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Appendix 1

FOCUS ON THE BANGALORE CLASSROOM: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY



Focus on the Bangalore classroom: an empirical study.

(This appendix includes an excerpt from a paper presented

by the author at the 20th annual TESOL Convention,

Anaheim, CA, April, 1986. It recalls Collingham's 1981

study and reports a further study carried out by the

author on a larger data set).

Collingham's study

Collingham (1981; see chapter 3, section 3.2.6) used

Mehan's (1979) framework in an analysis of 1 CTP lesson

in Madras (and 1 in Dalston, England). Dividing the pre-

task phase into topic-related sets, she proceeded to

distinguish basic from extended sequences amd found that

the Bangalore lesson incorporated proportionately more

extended sequences than Dalston, and less basic sequences

as in Table 1:

Table 1

Basic and Extended Sequences

Basic

Extended

Unclassified

Bangalore

21 (55%)

15 (40%)

2 (5%)

Dalston

50 (77%)

11 (17%)

4 (6%)

Taking a closer look at the extended sequences, she

divided the teachers' negative evaluations into
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strategies, such as prompting, simplifying,

reformulating, and so on. Her results are as follows in

Table 2:

Table 2

Strategies in Extended Sequences

Bangalore Dalston

Prompting 11 ( 25%) 2 (7%)

Rejection (no) 1 ( 2%) 4 (13%)

Rejection and reason 5 (11%) 1 ( 3%)

Questioning S response 4 ( 9%) 5 (17%)

Repetition + reformulation 16 ( 36%) 1 ( 3%)

Embedded sequence 9 (5%) 1 ( 3%)

Forcing a choice 2 ( 5%) 0 ( 0%)

Asking process questions 0 (0%) 5 (17%)

Simplification 0 ( 0%) 1 (3%)

24 hour clock 0 ( 0%) 1 ( 3%)

T provides response 0 ( 0%) 1 (3%)

Redirects the question 3 (7%) 4 (13%)

Pardon 0 ( 0%) 3 (10%)

Note: In Bangalore, there were 15 sequences compared to
11 in Dalston. One lesson from each setting was analysed.
Percentages were added by the present author.

A glance at Table 2 shows that the major differences

between the two settings are in the frequency of

prompting, repetition/reformulation and process question

strategies.
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These strategies will be described and exemplified

below.

An analysis involving a larger data base

20 lessons were available for analysis at the time

this study was carried out, collected from a variety of

sources. (Another lesson was later available and the

resulting collection of 21 lessons is the same as used

for the analysis reported in chapter 7).

Collingham's main reason for applying Mehan's

framework was that in his extended sequence, "teacher-

student interaction continues until symmetry between

initiation and reply acts is established" (1979, p.55),

and that it is the initiator who works to achieve that

symmetry by applying a number of strategies.

The 'basic sequence' in Mehan's system occurs when

the first student's response to the teacher's question is

appropriate, as in the following examples:

( i)

T: Now who received the letter?

S: B. Rao

T: B. Rao received the letter.

( ii)

T: Which date?

S: 15th October

T: Right.

However, if the appropriate response does not appear,

3



then the teacher maintains the sequence until it does.

The result is an 'extended sequence'.

Table 3 below shows the proportion of basic and

extended sequences in 20 CTP lessons and 4 Dalston

lessons.

Table 3

Basic and Extended Sequences in Bangalore and Dalston

Bangalore Dalston

Basic

Extended

Unclassified

358 (44%)

403 (49.5%)

51 (6.5%)

131 (77%)

36 (21%)

4 (2%)

As Collingham also found, there is a markedly

greater incidence of basic sequences in Dalston than in

Bangalore. There are many possible interpretations of

this. Perhaps the Dalston students found the problems

easy; perhaps the CTP teachers were deliberately asking

questions that would require more of a struggle in order

to bring about a preoccupation with the task and keep the

focus off language (although, if that were the case, why

not select a more difficult problem?); it may be that the

Bangalore teachers are susceptible to improvement in the

structuring of their 'content' lessons.

Taking a closer look at the extended sequences,

first of all, 'prompting' was considered. This strategy

is used when the learner response is incomplete rather

4-



than incorrect. Typically, it is used with rising

intonation as an invitation to continue a response, as in

the following example:

T: Do you know what you have to do with it?

S: Mixture

T: No, you have to ...

