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HUFS Graduate TESOL Program – Program & Evaluation 

 
Instructor: James Brawn     email: jbrawn67@gmail.com 
 
 
The general goal of this will be to allow teachers-in-training to apply many of the concepts that 
they have learned regarding curriculum, course and material design and apply them to the 
evaluation of a hypothetical language learning program. We have been “hired” to evaluate and 
design an English language program for an English summer camp In the Philippines. The 
camp is joint venture between a Philippine resort and the Mandela School. The Mandela 
School is private alternative school here in Korea. It has several campuses, a teacher training 
center and an international high school in the Philippines.  
 
They have recently concluded their first summer camp and the post-camp evaluations have 
been disappointing.  Although the students thought the activities were fun, they didn’t feel that 
they had been adequately prepared to speak and understand the English to do these activities 
well. Several students said that learning how to scuba dive in English could have been a lot 
better if they had learned some of the vocabulary prior to the activity. They also didn’t feel that 
the summer camp adequately reflected the school’s mission statement of “learning by 
choosing;” that is, the students felt that they didn’t have very much choice about the activities 
that they could do.  
 
Although numerous students expressed specific disappoints about the summer camp 
experience, they, nevertheless, had a generally positive experience.  Eighty percent of the 
students replied “yes” to the survey question: “Would you recommend a friend to come to this 
camp?” And sixty percent of the students answered “yes” to the survey questions: “Would like 
to attend the camp again?” If this is accurate, then the camp administrators want us to take this 
into consideration when we design our curriculum for next summer; that is, the curriculum 
should be flexible enough so that students who attend the English summer camp more than 
once will be exposed to more and more English.  
 
One major stipulation is that our program and curriculum recommendations must fit within 
the school’s educational philosophy and mission statement, because thirty percent of the 
students felt that the camp did not adequately reflect the school’s motto: “Learn by choosing. A 
summary of the Mandela School’s educational beliefs follow below: 

 create and maintain a respectful learning environment in which learner and teachers are 
equal partners in the teaching and learning process 

 foster student autonomy through choice and flexible assessment 
 allow students to have opportunities for self-discovery and self-actualization 
 promote reflective practices so that students can learn how to learn 
 encourage students to take more responsibility for themselves and for their learning 
 facilitate cooperative rather than competitive learning environments so that peer 

teaching and learning become routine 
 
Included is this summer camp’s 2011 schedule, and they have asked us to keep this schedule in 
mind as we plan the language segment of the summer camp. All extra-curricular activities are 



conducted in English by camp faculty and staff, so preparing the learners to participate in 
those extra-curricular activities needs to be major concern of our curricular development.   
 

Mandela School Philippine Summer Camp 2011 
Schedule 

 
Time Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 
6:00-7:oo Wake-up/ 

Clean 
Wake-up/ 
Clean 

Wake-up/ 
Clean 

Wake-up/ 
Clean 

Wake-up/ 
Clean 

X X 

7:00-8:00 B’fast B’fast B’fast B’fast B’fast Wake-up/ 
Clean 

Wake-up/ 
Clean 

8:00-9:00 Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time B’fast B’fast 
9:00-10:00 English English English English English 
10:00-10:30 Snack-time Snack-time Snack-time Snack-time Snack-time 
10:30-11:30 English English English English English 
11:30-12:30 Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch Lunch 
12:30-1:00 Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time 
1:00-4:00 Philippine 

culture 
Philippine 
culture 

Philippine 
culture 

Philippine 
culture 

Philippine 
culture 

4:00-5:00 Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time 
5:00-6:00 Dinner Dinner Dinner Dinner Dinner 
6:00-7:00 Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time 
7:00-8:00 Team-

building 
Activities 

Team-
building 
Activities 

Team-building 
Activities 

Team-
building 
Activities 

Team-
building 
Activities 

8:00-9:00 Performance 
Practice 

Performance 
Practice 

Performance 
Practice 

Performance 
Practice 

Performance 
Practice 

9:00-9:30 Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time Free-time 

 
 
 
 
 
See Below 

 
 
 
 
 
See Below 

9:30-10:00 Get ready 
for bed 

Get ready 
for bed 

Get ready for 
bed 

Get ready 
for bed 

Get ready 
for bed 

Get ready 
for bed 

Get ready 
for bed 

 
Sundays 1&3 Travel day to and from the Philippines 
Sunday 2 is intensive scuba 
Saturday: 1-3 Fieldtrips and sight seeing. Last Saturday students will have several hours for 
souvenir shopping  
 
Philippine culture 

 Cooking 
 Popular Philippine Culture such as B’boy dance and pop music 
 Sewing and fashion 
 Traditional Philippine music 

 
Performance Practice 

 On the last Saturday the whole camp will travel to a local community center and give a 
performance for the local Philippine community. 

 
Additional Background Information 
 
Student at the camp ranged in age from fifth grade to ninth grade. Language learners were 
separated into two groups based on their language proficiency; however, this is only descriptive 
rather than prescriptive, because some learners seemed to think that the learning was too 



fragmentary and not related to the extra-curricular activities that they were  to engage in at 
camp, so a two-tier system is not the only way to organize the curriculum.  
 
What it Means for Us 
 
In order for us to complete this task will be reading a selection of articles and additional 
readings may emerge as the semester progresses based on the needs of our project. Current 
readings include: 

 Needs Analysis from Curriculum Development in Language Teaching by Jack 
Richards 

 Needs Assessment in Language Programming: From Theory to Practice by Richard 
Berwick in The Second Language Curriculum edited by Robert Keith Johnson 

 Course Planning and Syllabus Design from Curriculum Development in 
Language Teaching by Jack Richards 

 Program-defining Evaluation in a Decade of Eclecticism by Steven Ross from 
Evaluating Second Language Education edited by J. Charles Alderson. 

 
The readings will be made available through a course packet.  You can purchase the course 
packet at 참글, a 복사실 near the back gate.  
 
Grading and assessments:  
 
20% Attendance (10%) and active participation in class activities (10%) 
20% Homework on readings 
10% Language Needs Identification 
25% Project 1: Needs Analysis Instrument  
25% Project 2: Unit Plan with Ends/Means Specification 
 
 
Attendance [10%] & Participation [10%] (20%) 
Attendance is mandatory. Participants who arrive to class 10 minutes or more after the 
start of class will be considered late. Participants who are late 3 times will receive 1 
absence. Any participant who misses ¼ or more of all class meetings WILL receive an F 
in the course. More important than attendance is participation. I expect participants to 
be active in class discussions and to complete all oral and written assignments BY THE DUE 
DATE. If assignments are handed in late without prior permission from the instructor, 10% 
for each late day will be deducted from the grade. Finally, participants in this course 
will have several opportunities to apply the skills learned in lectures, discussions and 
workshops by engaging in various “in-class” activities and projects.  
 
Homework on readings (20%) 
It is essential to be prepared for each class by completing the required readings. This will 
provide you with the background knowledge on the topic and allow you to participate actively 
in the class discussion. In order to ensure that you have read the required readings for class, 
you will be expected to do a short homework assignment for the reading. This homework 
assignment involves answering the guiding reading questions presented at the beginning of 
each reading. These homework assignments are to be submitted at the beginning of class. Late 
submissions will NOT be accepted. 
 



Language Needs Identification (10%) 
Students will need to answer the following questions for a specific theme/topic/area of study: 
What vocabulary, expressions and grammatical structures will the learners need to be 
successful in this summer camp? Students will analyze their theme/topic/area of study and 
compile a list of possible study points.  
 
Project 1: Creating a Needs Analysis Instrument (25%)  
All students will be involved in different aspects of the same needs analysis project.  The mid-
term project consists of producing a series of Needs Analysis Instruments to be used by the 
camp administration to help them with the planning and implementation of next year’s camp. 
Instruments to be made include 1) incoming students, 2) English teachers and camp faculty 
and 3) parents 
 
Project 2: Unit Plan with Ends/Means Specification (25%) 
Although the camp administration will be responsible for most of the materials and lesson 
plans, we have been asked to design a Unit Plan for the three-week camp, and to create a scope 
and possible sequence of work with suggestions for implementation (means) and learning 
outcomes (ends).  
 
HUFS grading scale:  
A+ = 95-100%  
AO = 90-94%  
B+=85-89%  
BO = 30-84%  
C+ = 75=79%  
CO = 70-74%  
F = 69% or less  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Weekly Plan  
 
This weekly plan is a tentative plan. It will act as a guideline but  may not be followed exactly due to 
the participants’ needs, their understanding of the contents, and overall progress.  
 

