-8
=
pCat1:9-12 |
BmCat2:9-12
OCat3:9-12
BCat4:9-12
]

mCat 1:13-15
mCat 2:13-15
BCat 3:13- 15
BCat 4:13-15
a

@Cat 1: 16+
mCat 2: 16+
o Cat 3: 16+
OCat 4: 16+

Figure 7.59B: Non-responses re Relationship Between Age Ranges and
Approaches (B)

Non-response in each age range
overall

BAVNR3-8
GAVNRO-12
BAVNR 13-15
DAVNR 16+

AvNR 13~

15

Averans nan-recnnncas  in aarh

ranneo /annrnarh

Oavng 2.8
BAvNDG.T1?
COAVNR 1R -1
[0 Av R 16

Figure 7.59C: Non-responses in Each Age Figure 7.59D: Average Non-responses in
Each Age Range (Relationships Between
Age Ranges and Approaches)

Range Overall (Relationship Between
Age Ranges and Approaches)
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Overall percentage non-response
in each age range/approach

80% T sa%

50% -

40%
MAvNR3-8 ‘
BAVNR9-12 |

BAYNR13-15 |
@ AvNR 16+

AvNR3 AvNR2 AvVNR13 AVAR
-8 -12 -15 16+

Figure 7.59E: Non-responses re Relationship Between Age Ranges and Approaches

The comparative figures are set out in the following table (table 7.15).

Table 7.15: Reported Preferred Language Teaching Methods with Different Age Ranges

Ages Ages Ages i Ages
3-8 9-12 13-158 | 16+

A/B C/D A B CDA B CDA 'B . C'D

|

Use the language in
contexts that make
the meaning clear
and wait for 78 |18 |6 |7 |46 |51 (10 |7 |50 40 |37 |12 | 43 27 |25 |32

learners to respond
naturally
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Table 17.15: Reported Preferred Language Teaching Methods with Different Age
Ranges (continued)

Teach the language
explicitly and use it
‘ in contexts that
: make the meaning
l clear and encourage
| specific types of
response as well as
| natural, -
spontaneous

responses

21

18

27

67

100

47

31

Provide the
learners with lots of
different resources
and focus on
meaning rather

than language

33

18

32

35 137 |17 | 18

49

49

18 | 20

52

17

Provide the
learners with lots of
different resources
and foecus on
meaning and

| language

21

30

32

38 27 |13 | 52

71

21

13

Thus, the numbers of those who did respond to this question and selected category ! (i.e.

effective) for each category at each age range was as follows (see Figures 7.60A —

7.60D):

o4
, m3
hotl  hoal  hosl  po7| |02
&= =t @1
v ONR
A B c D
choice

Figure 7.60A: Responses Relating to Age Ranges and Approaches (A)
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Figure 7.60B: Responses Relating to Age Ranges and Approaches (B)

Q46 Age 13--15
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100% - il $ e £
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Figure 7.60C: Responses Relating to Age Ranges and Approaches (C )
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Figure 7.60D: Responses Relating to Age Ranges and Approaches (D)

The percentage of respondents selecting 1 = effective for each of the categories is

indicated below:

Use the language in contexts that make the meaning clear and wait for learners to

respond naturally:

Ages3-8 1%
Ages9-12 40%
Ages13-15 36%
Age 16+ 34%

Teach the language explicitly and use it in contexts that make the meaning clear and

encourage specific types of response as well as natural, spontaneous responses:

Ages3-8 38%
Ages9-12 54%
Ages13-15 65%
Age 16+ 71%
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Provide the learners with lots of different resources and focus on meaning rather than

language:

Ages3-8 31%
Ages9-12 24%
Ages13-15 13%
Age 16+ 15.5%

Provide the learners with lots of different resources and focus on meaning and language

Ages3-8 25%
Ages9-12 29%
Ages 13- 15 36%
Age 16+ 52%

The percentage of respondents selecting 1 & 2 and 3 & 4 is indicated below:

Use the language in contexts that make the meaning clear and wait for learners to

respond naturally:

1&2 3&4
Ages3 -8 88% 12%
Ages9-12 85% 15%
Ages13-15 64% 36%
Age 16+ 55% 45%

Teach the language explicitly and use it in contexts that make the meaning clear and

encourage specific types of response as well as natural, spontaneous responses:

1&2 3&4
Ages3 -8 57% 43%
Ages9-12 87% 13%
Ages 13- 15 9%6% 4%
Age 16+ 93% T%
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Provide the learners with lots of different resources and focus on meaning rather than

language:

1&2 3&4
Ages3-8 48% 52%
Ages9-12 54% 46%
Ages 13 -15 51% 49%
Age 16+ 46.5% 53.5%

Provide the learners with lots of different resources and focus on meaning and language:

1&2 3&4
Ages3-8 50% 50%
Ages9-12 64% 36%
Ages13-15 84% 16%
Age 16+ 88% 12%

Question 47 asked respondents to tick one box to indicate which of the following

statements best describe their philosophy about language teaching:

T I believe it is important to teach language explicitly using meaning and context
as much as possible.

S 1 believe that if I speak to the students in the target language all the time and
they get a lot of practice in speaking, listening, reading and writing that they will
learn well.

L 1 believe that the students learn languages better when the focus is on meaning
rather than on language.

R My responsibility is mainly to teach literature and culture. At the level I teach,
it is the students' own responsibility to improve their language.

The no response rate to this question was 6%. 60% of those who did respond selected
category T above; 28% selected category S above; 6% selected category L above (see
Figure 7.61).
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Figure 7.61 Philosophy of Language Teaching

7.9.12 Applying proficiency descriptors

7.9.12.1 Applying proficiency descriptors to students of English as a second
language

The first question in this section (Question 48) applied to teachers of learners of English
as a second language only (see Figures 7.62A -7. 62X):

Which of the language descriptors . .. would you apply to an average learner

who begins their learning in this country at Level 3 and has the following

amounts of additional direct tuition.
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Listening: Level 3 + 36 hrs

Figure 7.62A: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (A)

Listening: Level 3 + 72 hrs
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Figure 7.62B: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (B)

Listening: Level 3 + 300 hrs
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Figure 7.62C: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (C)
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Listening: LeveP3 + 450 hrs
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Figure 7.62D: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (D)

Listening: Level 3 + 600 hrs

Figure 7.62E: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (E)

Listening: Lev EB + 800 hrs

21
B2
o3
a4
7 IS'
06|

o

Figure 7.62F : ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (F)




Reading: Level 3 + 36 hrs
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Figure 7.62G: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (G)

Reading: Level 3 + 72 hrs
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Figure 7.62H: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (H)

Reading: Level03 + 300 hrs
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Figure 7.621: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (I)
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Reading: Levelo3 + 450 hrs
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Figure 7.62]: ESOL Levels After Specified Tuition Hrs (J)

i Reading: Leve:I23 + 600 hrs

Figure 7.62K: l;"S_OL Levels After Speciﬁe;i T;tition Hrs (K)
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