S: Put in the pit

T: Put it in the pit, O.K.

The second strategy to be considered is 'rejection

(no)' which is fairly self-explanatory: a negative

evaluation without an accompanying reason, as in the

following example:

T: What does X (indecipherable name) say?

S: I have not got it

T: Oh no. What does he say?

S: I am staying

T: No. Where does he say he will produce his license?

S: Calcutta

T: Calcutta

'Rejection with reason' is again largely self-

explanatory, but an example is presented:

T: Now where was this printed? Where? Where?

S: In the Regional Institute

SS: (Laughter)

T: No, no, no. I had it typed at the regional institute,

but where did I find it?



In 'questioning a response', the teacher rejects the

student's answer, usually by repeating the utterance with

rising intonation, or by querying the answer in such a

way as to leave the student in no doubt that the answer

is unacceptable. Example:

T: Did it appear in the 'Hindu'?

S: Yes sir.

T: About cancellation? Yes? Where is it? Look at the

paper.

'Repetition and reformulation' covers repetition of

the original question, partial repetition, or

reformulation of the question, as in the following

example:

T: Where do you get the license?

S: Radio

T: Where do you get it?

Another strategy is to 'redirect the question'. If

one student cannot answer, perhaps another can. This is

done by either personal or general solicits. Example:

T: (addressing Si) Can you write a small 'r'?

(addressing S2) Anyone else can write an 'r'?

(selects S2 ) .

'Forcing a choice': this includes or-choice

questions such as the following:

(i) T: Did he renew the license or not, Mr. Rao?

(ii) T: Has it got 2 bands or 3?
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It is also used to force the class to decide which

of two possible answers they side with:

T: Who says 2? ... Who says 3? ...

'Process questions': under this heading, I have

subsumed (as Collingham did) Mehan's 'process' and 'meta-

process' elicitations, that is, both questions that ask

for learners' opinions or interpretations, such as 'why?'

and 'what do you think?', and any elicitation which

requires the formulation of a rule or procedure through

which an answer was arrived at. Example:

T: Now what do you think is the reason for this? It's not

given in the talk. The reason is not given in the

table. Why do you think women in Central American

villages do not collect firewood?

'Simplification'. So that this did not overlap with

'reformulation' or 'forcing a choice', I tried to

restrict 'simplification' to questions which did not

include the words needed for the answer, and also to

questions following vague, non-specific elicitations.

Example:

T: What do you say when you straightaway start the letter

like that? ... Don't you say something about the

library having received your letter?

'Teacher provides response' occurs when the teacher

fails to elicit an appropriate response and opts to

terminate the sequence prematurely, simply giving the
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desired answer. Example:

T: He did not apply for a cancellation because ...

because ... because he did not know the rule.

The final strategy is not really an extended sequence

atall. 'Pardon' simply means that the teacher did not

hear the learner's response and asks for it to be

repeated. (It is perhaps better seen as a 'basic'

sequence). Example:

T: Anything more to write?

S: Five

T: What?

S: Five

T: Five.

Results

Analysing 20 lessons in terms of the above

strategies within basic sequences, the results obtained

in Table 4 were obtained:

8



Table 4

Strategies in Extended Sequences

Strategy Bangalore Dalston P

Prompting 388 ( 28%) 8 (12%) * *

Rejection (no) 49
•

(4%) 6 ( 9%)

Rejection + reason 103 (8%) 3 (4%) * ;k

Questioning S response 123 ( 9%) 9 (13%) k

Repetition + reformulation 423 ( 31%) 15 ( 22%) k k

Forcing a choice 53 ( 4%) 0 ( 0%)

Asking process questions 42 ( 3%) 6 ( 9%) k

Simplification 70 ( 5%) 7 (10%)

T provides response 61 (4%) 3 (4%)

Redirecting the question 42 ( 3%) 4 (6%) k

Pardon 23 ( 2%) 7 (10%)

Note: In this analysis, Collingham's 'embedded sequence'
and '24 hour clock' were not used.
* refers to p <.05; ** refers to p <.01.
The Bangalore lessons involve 1377 sequences compared to
68 in Dalston.

This analysis, though admittedly crude, tends to

corroborate Collingham's findings. 'Prompting' and

'repetition/reformulation' have a significantly greater

incidence in Bangalore classrooms than in Dalston, though

'rejection + reason' is also relevant.