Week/Date Readings In class activities/Assignments 
Week 1  Introduction to course 

Week 2 “Needs Analysis” from 
Curriculum Development in 
Language Teaching 

Discussion/Lecture: about reading 

Week 3 “Needs Assessment in Language 
Programming: from Theory to 
Practice” from The Second 
Language Curriculum 

Discussion/lecture: about reading  
Group Work: Language Needs 
Identification  

Week 4 The Place of Grammar Instruction 
in the Second/Foreign Language 
Curriculum from New 
Perspectives on Grammar 
Teaching in Second Language 
Classrooms 

Language Needs Identification Due 
Discussion/lecture: about reading 
Introduce: Project #1 

Week 5  Workshop: On creating a needs analysis 
Group Work: Begin designing your groups 
needs analysis instrument 
 
 

Week 6 “Promoting learner autonomy 
through the curriculum: Principles 
for designing language courses” by 
S Cotterall - ELT journal, 2000 

Discussion/lecture: about reading  
 

Week 7  Peer Editing: Students edit and finalize 
their needs analysis instruments   

Week 8 Formulating Goals and Objectives 
from Designing Language 
Courses 

Needs analysis due  
Discussion/lecture: about reading 

Week 9 Defining Learning Objectives for 
ELT from ELT Journal, 1985 

Discussion/lecture: about reading 

Week 10 Course Planning and Syllabus 
Design from Curriculum 
Development in Language 
Teaching 

Discussion/lecture:  about reading  
Introduce: Project #2 

Week 11  Workshop: On syllabus design 

Week 12  Group Work: Ends/Means Specification –
course goals and SLOs 

Week 13  Group Work:  Ends/Means Specification –
course goals and SLOs 

Week 14 The Empirical Evaluation of 
language teaching materials from 
ELT journal, 1997 

Discussion/lecture: about reading 

Week 15  Conferencing: I will give feedback on 
project #2 before you submit for evaluation 

Week 16  Project 3 Due 
Course Evaluation and Survey 

  
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 2 
Readings & Homework 

Questions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Reading 1: “Needs Analysis” from  
Curriculum Development in Language Teaching 

 
Directions: Answers these four questions on a separate sheet of paper. I will collect in next week’s 
class. 
 

1. Who are the stakeholders for our needs analysis project? Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Who will be the audience be for our needs analysis project? Why? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Who will be the target population for our needs analysis project? Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. How will we triangulate our date? What procedures can we/should we use? Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

















































































Reading 2: “Needs Assessment in Language Programming: From Theory to 
Practice” from The Second Language Curriculum  

 
Directions: Answers four of these five questions on a separate sheet of paper. I will collect in next 
week’s class. 
 

1. What are the four basic questions we need to ask before we begin our evaluation and 
planning process? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the six design orientations that influence teachers, administrators and 

curriculum and/or program evaluators who conduct and analyze student needs? Which 
of the six design orientations (or which combination) seems most appropriate for our 
project? Why? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. There are two types of needs “felt” vs. “perceived.” Describe them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. What are the differences between inductive and deductive methods of needs analysis? 
Which do you think is best for our project? Why?  

 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Why is it important for us to incorporate the Mandela School’s philosophy into our 
needs analysis and into our evaluation of the learners’ educational needs?  
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Ellis, R. (2002). The Place of Grammar Instruction in the 
Second/Foreign Language Curriculum. In E. Hinkel & S. 
Fotos New Perspectives on Grammar Teaching in Second 
Language Classrooms (pages 14-34). Routledge: London.  
 
Rod Ellis 
University of Auckland, New Zealand 
 
 

Directions: Answer the following questions on a separate piece of paper. I will 
collect them next week. 
 

1. What are the four reasons that the author gives for learners’ failure to achieve 
a high level of grammatical competence? 

2. Summarize the six aspects of SLA research that support grammar instruction? 
3. Where and when should grammar be taught in the EFL/ESL curriculum? 

Why? 
4. The author describes the kind of activities that need to be present in a unit to 

support grammar acquisition; what are these activities? 
 

 
 

The place of grammar instruction in the second/foreign language curriculum has been 
strongly debated in the past 30 years. In teaching methods reliant on a structural 
syllabus (e.g., grammar translation, audiolingualism, Total Physical Response, 
situational language teaching), grammar held pride of place. However, with the 
advent of communicative language teaching (see, e.g., Allwright, 1979) and “natural” 
methods (e.g., Krashen & Terrell, 1983), this place has been challenged and in some 
cases, a “zero position” has been advocated (e.g., Krashen, 1982) on the grounds that 
teaching grammar does not correlate with acquiring grammar. More recently, various 
arguments have been advanced for incorporating a ‘‘focus on form”1 into the 
language curriculum (e.g., Doughty & Williams, 1998), motivated by research 
findings that suggest that “natural” language learning does not lead to high levels of 
grammatical and sociolinguistic competence (e.g., Swain, 1985). The purpose of this 
chapter is to consider a number of reasons why grammar should be included in a 
second language (L2) curriculum. The chapter also addresses how a grammar 
component might be incorporated into a communicative curriculum. Finally, it 
outlines an approach to the teaching of grammar that is compatible with the curricular 
framework being proposed. 
 
THE CASE FOR TEACHING GRAMMAR 
 
A case for teaching grammar can be mounted from different perspectives: (1) 
acquisition theory, (2) the learner, and (3) language pedagogy. Taken together, 

                                                 
1Long (1988) distinguishes between a “focus on forms” and a “focus on form.” The former 
refers to traditional approaches to grammar teaching based on a structure-of- the-day 
approach. The latter refers to drawing learners’ attention to linguistic forms (and the 
meanings they realize) in the context of activities in which the learner’s primary focus of 
attention is on meaning. 
 



arguments based on these perspectives provide a compelling argument in favor of 
teaching grammar. 
 
Acquisition Theory 
 
It is now widely acknowledged that L2 learners, particularly adults, fail to achieve 
high levels of grammatical competence even if they have ample opportunity to learn 
the language naturally. Hammerly (1991) indicates that many naturalistic learners, 
even after years of exposure to the L2, often fail to proceed beyond the second level 
on the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) scale of 
language proficiency. Kowal and Swain (1997) and Swain (1985) point out that 
learners in Canadian immersion programs (i.e., programs in which the target language 
serves as the medium of instruction for teaching subject content) achieve high levels 
of discourse and strategic competence but frequently fail to acquire even basic 
grammatical distinctions, such as passé composé and imparfait in French. 
There are many possible reasons for learners’ failure to achieve high levels of 
grammatical competence, including the following: 
 

1. Age: Once learners have passed a “critical period” (about 15 years of age in 
the case of grammar) the acquisition of full grammatical competence is no 
longer possible. 

2. Communicative sufficiency: Learners may be able to satisfy their 
communicative needs without acquiring target language norms. 

3. Limited opportunities for pushed output: Research (e.g., Allen, Swain, Harley, 
& Cummins, 1990) has demonstrated that the linguistic environment to which 
learners are exposed in the classroom may indeed be limited in quite 
significant ways. 

4. Lack of negative feedback: It has been suggested that some grammatical 
structures cannot be acquired from positive input, which is all that is typically 
available to learners learning an L2 “naturally” (see White, 1987). 

 
If (1) is the reason, not much can be done to alleviate the problem pedagogically, as 
teachers are clearly powerless to alter the age of their learners. However, there is 
growing doubt concerning the validity of the critical period hypothesis where 
grammar is concerned; it is becoming clear that there are large numbers of learners 
who, given sufficient time and motivation, are successful in acquiring target language 
norms even if they start learning the L2 after the age of 15. If (2) and (3) are the 
reasons, two possible solutions suggest themselves. One is improving the quality of 
the interactional opportunities learners experience, for example, by ensuring that 
learners’ communicative needs are enhanced by requiring them to produce “pushed 
output.” One way of achieving this is by devising a curriculum of communicative 
tasks that are linguistically demanding (e.g., call for learners to activate their rule-
based as opposed to lexical competence - see Skehan, 1998). The other solution is to 
focus learners’ attention on grammatical form (and, of course, the meanings they 
realize) through some kind of grammar teaching. Point (4) also indicates the need for 
grammar teaching, as this serves as one of the more obvious ways in which learners 
can obtain the negative feedback needed to acquire “difficult’’ structures. 
 
Given that the possible reasons for learners’ failing to achieve target language norms 
vary in the kind of solution they point to, it is obviously important to establish 



whether the “teach grammar” solution is, in fact, effective. Earlier (see Fotos & Ellis, 
1991), I summarized the main findings of what is now a substantial body of empirical 
research that has investigated the effects of form-focused instruction on interlanguage 
development. This summary, I would claim, remains valid today. It states: 
 

1. Formal instruction helps to promote more rapid L2 acquisition and also 
contributes to higher levels of ultimate achievement (Long, 1988). 

2. There are psycholinguistic constraints which govern whether attempts to teach 
learners specific grammatical rules result in their acquisition. Formal 
instruction may succeed if the learners have reached a stage in the 
developmental sequence that enables them to process the target structure 
(Pienemann, 1984). Conversely, it will not succeed if learners have not 
reached the requisite developmental stage.2 

3. Production practice is not sufficient to overcome these constraints. There is 
now clear evidence to suggest that having learners produce sentences that 
model the target structure is not sufficient to guarantee its acquisition as 
implicit knowledge. Studies by Schumann (1978), R. Ellis (1984), and Kadia 
(1988), among others, suggest that formal instruction directed at 
developmental or difficult grammatical structures has little effect on 
performance in spontaneous language use. (The term developmental refers 
here to structures that are acquired in stages and involve the learner passing 
through a series of transitional phases before mastering the target structure. 
Examples of developmental structures are negatives and interrogatives.) 

4. It is possible, however, that formal instruction directed at relatively simple 
grammatical rules (such as plural or copula be) will be successful in 
developing implicit knowledge, as such forms do not require the mastery of 
complex processing operations (Pica, 1983; Pienemann, 1984). 

5. Formal instruction is effective in developing explicit knowledge of 
grammatical features. There is substantial evidence to suggest that formal 
instruction is successful if the learning outcomes are measured by means of an 
instrument that allows for controlled, planned, language use (e.g., an imitation 
test, a sentence-joining task, or a grammaticality judgment task). It is in this 
kind of language use that learners are able to draw on their explicit knowledge. 
Studies by Kadia (1988); Lightbown, Spada, and Wallace (1980); Schumann 
(1978); and Zobl (1985) all support such a conclusion. 

6. Formal instruction may work best in promoting acquisition when it is linked 
with opportunities for natural communication (Spada, 1986). 

 
In short, although there are constraints that govern both when and what type of 
grammar teaching is likely to work, there is clear evidence that, providing these 
constraints are taken into account, teaching grammar can have a beneficial effect on 
learners’ interlanguage development. This conclusion is now widely accepted by 
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) researchers (see Doughty and Williams, 1998). 
                                                 
2 A recent article by Spada and Lightbown (1999) does cast some doubt on the claim that 
developmental sequences are inviolable. This study found that learners who were at an early 
stage in the acquisition of question forms were able to learn question forms at an advanced 
stage as a result of formal instruction, suggesting they were not constrained by the kind of 
psycholinguistic constraints on acquisition proposed by Pienemann. Spada and Lightbown 
suggest that the effectiveness of instruction may depend less on the learners’ stage of 
development than on the type of instruction. 



The Learner’s Perspective  
 
An equally strong reason for including grammar in the L2 curriculum is that many 
learners expect it. Adult learners typically view “grammar” as the central component 
of language and, irrespective of the type of instruction they experience, are likely to 
make strenuous efforts to understand the grammatical features they notice. In an 
analysis of the diaries written by ab initio learners of German in an intensive foreign 
language course at a university in London (Ellis, R., unpublished manuscript), I was 
struck by the depth of the learners’ concern to make sense of the grammar of German. 
Their diaries are full of references to grammar—of their struggle to understand 
particular rules and their sense of achievement when a rule finally “clicked.” It should 
be noted, too, that “grammar” for these learners consisted of explicit rules that they 
could understand; it was not the kind of implicit grammar that comprises 
interlanguage. 
 
Of course, not all learners will orientate so strongly to studying grammar. Some, 
younger learners for example, may be more inclined to view language functionally - 
as a tool for communicating - and may be less able to benefit from grammar 
instruction. Nevertheless, it is my contention that many successful learners are not 
only prepared to focus on form but actively seek to do so (see Reiss, 1985). For such 
learners, a “communicative” syllabus that eschews a focus on grammar may be 
missing the mark. 
 
A Pedagogical Perspective 
 
One of the arguments that was advanced against the kind of notional/functional 
syllabus that appeared in the late 1970s and early 1980s was that ‘‘notions” and 
“functions” do not provide a basis for the systematic coverage of the language to be 
taught (see Brumfit, 1981). Examples of notions are possibility and past time, whereas 
examples of functions are requests and apologies. The problem with such constructs is 
that they are not generative in the way grammar is. A similar criticism can be leveled 
at the current fashion for task-based or thematically based syllabuses. There can be no 
guarantee that the teaching activities that are based on such syllabuses provide a full 
and systematic coverage of the grammar of the L2. To some extent, tasks can be 
devised so that they require learners to use specific grammatical features, but, at least 
where production tasks are concerned, there are limits on the extent to which these 
features are essential in performing the tasks (see the comments later in this chapter) 
as learners are adept at avoiding the use of structures that they find difficult. Arguably, 
the only way to ensure a systematic coverage of the grammar of the L2, then, is by 
means of a structural syllabus. Such a syllabus provides teachers and learners with a 
clear sense of progression—something that I think is missing from both notional and 
task-based syllabuses. However, this does not mean the abandonment of meaning-
based syllabuses and a straight return to the structural syllabus. Rather, I see a need 
for both. This involves a curriculum that incorporates both types of syllabus. We will 
now turn to the question of how grammar can be incorporated into a language 
curriculum. 
 
THE PLACE OF GRAMMAR IN THE CURRICULUM 
 



Deciding the place of grammar in the language curriculum involves seeking answers 
to the following questions: 
 

1. At what stage of learners’ general L2 development should grammar be taught? 
2. With what intensity should grammar be taught? 
3. Can the teaching of grammar be integrated into meaning-focused instruction? 

 
The first question concerns the general timing of the grammar instruction. The second 
deals with whether grammar instruction should be intense or spread over a period of 
time. The third concerns the crucial matter of the relationship between the grammar 
and the communicative components of a syllabus. 
 
The Timing of Grammar Instruction 
 
An assumption of traditional approaches to grammar is that it should be taught from 
the very beginning stages of a language course. This assumption derives from 
behaviorist learning theory, according to which learning consists of habit formation. 
Learners must be taught correct habits from the start to avoid the unnecessary labor of 
having to unlearn wrong habits in order to learn the correct ones later. As Brooks 
(1960) put it, “Error, like sin, is to be avoided at all cost.” Such a view is not 
supported by current theories of L2 acquisition. Interlanguage development is seen as 
a process of hypothesis-testing and errors as a means of carrying this out (Corder, 
1967). Learners follow their own built-in syllabus. Thus, it is now widely accepted 
that errors are both a natural and inevitable consequence of the processes of 
acquisition. In other words, there is no longer a theoretical basis for teaching grammar 
to prevent errors. 
 
There are, in fact, some fairly obvious reasons for not teaching grammar to beginners. 
First, as the immersion studies have shown (see Johnson & Swain, 1997), learners do 
not need grammar instruction to acquire considerable grammatical competence. 
Learners with plentiful opportunities to interact in the L2 are likely to acquire basic 
word order rules and salient inflections without assistance. For example, L2 learners 
who have never received instruction are able to acquire the rules for ordering 
elements in the English noun phrase; they do not put the adjective after the noun, even 
when this is the ordering in their L1 (Hughes, 1979). They are also able to acquire the 
English auxiliary system and, over time, use this in a target-like manner in 
interrogatives and negatives. Probably, they will also acquire at least some complex 
structures such as simple relative clauses in which the relative pronoun functions as 
subject (as in “Mary married the man who lived next door”). Of course, not all 
learners will acquire these grammatical features; some learners, like Schumann’s 
Alberto (Schumann, 1978), will fossilize early. But many learners will go quite a long 
way without any attempt to teach them grammar. In other words, up to a point, the 
acquisition of a grammar takes place naturally and inevitably, providing learners 
experience appropriate opportunities for hearing and using the L2. 
 
A second, more powerful reason for not teaching grammar to beginners is that the 
early stage of L2 acquisition (like the early stage of L1 acquisition) is naturally 
agrammatical. Language learners begin by learning items—words or formulaic 
chunks. They communicate by concatenating these, stringing them together into 



sequences that convey meaning contextually, as shown in these examples from Ellis 
(1984): 
 

Me no (= I don’t have any crayons) 
Me milkman (= I want to be the milkman) 
Dinner time you out (= It is dinner time so you have to go out) 
Me no school (= I am not coming to school on Monday) 

 
Such utterances are ubiquitous in the spontaneous, communicative speech of beginner 
L2 learners, both child and adult. It is only later that learners begin to grammaticalize 
their speech. According to N. Ellis (1996), they do this by extracting rules from the 
items they have learned—bootstrapping their way to grammar. It would seem, then, 
that the early stages of language acquisition are lexical rather than grammatical (see 
also Klein & Perdue, 1992; Lewis, 1993). 
 
If grammar teaching is to accord with how learners learn, then, it should not be 
directed at beginners. Rather, it should await the time when learners have developed a 
sufficiently varied lexis to provide a basis for the process of rule extraction. In crude 
terms, this is likely to be at the intermediate-plus stages of development. There is a 
case, therefore, for reversing the traditional sequence of instruction, focusing initially 
on the development of vocabulary and the activation of the strategies for using lexis in 
context to make meaning and only later seeking to draw learners’ attention to the rule-
governed nature of language. 
 
The Intensity of Grammar Instruction 
 
Independent of when grammar should be taught is the question of how intense the 
instruction should be once it starts. Is it better, for example, to spend substantial 
periods of time focusing on a relatively few (albeit problematic) grammatical 
structures, or is it better to deal less intensively with a broad range of structures? 
 
There are now a number of studies that demonstrate that when problematic 
grammatical structures are taught intensively learners acquire them. Harley (1989), 
for example, describes an instructional treatment for dealing with the distinction 
between passé composé and imparfait that lasted eight weeks! Thankfully, this 
resulted in marked gains in the accuracy of these verb forms that were sustained over 
time. One wonders, however, how feasible such intense treatments are in the context 
of the complete language curriculum. If such lengthy periods of time are devoted to a 
single grammatical structure there will be little time left to focus on the numerous 
other grammatical problems the learners experience. 
 
Underlying this question of the intensity of the instruction is another question. What is 
the goal of grammar instruction? Is it to lead learners to full control of the targeted 
structures? Or is it to make them aware of the structures and, perhaps, of the gap 
between their own interlanguage rule and the target language rule? Grammar 
instruction, again influenced by behaviorist learning theory, has assumed that the goal 
of grammar instruction is complete accuracy. It is this assumption that appears to 
motivate the call for intense doses of instruction of the kind Harley provided. 
However, a more cognitive view of L2 learning suggests that acquisition begins with 
awareness, and that once this has been triggered learners will achieve full control 



through their own resources in due time. Such a view supports a less intense, broader-
based grammar curriculum. 
 
The Relationship Between Code-Focused and Message-Focused Instruction 
 
Traditional language teaching was code-focused, although there were probably always 
some opportunities for message-focused activity, even in the most audiolingual of 
courses. With the advent of communicative language teaching, however, more 
importance, quite rightly, has been given to message-focused language activity, not 
just because this is seen as needed to develop communicative skills in an L2, but also 
because it caters to the natural acquisition of grammar and other aspects of the code 
(see, e.g., Prabhu, 1987). Perhaps the key issue facing designers of language curricula 
is how to relate the code-focused and the message-focused components. There are two 
basic options. 
 
The first is the integrated option. Integration can be achieved in two ways: 
 

1. Communicative tasks that have been designed to focus attention on specific 
properties of the code. I have referred to these elsewhere as “focused 
communicative tasks.” Such an approach represents a proactive approach 
toward integration; it takes place at the level of the curriculum content. 

2. Teachers’ feedback on learners’ attempts to perform communicative tasks. 
Such feedback can focus on specific errors that learners make. This approach 
is reactive in nature; it takes place, not at the level of content, but 
methodologically. The feedback can be instant (i.e., can occur as an immediate 
response to a learner error) or it can be delayed (i.e., take place after the 
communicative task has been completed).3 

 
There are enormous problems in designing focused communicative tasks (see 
Loschky & Bley-Vroman, 1993) that preclude using them as a means of achieving 
curricular integration. As I have already noted, learners are adept at sidestepping the 
grammatical focus while performing a communicative task, unless of course they are 
told what the focus is; in which case, it can be argued that the task ceases to be 
communicative and becomes a situational grammar exercise. Integration is more 
likely to be achieved reactively rather than proactively, although there are some 
obvious problems here, not least concerning the nature of the feedback; should it be 
explicit, which potentially endangers the communicative nature of the task, or implicit, 
when it might not be noticed? Currently, however, strong arguments have been 
advanced for what Long (1991) has called ‘‘a focus on form” (i.e., reactive feedback 
while learners’ primary attention is on message). The claim is that drawing learners’ 
attention to form in the context of ongoing communicative endeavor is compatible 
with the type of input processing that is needed for interlanguage development. 
 
The second approach for relating the two elements of a language curriculum is the 
parallel option. Here no attempt is made to integrate a focus on code and message; 
                                                 
3 Little is currently known about the relative efficacy of immediate and delayed negative 
feedback on learners’ acquisition of grammatical features. Most studies of negative feedback 
have focused on the type of feedback (e.g., whether it is implicit or explicit) rather than the 
timing. This is clearly an area that needs to be investigated. 
 



instead, these are entirely separate components. In such a syllabus, the main 
component would consist of communicative tasks, designed to engage learners in the 
receptive and productive processes involved in using language to convey messages. A 
second, smaller component would consist of a list of grammatical structures to be 
systematically taught. There would be no attempt to create any links between the two 
components. The time allocated to the two components would vary according to the 
learners’ general level of proficiency. Thus, at the elementary level there would be 
only communicative tasks (receptive rather than productive in the first instance). 
At the intermediate stage, once learners had established a lexical basis for the 
acquisition of grammar, the focus on code (which could include pronunciation and 
discourse as well as grammar) would kick in, growing progressively larger as time 
passed, until it occupied close to half of the total time available with advanced 
learners. This proportional curriculum model (Yalden, 1983) is shown in Fig. 2.1. 
 
  Elementary  Intermediate  Advanced 
 Communication tasks       
     Code-focused tasks  
 

FIG. 2.1 The relationship between the communicative and code components of a 
syllabus. 

 
This proposal flies in the face of what is generally considered to be good practice in 
language pedagogy—namely, that the curriculum should be carefully constructed to 
ensure an integration of skills, with tasks carefully sequenced to ensure a systematic 
and graded progression. However, such syllabuses, although superficially sensible, 
ignore the essential fact that skill integration is not something that is achieved 
externally by the curriculum designer (or teacher) but must be achieved internally by 
the learners themselves, in accordance with their built-in syllabuses and their 
particular learning goals. Curriculum designers have hung themselves quite needlessly 
on the gallows of the integrated syllabus. 
 
There are strong arguments to support the view that the goal of the code-oriented 
component of the syllabus should be awareness rather than performance; that is, the 
syllabus should be directed at developing learners’ conscious understanding of how 
particular code features work, not at ensuring that learners are able to perform them 
accurately and fluently. In more technical terms, this entails a syllabus directed at 
explicit rather than implicit knowledge of the L2. As I have argued elsewhere (see 
Ellis, R., 1991a, 1993, 1997), it is unrealistic to try to intervene directly in 
interlanguage development by teaching implicit knowledge, as this constitutes a 
highly complex process, involving intake and gradual restructuring, which we still 
understand quite poorly and which is not amenable to one-shot (or even to several-
shot) pedagogic ministrations. In contrast, explicit knowledge can be taught relatively 
easily in the same way that history dates or mathematical formulae can be taught.4 Of 
course, explicit knowledge constitutes a lesser goal than implicit knowledge, as 

                                                 
4 This assumes that many L2 learners are capable of learning a wide range of explicit 
rules. Such an assumption is controversial, however. Krashen (1982) claims that 
learners are only capable of learning simple rules (e.g., third-person -s). However, 
there is research evidence to suggest that Krashen seriously underestimates learners’ 
capacity for explicit knowledge (see, e.g., Green & Hecht, 1992). 



effective communication activity requires the latter type of knowledge. This limitation, 
however, is less severe if it can be shown that explicit knowledge plays an important 
facilitating role in helping learners acquire implicit knowledge by encouraging 
“noticing” and “noticing the gap” (Schmidt & Frota, 1986). If learners know about a 
grammatical feature they are more likely to heed it when they come across it in the 
input and also to attend to how it differs from the current interlanguage rule that 
underlies their own performance in the L2. In other words, the goal of a grammar 
syllabus becomes not that of teaching learners to use grammar but of helping them to 
understand how grammar works. In this respect, but not others, this position is closer 
to that of the cognitive code method than to behaviorism. 
 
A crucial issue is the content of the code-oriented component of the syllabus. Clearly, 
this will have to go beyond grammar, to include pronunciation (perhaps) and 
discourse features. Here, however, I will consider only the question of grammar 
content. Clearly, this content should be derived from our understanding of the 
learning problems that learners experience; that is, the content should be remedial in 
nature, focusing on areas of grammar where learners are known to make errors. There 
are, in fact, many such areas that are common to all learners. The so-called 
developmental errors reflect learning problems that are universal. Examples are as 
follows: 
 

 omission of plural -s 
 omission of third person -s 
 overuse of the article the (and corresponding under-use of a) 
 the double comparative (e.g., “more faster”) 
 resumptive pronouns in relative clauses (e.g., “The man who my sister had 

married him …”) 
 process verbs (e.g., “The size was increased greatly.’’) 

 
Our knowledge of such problem areas of grammar provides a solid base for the 
development of a general grammar syllabus, applicable to all language learners. Of 
course, syllabuses designed for specific groups of learners will need to take account of 
the fact that there are also some errors directly traceable to first language influence. 
Probably, though, the transfer errors are less numerous than the developmental errors 
(see Ellis, R., 1994).5 
 
Curriculum designers also need to consider how this grammatical content can be 
graded. There is a growing and somewhat confused literature dealing with this issue. 
Although there is general agreement that grading should proceed in accordance with 
difficulty, there is much less agreement regarding what this actually involves. This 
results, in part, from the failure to recognize that what is difficult with regard to 
implicit knowledge may not be difficult in terms of explicit knowledge. For example, 
teaching learners to understand the rule for third-person -s (explicit knowledge) is 
relatively easy, but teaching them to use this feature accurately and fluently (implicit 

                                                 
5 Many errors, of course, are the result of both developmental and transfer processes. 
Thus, whereas all L2 learners seem to have problems distinguishing the use of the 
and a learners whose L1 does not include an article system (e.g., Japanese or Korean learners) are 
likely to experience the problems for longer, often failing to completely overcome them, even though 
they achieve a very advanced level of overall proficiency. 



knowledge) is problematic. Thus, third-person -s can be thought of as an easy explicit 
feature but a difficult implicit feature. The question that needs to be addressed, then, 
is what criteria influence the level of difficulty learners are likely to experience in 
acquiring grammatical features as explicit knowledge? Table 2.1 suggests some of the 
criteria. At this juncture, it is not possible to apply these criteria in a systematic 
fashion, although it might be argued that these are the very criteria that have been 
traditionally applied in the development of structural syllabuses. Thus, designers of 
grammatical structures can call on this tradition with some confidence. 
 

TABLE 2.1 
Criteria for determining the difficulty of grammatical structures as explicit 

knowledge approach for teaching grammar 
 

Criteria Definition Example 
1. Formal complexity The extent to which the 

structure involves just a 
single or many elements. 

Plural -s is formally 
simple; relative clauses 
involve many elements. 

2. Functional complexity The extent to which the 
meanings realized by a 
structure are transparent 

Plural -s is transparent; 
articles are opaque  

3. Reliability The extent to which the 
rule has exceptions. 

Third-person -s is very 
reliable; the rule for 
periphrastic genitives is 
much less reliable. 

4. Scope The extent to which the 
rule has a broad or narrow 
coverage. 

The Present Simple Tense 
has broad scope; the 
Future Perfect Tense has 
narrow scope. 

5. Metalanguage The extent to which the 
rule can be provided 
simply with minimum 
metalanguage. 

Plural -s is simple; 
reflexive pronouns are 
more difficult; subject verb 
inversion is even more 
difficult. 

6. L1/L2 contrast A feature that corresponds 
to an L1 feature is easier 
than a feature that does 
not. 

For French learners of 
English, the position 
of adverbs in sentences is 
difficult. 

 
Finally, it should be noted that the two principal curricula options—integrated and 
parallel—are not, in fact, mutually exclusive. It would be perfectly possible to 
complement a parallel syllabus that includes a nonintegrated grammar component 
with Long’s “focus on form” through reactive feedback to errors that learners make 
when performing tasks from the communicative component of the syllabus. There are 
considerable strengths in such a proposal as a focus on form. It may be one way in 
which teachers can encourage learners to make use of their explicit knowledge to 
“notice” features in the input. This raises the intriguing possibility of forging a link 
between the focus on form and the teaching of explicit knowledge (i.e., by teachers 
directing feedback on features that have recently been explicitly taught). It is doubtful, 
however, if such a link can ever be anything other than opportunistic. In general, the 
focus of teachers’ feedback in the communicative strand of the curriculum will not 



match the focus in the grammar component. Nor do I see this as something for which 
to strive for the reasons I have already given. 
 
AN APPROACH FOR TEACHING GRAMMAR 
 
The approach for teaching grammar that will now be outlined is premised on the 
assumption that the focus of the instruction should be awareness rather than 
performance. There are, in fact, two senses of awareness. First, learners can be made 
aware of the formal properties of the language as they experience these in input; that 
is, they can be made to consciously “notice’’ them. Second, learners can be made 
aware in the sense of forming some kind of explicit representation of a target form 
(i.e., developing explicit knowledge). Figure 2.2 shows these two senses of awareness. 
The particular approach to teaching grammar that I will now describe involves 
attempts to induce both kinds of awareness. 
 
   Awareness (1)  Awareness (2) 
      explicit 
      knowledge 
 input        output 
   intake   implicit  
   (noticed forms) Knowledge 

FIG. 2.2 Two types of awareness in L2 acquisition. 
 
The materials (Ellis & Gaies, 1998) consist of a series of units, each directed at a 
single grammatical problem. The approach is remedial, with the error targeted in a 
unit indicated in an “error box.” By asking “Do my students make this error?” the 
teacher is able to determine whether to teach the unit. 
 
A unit consists of five kinds of activities: 
 

1. Listening to comprehend: Here students listen to a continuous text that has 
been contrived to contain several examples of the target structure. On this 
occasion, however, they are required to focus on the message-content of the 
text. 

2. Listening to notice: In this activity the students listen to the text a second time 
(and if necessary a third or fourth time) to identify the target structure. To 
assist the process of noticing the structure, they are asked to complete a 
gapped version of the text. It should be noted, however, that this fill-in-the-gap 
activity differs from traditional grammar exercises in that students do not have 
to rely on their competence to complete the text; they can obtain the missing 
words by listening carefully. 

3. “Listening to Notice” is intended to raise the first type of awareness in the 
students. Oral rather than written texts have been chosen to induce real-time 
input processing. 

4. Understanding the grammar point: This activity is directed at helping learners 
develop explicit knowledge of the grammar point (i.e., awareness). They are 
helped to analyze the “data” provided by the text, which they have now 
completed, and to “discover’’ the rule. A discovery approach to teaching 
explicit knowledge is favored on the grounds that it is more motivating and 
that it also serves a learner-training function. By completing such tasks, 



learners can develop the skills needed to analyze language data for themselves 
and so build their own explicit grammars of English. However, there is a 
grammar reference section (at the back of the book) to which students can 
refer to check the accuracy of the explicit rule they have formed. 

5. Checking: The students are given a further text (this time, written) containing 
errors. They are asked to identify the errors and correct them. This kind of 
grammaticality judgment task is chosen because it lends itself to the use of 
explicit knowledge (see Ellis, R., 1991b). It also fosters the skill of monitoring, 
which, as Krashen (1982) has pointed out, draws on explicit knowledge. 

6. Trying it: Finally, there is an opportunity for students to try out their 
understanding of the target structure in a short production activity. The 
emphasis here is not so much on practicing the structure as on proceduralizing 
students’ declarative knowledge, a step DeKeyser (1998) considers to be 
necessarily intermediate between the teaching of explicit knowledge and its 
full automatization as implicit knowledge.6 

 
These materials are not designed to develop implicit knowledge. Indeed, this can 
hardly be achieved in a single hour, the typical length of time needed to complete a 
unit. They are directed at developing students’ awareness of grammar. As such, the 
materials do not constitute a complete curriculum but rather the kind of grammar 
component I have described in the previous section. They will need to be 
complemented with task-based materials of a communicative nature. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter has sought to make a case for teaching grammar. However, the case is a 
circumscribed one, and it is perhaps useful to conclude by saying what is not being 
proposed as well as what is. 
 
It is NOT being proposed that: 
 

 We revert back completely to a structural syllabus. 
 We teach beginners grammar. 
 We attempt to teach learners to use grammatical features accurately and 

fluently through intensive practice exercises. 
 We teach grammar communicatively (e.g., by embedding a grammar focus 

into communicative tasks). 
 
It is being proposed that: 
 

 We include a grammar component in the language curriculum, to be used 
alongside a communicative task-based component. 

                                                 
6 DeKeyser’s claim that explicit knowledge can be converted into implicit knowledge by means of 
automatizating practice can be challenged for the reasons explained earlier in this chapter. However, 
his idea of “proceduralizing declarative knowledge” seems a useful one. Thus, the materials stop at this 
stage and make no attempt to supply the kind and amount of practice that DeKeyser acknowledges is 
needed for automatization. 



 We teach grammar only to learners who have already developed a substantial 
lexical base and are able to engage in message-focused tasks, albeit with 
language that is grammatically inaccurate. 

 We teach grammar separately, making no attempt to integrate it with the task-
based component (except, perhaps, methodologically through feedback). 

 We focus on areas of grammar known to cause problems to learners. 
 We aim to teach grammar as awareness, focusing on helping learners develop 

explicit knowledge. 
 
These proposals are theoretically based and, as such, provide a solid foundation for 
the teaching of grammar. However, it needs to be acknowledged that there is more 
than one theory of L2 acquisition and that somewhat different proposals based on 
alternative theories are possible (see DeKeyser, 1998, for example). This is likely to 
ensure that the place of grammar in the curriculum and the nature of grammar 
teaching will be hotly debated in the years ahead. 
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Reading 4: “Promoting learner autonomy through the curriculum: Principles for 
designing language courses” from ELT Journal, 2000  

 
 

1. What is the definition of autonomy? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Why would learner autonomy be appropriate for a summer camp offered by the 

Mandela School?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. What are the five principles for promoting learner autonomy? How do they help 
learners become autonomous?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Promoting learner autonomy
through the curriculum:
principles for designing
language courses

Sara Cotterall

This article argues that fostering learner autonomy is an important and
appropriate goal in language course design, but that principles to guide
the design of such courses are currently lacking. The article proposes five
course design principles for language courses which seek to foster learner
autonomy. Each principle is discussed in relation to the experience of
designing two skills-based courses taught within an intensive English
language course. The paper concludes with the claim that a language
course which integrates these principles will contribute both to learners'
control over their own language learning process and to their developing
language proficiency.

Introduction Many language teachers are convinced of the importance of incorporat-
ing principles of learner autonomy—'the ability to take charge of one's
own learning' (Holec 1981: 3)—into their practice. The applied
linguistics literature also bears testimony to interest in this issue, with
at least four collections of papers on learner autonomy appearing in the
last four years (Dickinson and Wenden 1995, Pemberton et al. 1996,
Benson and Voller 1997, and Cotterall and Crabbe 1999). Yet many of
the contributions in these collections deal principally with the theoretical
background of learner autonomy, and the role played by learner
variables such as attitudes, beliefs, strategies, and roles. It is considerably
less common to read reports of classroom-based courses which integrate
principles of learner autonomy in their design. In a recent article on
learner autonomy in ELTJournal, for example, Lee (1998) reports on a
voluntary self-directed learning programme which seeks to help learners
become more autonomous. But what of mainstream courses dedicated
to the same principles?

This article argues that learner autonomy should not be seen as a goal
only for highly committed students completing optional courses, or for
students operating within selected educational or cultural contexts.
Rather, it should be seen as an essential goal of all learning. Littlewood
(1999: 73) comments:

If we define autonomy in educational terms as involving students'
capacity to use their learning independently of teachers, then
autonomy would appear to be an incontrovertible goal for learners
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Context

Principles of
language course

design: the theory

everywhere, since it is obvious that no students, anywhere, will have
their teachers to accompany them throughout life.

Language courses which aim to promote learner autonomy will
incorporate means of transferring responsibility for aspects of the
language learning process (such as setting goals, selecting learning
strategies, and evaluating progress) from the teacher to the learner. In
what follows, two such courses are described and evaluated in terms of
their ability to foster learner autonomy. As a result of the experience
gained in designing and delivering the courses, five principles to guide
the design of similar language courses are proposed. These are generic
course design principles which can be applied to a range of learners and
settings.

In the next section, the context for which the language courses were
designed is briefly described. Then the rationale for each principle is
outlined, followed by a report on the experience of attempting to
incorporate the principles in the two courses. Finally, the paper discusses
the potential contribution of principles such as these to our under-
standing of strategies for promoting learner autonomy is discussed.

The courses described here were designed for a group of 20 learners
drawn from five classes of learners enrolled on a 12-week intensive
English language course at Victoria University of Wellington, New
Zealand. The learners attended class for three hours every morning with
their class teacher, and then attended a course in an area of special
interest (or need) for two hours one afternoon each week for five weeks
in each half of the course.,The two special interest courses described
here focused on speaking and reading skills respectively.

The promotion of learner autonomy is an important explicit goal of the
language programme within which the courses were offered (see
Cotterall 1995 for more detail). The challenge of designing these
courses lay in identifying content which, within a ten-hour period, would
enhance learners' control over their language learning in relation to the
skill focused on. Other relevant constraints in the context included the
learners' high expectations, their relatively low English proficiency, the
wide range of nationalities represented in the group, and the diverse
goals of the participants.

The five principles which emerged from the course design process relate
to (1) learner goals, (2) the language learning process, (3) tasks,
(4) learner strategies, and (5) reflection on learning. The challenge
facing course designers who wish to foster learners' ability to 'take
charge of... [their] . . . learning' (Holec 1981: 3) is to find ways of
supporting the transfer of responsibility for decision-making about
learning from teacher to learner. Each of the principles discussed here
contributes to that transfer of responsibility.
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The course reflects learners' goals in its language, tasks, and strategies
Any course designed to promote learner autonomy must set out to
achieve the goals which the learners deem important. Breen and
Candlin (1980: 95) comment:

However vague a learner's initial interpretation [of the demands of
the target repertoire and its underlying competence] may be, he is not
going to learn anything unless he has an idea of what he is trying to
achieve.

Therefore, in a course which seeks to foster language learners'
autonomy, time is devoted to raising learners' awareness of ways of
identifying goals, specifying objectives, identifying resources and
strategies needed to achieve goals, and measuring progress. Decisions
about language, texts, tasks, and strategies to focus on during the course
are made in relation to the stated goals of the learners.

Course tasks are explicitly linked to a simplified model of the language
learning process
A basic understanding of the language learning process is essential for
anyone who wishes to manage their own learning. Learners can only be
autonomous if they are aware of a range of learning options, and
understand the consequences of choices they make. Armed with a model
of language learning, learners are able to question the role of input texts
and tasks, to trial alternative strategies, and to seek feedback on their
performance. Without access to such a model, learners are forced into
the role of 'consumers' of language courses.

Course tasks either replicate real-world communicative tasks or provide
rehearsal for such tasks
This principle is related to the first one. Learners enrol in language
courses in order to improve their performance of certain L2 tasks. Their
goals and needs must therefore be paramount in the design of any
course which seeks to develop their ability to manage their own learning.
This means that the tasks in which the course provides preparation,
practice, and feedback should be those in which the learner will
participate in the future. Such 'transparency' of course content is the
hallmark of courses designed to foster learner autonomy.

The course incorporates discussion and practice with strategies known to
facilitate task performance
The recent explosion of interest in learning strategies has provided
language teachers with suggestions as to which learning strategies to
present and, more importantly, empirical justification for spending time
with learners discussing and experimenting with such strategies. At the
heart of learner autonomy lies the concept of choice. This principle
relates particularly to extending the choice of strategic behaviours
available to learners, and to expanding their conceptual understanding
of the contribution which strategies can make to their learning.
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The course promotes reflection on learning
In a recent report, Dam and Legenhausen (1999: 90) claim that learners'
ability to reflect critically on their learning is a measure of the
effectiveness of the learning environment. They use the term 'evalua-
tion' to refer to the metacognitive activity of reviewing past and future
learning experiences in order to enhance learning, and claim that:

In an autonomous classroom . . . [evaluation] is viewed as the pivot of
a good learning/teaching cycle . . . Evaluation has a retrospective and
prospective function, in which the learning experiences of the past are
reflected upon and transformed into plans for future action.

The potential for learner autonomy increases as an individual's learning
awareness grows. Therefore activities which prompt learners to reflect
on their learning aim to enhance learners' insight into their learning
processes.

Now that the rationale for each principle has been briefly explained, the
next section will report on the experience of attempting to integrate
these principles in the design of two short courses.

The course reflects learners' goals in its language, tasks, and strategies
In both courses, learners' goals were a principal focus in the first session
and featured in discourse surrounding all tasks. In the initial session,
learners were asked to specify detailed reading or speaking goals, to
identify appropriate resources, and to formulate measures for determin-
ing when their goals had been reached. In practice, this process
uncovered some unrealistic goal setting. While working with one
learner—a surgeon who had recently emigrated to New Zealand—I
discovered that his goal for the reading course was to acquire the ability
to read scientific articles in English. While this goal was relevant and
important, it was highly unrealistic given the size of his English
vocabulary, his limited experience of dealing with authentic texts, and
the duration of the course. After talking to me further about his goals
and his current proficiency, the learner decided to focus initially on
simplified materials while expanding his sight vocabulary and increasing
his reading speed. This change in goals did not harm the learner's
motivation; rather, it enhanced it, by ensuring that he experienced early
success, and by identifying some way stages in the journey towards his
more long-term goals.

The peer interviews revealed that few learners had experience of goal-
setting or of monitoring or evaluating their learning, and that they were
unlikely to acquire this without extensive supported practice. Given the
size of the group, it was not possible to work with each learner in class
time. Accordingly, one learner was asked to articulate a personal goal
for each in-class task. On completion of the task, the learner was asked
to 'think aloud' about the level of performance achieved in relation to
his/her stated goal. This modelling was reinforced at the end of each
session when learners summarized their reflections in their journals. This
made it possible to follow up issues in subsequent sessions with the
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Figure 1

whole class, or with individuals through journal responses. Other
learners reported discussing issues which arose in our course with their
class teachers in their regular interviews.

Simplified model of the language learning process

y
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knowledge
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Course tasks are explicitly linked to a simplified model of the language
learning process
A simplified model of the language learning process was introduced in
the first session (see Figure 1). Elements identified in the model were:
goals, needs, motivation, input, language knowledge and awareness,
(form-focused) practice (i.e. rehearsal with a goal of enhancing accuracy
or fluency), (meaning-focused) output (i.e. actual language use with a
goal of communication), feedback and reflection. The model introduced
useful concepts and metalanguage for discussing learning problems, as
the following incident illustrates. One day a learner commented:

'I don t like doing activities in class. I prefer grammar exercises.'

By identifying grammar in the language learning model as language
knowledge it was possible to make the point that learning grammar
without producing meaning-focused output (see Swain 1995) would not
contribute to the development of proficiency. (While processing input
might help, production is essential for syntactic processing to occur.)
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Adult language learners deserve such explanations, and benefit from
discussing and questioning the process in this way. Constant reference to
the model prompted insightful reflections from the learners, and helped
support the transfer of responsibility for aspects of the learning process.

Course tasks either replicate real-world communicative tasks or provide
rehearsal for such tasks
Both courses incorporated tasks linked to goals identified by the
learners. The majority of learners in the Speaking course wished to
increase their fluency in everyday spoken English. Accordingly a task
linked to the practice element of the model—'4-3-2'—was introduced to
the learners and used in every session. This activity models the principle
that, by keeping the subject matter familiar and the language items
constant, it is possible to gain fluency in repeated deliveries. Learners
were enthusiastic about the '4-3-2' activity (see Arevart and Nation
1991) and volunteered a number of ways of using it outside class. (For
example, they suggested using it to practise responses to commonly-
asked questions, to rehearse formal presentations, and to review ideas
for an assignment.)

Incorporating tasks drawn from learners' future communication situa-
tions resulted in enhanced motivation. Learners' future needs were
addressed by, for example, designing a generic interview task, which
sought to meet the speaking goals of course members who wished to
enhance their confidence and fluency in responding to questions posed
in a range of formal settings. Rather than having to create links between
pedagogic tasks and their own needs, learners instead practised tasks
associated with their target situations, and received feedback on their
performance.

The course incorporates discussion and practice with strategies known to
facilitate task performance
In the Reading course, learners identified a number of sources of
reading difficulty: lack of knowledge of high frequency vocabulary,
inability to match strategies to texts, insufficient time spent reading in
English, and poor word and text attack skills. Clearly no 10-hour course
could satisfactorily address all these needs. But a course committed to
promoting learner autonomy shifts the focus from solving specific
problems to providing experience of problem-solving. Accordingly,
sessions focused on matching strategies to problems. (See Appendix for
an activity of this kind.)

Given the fact that many course members had previous experience of
successfully learning another language, they were able to suggest
language learning strategies from their own personal repertoires. Other
strategies were modelled by the teacher, such as expressions for
constructing paraphrases, which were presented and practised in one
of the Speaking sessions. Such strategies proved highly popular with the
learners and may have resulted in the expansion of their interlanguage
by encouraging them to manipulate familiar language items in novel
contexts.
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The course promotes reflection on learning
Both courses integrated activities which required learners to reflect on
their learning, such as discussion of the goal-setting process, analysis of
task types, and experimentation with strategies to monitor progress and
evaluate personal learning. Awareness-raising occurred both in the
discourse surrounding each task ('Why are we doing this? How will it
help? What makes it difficult?') and also in the feedback at the end of
each session. Learners were asked to complete a journal entry each
week recording their answers to questions such as:

1 What did you do today?
2 What did you learn today?
3 What are you going to do differently as a result of today's class?

Learners submitted their journals at the end of each session and had
them returned with teacher comments at the start of the subsequent
session. Sessions frequently began with activities inspired by issues
raised in learner journals, such as brainstorming solutions to problems
encountered in authentic communication situations.

Conclusion What did this experience reveal about the contribution of these course
design principles to the design process? Adopting these principles freed
the writer from the unrealistic challenge of attempting to meet 20
different learners' needs within a 10-hour course, and instead presented
the learners with a means of meeting their own needs. By making the
language learning process salient, the course helped learners understand
and manage their learning in a way which contributed to their
performance in specific language tasks.

More specifically, observations of learners performing course tasks,
learners' comments in their journals, and the results of a written
evaluation, suggested that the inclusion of tasks related to learners' goals
(Principles 1 and 3), resulted in an unprecedented level of motivation.
Learners reported that they valued discussion of and practice with
solving learning problems, and reported using 'course' strategies outside
class. Many also improved their ability to assess their own performance,
with one learner reporting excitedly 'I used 4-3-2 to practise my five-
minute seminar, and today I spoke for six minutes without stopping!'

Incorporation of material on the language learning process (Principle 2)
provided the learners with a model for solving their own learning
problems, as the episode with the learner who preferred doing grammar
to using the language (cited above) illustrates. The inclusion of material
on learner strategies (Principle 4) proved an efficient solution to the
problem of limited time. Discussing and applying selected strategies to
sample speaking and reading problems served as an excellent modelling
device. Learners became familiar with a simple problem-solving process
and reported greater confidence in adopting strategies to solve new
language problems. One learner wrote in her final evaluation:

The Reading course was useful in helping me improve my English.
1 It helps me to read more quickly.
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2 Strategies (improved).
3 Knowing what to do with problems in reading.

However the sine qua non of autonomous learning is represented by
Principle 5. Without reflection, learners cannot assess their past learning
or plans for future action. Therefore courses designed to promote
learner autonomy must encourage learners to set personal goals,
monitor and reflect on their performance, and modify their learning
behaviour accordingly.

These two courses aimed to provide a supportive environment in which
learners were encouraged to take decisions about their language
learning. That environment integrated goal-setting activities, discussion
of the language learning process, modelling of strategies, task practice,
and reflection on experience. The essential characteristic of instructional
programmes which foster learner autonomy is the way in which they
scaffold instruction to provide guidance without assuming control of
learners' decision-making:

In order to improve individual performance, whether it is teaching or
learning, we need a sense of ownership, and power, driven by an
exploratory attitude and working within a curricular framework that is
flexible and dynamic enough to allow for individual explorations.
(Cotterall and Crabbe 1999: 141).

Received August 1999

Note
1 I am grateful to Jonathan Newton for permis-

sion to use ideas included in this worksheet.
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Appendix
Sample strategy

task—speaking
course1

Table 1

Table 2

a Read the list of language learning problems in Table 1.
b Work with a partner to brainstorm solutions to each problem.
c Look at the list of solutions presented in Table 2, and discuss each one.
d Modify the solutions in any way you like, and then try and match them

to selected problems.
e Be prepared to report back to the class.

Problems
I can't find the right words.
I don't know how to make good sentences.
I want to use a greater variety of sentences.
I don't speak smoothly enough or fast enough.
I don't have much confidence to speak.
I translate when I speak and listen.
I want to use native speaker expressions and not just

speak in learner language.

Solutions
Get involved in lots of social activities.
Read a range of simple, interesting texts.
Study vocabulary lists.
Never pay attention to grammar.
Do lots of intensive comprehensive activities when you read and listen.
Ask your conversation partner(s) for feedback.
Only talk with native speakers.
Talk often about familiar topics.
Talk about texts you have read.
Learn appropriate ways to interrupt and to express misunderstanding.
Pay attention to the form of language you hear.
Spend most of your time studying hard by yourself.
Regularly review your progress.
When you are having a conversation, check that your

conversation partners understands you.
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Reading 5: “Formulating Goals and Objectives” from Designing Language Courses  
 
 

1. What is a goal? What is an objective? And what is the relationship between goals and 
objectives? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Why are goals and objectives necessary in the design and evaluation of language 

programs?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Briefly summarize the process that the author describes one should go through when 
formulating goals and objectives.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

















































Reading 6: “Defining Learning Objectives for ELT” from ELT Journal, 1985  
 
1. What is the difference between statements of aims and statement of objectives? 
Aims Objectives 
 
a.  
 
 
 
b.  
 
 
 
c.   
 
 
 
d. 
 
 
 
 

 
a.  
 
 
 
b.  
 
 
 
c.   
 
 
 
d. 
 
 
 

 
2. What are three benefits of writing statement of objectives from the perspective of student 
learning? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 3. What type of verbs should statement of objectives contain? Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



- 141 -



- 142 -



- 143 -



- 144 -



- 145 -



Reading 7: “Course Planning and Syllabus Design” from Curriculum Development 
in Language Teaching 

 
  

1. When designing a course what are the three questions that a designer must consider 
when creating the content of the course? What should a designer write to answer these 
questions? Can you write one the course we have evaluated and are redesigning? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is meant by the term “scope”? What is meant by the term “sequence”? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The author describes several kinds of syllabus-types in the article. Which syllabus-type 
or combination or types would be appropriate for the program we are working on? 
Why? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













































































































Reading 8: “The Empirical Evaluation of language teaching materials” from ELT 
Journal, 1997 

 
1. Why is retrospective evaluation of materials more important than predictive evaluation 

of materials? 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is micro-evaluation? What kind of activities can be used in micro-evaluations? 

Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. What are the three types of evaluation that the author describes? Which two are the best 
to use when doing micro-level evaluation of materials? Why? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Why would we want to build a materials evaluation component into to program design? 
What are the benefits of making this kind of assessment a part of the curriculum?  

 
 



The empirical evaluation of 
language teaching materials 

Rod Ellis 

This article distinguishes two types of materials evaluation: a predictive 
evaluation designed to make a decision regarding what materials to use, 
and a retrospective evaluation designed to examine materials that have 
actually been used. Retrospective evaluations can be impressionistic or 
empirical. It is suggested that one way in which teachers can conduct 
empirical evaluations is by investigating specific teaching tasks. A 
procedure for conducting a task evaluation is described. Finally, it is 
suggested that task evaluations constitute a kind of action research that 
can contribute to reflective practice in teaching. 

Materials Teachers are often faced with the task of choosing what teaching 

evaluation: an materials to use. In effect, they are required to carry out a predictive 

overview evaluation of the materials available to them in order to determine which 
are best suited to their purposes. Then, once they have used the 
materials, they may feel the need to undertake a further evaluation to 
determine whether the materials have ‘worked’ for them. This 
constitutes a retrospective evaluation. 

Predictive A brief review of the literature relating to materials evaluation reveals 
evaluation that, to date, the focus of attention has been more or less exclusively on 

predictive evaluation. There are two principal ways in which teachers 

can carry out this kind of evaluation. One is to rely on evaluations 
carried out by ‘expert’ reviewers. Journals like ELT Journal assist 
teachers in this respect by providing reviews of published coursebooks. 
In some cases (such as the Survey Reviews this journal provides from 
time to time), the reviewers identify specific criteria for evaluating 
materials. However, in reviews of individual coursebooks, the criteria 
often remain inexact and implicit. 

Alternatively, teachers can carry out their own predictive evaluations. 
There are numerous checklists and guidelines available to help them do 
so (e.g. Cunningsworth 1984, Breen and Candlin 1987, Skierso 1991, 
McDonough and Shaw 1993). These instruments are generally 

organized in a manner that reflects the decision-making process which 
it is hypothesized teachers go through. Breen and Candlin (1987), for 
example, organize the questions in their checklist into two phases, the 
first of which enables teachers to address the overall ‘usefulness’ of the 
materials, while the second caters for ‘a more searching analysis’ based 
on the teacher’s actual teaching situation. The idea behind these guides 
is to help teachers carry out a predictive evaluation systematically. 
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However, there are limits to how ‘scientific’ such an evaluation can be. 
As Sheldon (1988: 245) observes, ‘it is clear that coursebook assessment 
is fundamentally a subjective, rule-of-thumb activity, and that no neat 
formula, grid or system will ever provide a definite yardstick’. 

Retrospective This being so, the need to evaluate materials retrospectively takes on 
evaluation special importance. Such an evaluation provides the teacher with 

information which can be used to determine whether it is worthwhile 
using the materials again, which activities ‘work’ and which do not, and 
how to modify the materials to make them more effective for future use. 
A retrospective evaluation also serves as a means of ‘testing’ the validity 
of a predictive evaluation, and may point to ways in which the predictive 
instruments can be improved for future use. 

Somewhat surprisingly, however, there are very few published accounts 

of retrospective evaluations of course materials, and very little 
information about how to conduct them. The bulk of the published 
literature on evaluation deals with programme or project evaluation 
(e.g. Alderson 1992, Weir and Roberts 1994. Lynch 1996). Such 
evaluations may incorporate materials evaluation but they are 
necessarily much broader in scope. Otherwise, the only other published 
work on the empirical evaluation of teaching materials is to be found in 
accounts of the trialling of new materials (e.g. Barnard and Randall 
1995). The purpose of this article is to begin to address the question of 
how retrospective evaluations of materials can be carried out. 

Evaluating course Teachers can perform a retrospective evaluation impressionistically or 
materials they can attempt to collect information in a more systematic manner (i.e. 

retrospectively conduct an empirical evaluation). It is probably true to say that most 
teachers do carry out impressionistic evaluations of their teaching 
materials. That is, during the course they assess whether particular 
activities ‘work’ (usually with reference to the enthusiasm and degree of 
involvement manifested by the students), while at the end of the course 

they make summative judgements of the materials. Empirical evalua- 
tions are perhaps less common, if only because they are time-consuming. 
However, teachers report using students’ journals and end-of-course 
questionnaires to judge the effectiveness of their teaching, including the 
materials they used. 

One way in which an empirical evaluation can be made more 
manageable is through micro-evaluation. A macro-evaluation calls for 
an overall assessment of whether an entire set of materials has worked. 
To plan and collect the necessary information for such as empirical 
evaluation is a daunting prospect. In a micro-evaluation, however, the 
teacher selects one particular teaching task in which he or she has a 
special interest, and submits this to a detailed empirical evaluation. A 
series of micro-evaluations can provide the basis for a subsequent 
macro-evaluation. However, a micro-evaluation can also stand by itself 
and can serve as a practical and legitimate way of conducting an 
empirical evaluation of teaching materials. 
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Conducting a A micro-evaluation of teaching materials is perhaps best carried out in 
micro-evaluation relation to ‘task’. This term is now widely used in language teaching 

of tasks methodology (e.g. Prabhu 1987; Nunan 1989), often with very different 
meanings. Following Skehan (1996), a task is here viewed as ‘an activity 
in which: meaning is primary; there is some sort of relationship to the 
real world; task completion has some priority; and the assessment of task 
performance is in terms of task outcome’. Thus, the information and 

opinion-gap activities common in communicative language teaching are 
‘tasks’. 

Describing a task A ‘task’ can be described in terms of its objectives; the input it provides 
for the students to work on (i.e. the verbal or non-verbal information 
supplied); the conditions under which the task is to be performed (e.g. 
whether in lockstep with the whole class or in small group work); the 

procedures the students need to carry out to complete the task (e.g. 
whether the students have the opportunity to plan prior to performing 
the task); and outcomes (i.e. what is achieved on completion of the task). 
The outcomes take the form of the product(s) the students will 
accomplish (e.g. drawing a map, a written paragraph, some kind of 
decision) and the processes that will be engaged in performing the task 
(e.g. negotiating meaning when some communication problem arises, 
correcting other students’ errors, asking questions to extend a topic). 

Evaluating a task Evaluating a task involves a series of steps: 

Step 1: Choosing a task to evaluate 
Step 2: Describing the task 
Step 3: Planning the evaluation 
Step 4: Collecting the information for the evaluation 
Step 5: Analysing the information 
Step 6: Reaching conclusions and making recommendations 

Step 7: Writing the report 

Choosing a task to Teachers might have a number of reasons for selecting a task to micro- 
evaluate evaluate. They may want to try out a new kind of task and be interested 

in discovering how effective this innovation is in their classrooms. On 
other occasions they may wish to choose a very familiar task to discover 
if it really works as well as they think it does. Or they may want to 
experiment with a task they have used before by making some change to 
the input, conditions, or procedures of a familiar task and decide to 
evaluate how this affects the outcomes of the task. For example, they 
may want to find out what effect giving learners the chance to plan prior 
to performing a task has on task outcomes. 

Describing the task A clear and explicit description of the task is a necessary preliminary to 
planning a micro-evaluation. As suggested above, a task can be 
described in terms of its objective(s), the input it provides, conditions, 
procedures, and the intended outcomes of the task. 
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Planning the Alderson (1992) suggests that planning a program evaluation involves 
evaluation working out answers to a number of questions concerning the purpose of 

the evaluation, audience, evaluator, content, method, and timing (see 
Figure 1). These questions also apply to the planning of a micro- 
evaluation. They should not be seen as mutually exclusive. For example, 
it is perfectly possible to carry out both an objectives model evaluation, 
where the purpose is to discover to what extent the task has 
accomplished the objectives set for it, and a development model 

evaluation, where the purpose is to find out how the task might be 
improved for future use, at one and the same time. The planning of the 
evaluation needs to be undertaken concurrently with the planning of the 
lesson. Only in this way can teachers be sure they will collect the 
necessary information to carry out the evaluation. 

Figure 1: 
Choices involved in Question Choices 

planning a task- 
evaluation 1 Purpose (Why?) a. The task is evaluated to determine whether it has met its 

objectives (i.e. an objectives model evaluation). 

b. The task is evaluated with a view to discovering how it 
can be improved (i.e. a development model evaluation). 

2 Audience (Who for?) a. The teacher conducts the evaluation for him/herself. 

3 Evaluator (Who?) 

4 Content (What?) 

5 Method (How?) 

6 Timing (When?) 

b. The teacher conducts the evaluation with a view to 
sharing the results with other teachers. 

a. The teacher teaching the task. 

b. An outsider (e.g. another teacher). 

a. Student-based evaluation (i.e. students’ attitudes 
towards and opinions about the task are investigated). 

b. Response-based evaluation (i.e. the outcomes - pro- 
ducts and processes - of the task are investigated). 

c. Learning-based evaluation (i.e. the extent to which any 
learning or skill/strategy development has occurred) is 
investigated. 

a. Using documentary information (e.g. a written product 
of the task). 

b. Using tests (e.g. a vocabulary test). 

c. Using observation (i.e. observing/recording the students 
while they perform the task). 

d. Self-report (e.g. a questionnaire to elicit the students’ 
attitudes). 

a. Before the task is taught (i.e. to collect baseline 
information). 

b. During the task (formative). 

c. After the task has been completed (summative): 
i) immediately after 

ii) after a period of time. 

The decision on what to evaluate is at the heart of the planning process. 
Here three types of evaluation can be identified. In a student-based 
evaluation, the students’ attitudes to the task are examined. The basis 
for such an evaluation is that a task can only be said to have worked if 
the students have found it enjoyable and/or useful. Evaluations 
conducted by means of short questionnaires or interviews with the 

Empirical evaluation of materials 39 



students are the easiest kind to carry out. Response-based evaluations 
require the teacher to examine the actual outcomes (both the products 
and processes of the task) to see whether they match the predicted 
outcomes. For example, if one of the purposes of the task is to stimulate 
active meaning negotiation on the part of the students, it will be 
necessary to observe them while they are performing the task to which 
they negotiate or, alternatively, to record their interactions for 
subsequent analysis in order to assess the extent to which they negotiate. 
Although response-based evaluations are time-consuming and quite 

demanding, they do provide valuable information regarding whether the 
task is achieving what it is intended to achieve. In learning-based 
evaluations, an attempt is made to determine whether the task has 
resulted in any new learning (e.g. of new vocabulary). This kind of 
evaluation is the most difficult to carry out because it generally requires 
the teacher to find out what the students know or can do before they 
perform the task and after they have performed it. Also, it may be 
difficult to measure the learning that has resulted from performing a 
single task. Most evaluations, therefore. will probably be student-based 

or response-based. 

Collecting the As Figure 1 shows, the information needed to evaluate a task can be 
information collected before, during, or after the teaching of the task. It may be 

useful for the evaluator to draw up a record sheet showing the various 
stages of the lesson. what types of data were collected, and when they 
were collected in relation to the stages of the lesson. This sheet can be 
organized into columns with the left-hand column showing the various 
stages of the lesson and the right-hand column indicating how and when 
information for the evaluation is to be collected. 

Analysing the Two ways of analysing the data are possible. One involves quantification 
information of the information. which can then be presented in the form of tables. 

The other is qualitative. Here the evaluator prepares a narrative 
description of the information, perhaps illustrated by quotations or 
protocols. In part, the method chosen will depend on the types of 
information which have been collected. Thus, test scores lend 
themselves to a quantitative analysis, while journal data is perhaps 
best handled qualitatively. 

Reaching It is useful to distinguish ‘conclusions’ and ‘recommendations’. Conclu- 
conclusions and sions are general statements about what has been discovered about the 

making task from the analyses that have been performed. Recommendations are 
recommendations the evaluator’s ideas regarding future actions. The conclusions need to 

be framed in relation to the purposes of the evaluation. Thus, in an 
objectives model evaluation, the conclusions need to state to what extent 

the objectives of the task have been met, while in a development model 
evaluation the conclusions need to indicate in what ways the task has 
worked or not worked, and how it can be improved. 

Writing the report Strictly speaking, it is not necessary to write a report of an evaluation 
unless the evaluator intends to share the conclusions and recommenda- 
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tions with others. However? by writing a report the teacher-evaluator is 
obliged to make explicit the procedures that have been followed in the 
evaluation and, thereby, is more likely to understand the strengths and 
limitations of the evaluation. 

Conclusion Materials have traditionally been evaluated predictively using checklists 
or questionnaires to determine their suitability for use in particular 
teaching contexts. There have been surprisingly few attempts to evaluate 
materials empirically, perhaps because a thorough evaluation of a 
complete set of materials is a daunting undertaking, which few teachers 
have the time to make. There is, however, an urgent need for the 
empirical evaluation of teaching materials. One way in which this might 
be made practical is through micro-evaluations of specific tasks. The 
purpose of this article has been to suggest how such micro-evaluations 

can be accomplished. 

A micro-evaluation of a task can serve several purposes. It can show to 
what extent a task works for a particular group of learners. It can also 
reveal weaknesses in the design of a task, and thus ways in which it 
might be improved. 

It can be argued that teachers have always engaged in evaluating the 
tasks they use and that the kind of micro-evaluation advocated here is, 
therefore, unnecessary. However. it can be counter argued that there is 
much to be gained by formalizing the procedures used to carry out 
micro-evaluations. First, the procedure that has been advocated in this 
article requires teachers to pay attention to evaluation as they plan 
lessons, as many educators advocate (e.g. Nunan 1988). Second, 
formalizing the procedure for evaluation forces teachers to go beyond 
impressionistic assessments by requiring them to determine exactly what 
it is they want to evaluate and how they can do it. Third, micro- 
evaluation serves as one way of conducting action research and, thereby, 
of encouraging the kind of reflection that is believed to contribute to 

teacher development (Richards and Lockhart 1994). In fact, teachers 
may find it easier to begin action research by identifying a task they 
would like to evaluate than by looking for a problem to solve, the usual 
way of getting started. Fourth, and perhaps most important, micro- 
evaluation serves as a form of professional empowerment. Clarke (1994: 
23) has argued that teachers need ‘to keep their own counsel regarding 
what works and does not work and to insist on an interpretation of 
events and ideas that includes . . . a validation of their own experiences 
in the classroom’. While this does not necessitate a commitment to 
systematic evaluation, it does assume a responsibility for ensuring that 
classroom events are interpreted as accurately and systematically as 
possible. Carefully planned materials evaluations, in the form of task 
evaluations, may provide a practical basis for achieving this. 
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