[This study is purely descriptive and allows very

little inference. The main purpose in undertaking it was

to get a feel for the 'moves' involved in OTP lessons and

to achieve greater familiarity with the transcripts prior
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Appendix 2

TESTS AND MARKING SCHEMES



Test 1

Structure

(40-item test taken by the T. Nagar school)

It



TIME:

STRUCTURE

LEVEL ONE

NAME :

STANDARD:

Instructions:

Complete each sentence by putting a circle
around the correct answer, a, b, c or d.

For example:
(i) My birthday is Saturday.

a . at b. in c. on d. to

Here the correct answer is c. Put a circle

around c. like this:

(i) My birthday is Saturday.
a. at b. in / c J on d. to

Now, you do the same in the following items.
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1. oranges are very good.

a. These b. This c. That d. They

2. Does Sekar have friends?

a. a lot b. any c. a d. an

3. a dog in the garden.

a. It has b. It is c. There is . d. There are
f

4. How often do these boys wash faces?

a. his b. them c. him d. their

5. All of my brothers a lot of food.

a. eats b. eating c. is eats d. eat

6. There
_ many post-offices in Madras.

a. is b. be c. are d. was

7. Mary reads very quickly, she?

a. is b. doesn't c. isn't d. didn't

8. Kapil is visit his uncle tomorrow.

a. goes to b. going to c. will d. go
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9. you watching television tonight?

a. Is b. Are c. Was d. Will

10. you like playing cricket?

a. Do b. Are c. Does d. Were

11. Can he speak Tamil? No, he
r*

a. doesn't b. does c. can't d. can

12. I hope Ravi has got money.

a. a b. any c. some d. an

13. Our holidays are June.

a. on b. in c. a t d. to

14. Latha is a fast runner. She runs very .

a. quick b. quicker c. quickest d. quickly

15. Do Uma and Rani have saris? Yes, .

a. they don't b. they are c. they do d. there are

16. All of my friends coming to watch the cricket.

a. is b. have c. do d. are

17. After the party, everyone away happy.

a. go b. went c. gone d. going
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18. are two ways to do this job.

a. There b. Their c. They're d. They

19. The house is at the top of the hill.

a. teacher's b. teacher her c. teachers d. teach

20. There are many places you can buy clothes.
i»

a. wear b. where c. were d. why

21 . It is difficult to keep cool summer.

a. in b. a t c. on d. to

22. We are going to father's shop,

a. ours b. us c. our d. we

23. I happy to come and help.

a. always b. am always c. always is d. be always

24. When he the book he was sad.

a. will lose b. is losing c. lose d. lost

25. Ramu Bangalore.

a. lives to b. live in c. lives in d. is. living to

26. I'll see you again

a. tomorrow b. yesterday c. last week d. five minutes ag
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27. Excuse me, to the post-office?

a. which the way "b. which is the way

c. how you get d. which is way

28. Are boys very nice?

a. that b. those c. there d. this

29. We are going to buy eggs for dinner.

a. any b. an c. some d. a

30. The cat is sitting over on the grass.

a. there b. their c. they're d. they

31. The old are going to the market.

a. lady's b. ladies c. ladys' d. ladies'

32. I remember her name.

a. can no b. can't c. cant d. can't no

33. He to walk home at 5 o'clock.

a. begin b. beginning c. begans d. began

34. I all my money to my father yesterday.

a. gave b. give c. giving d. will give

35. Who are girls?

a. them b. they c. those d. this

Ko



36. The "boys

a . is b. are

in the classroom,

c. was d. be

37. to get up early in the morning?

a. are you likes b. do you like c. like you d. do you likj

38. " do your homework?" "No, it is very difficult."

a. can you to b. can't you to c. are you can d. can you

39. books are on the table.

a. me b. the my c. to me d. my

40. Ramesh is sitting at desk.

a. him b. his c. he d. to him

17



Marking key

1. a 2. b 3.c 4.d 5.d 6.c 7.b

8. b 9. b 10.a 11. c 12. c 13. b 14. d

15. c 16. d 17. b 18. a 19. a 20. b 21. a

22. c 23. b 24. d 25. c 26. a 27. b 28. b

29.c 30.a 31.b 32.b 33.d 34.a 35. c

36. b 37. b 38. d 39. d 40. b

18



Test 1

Structure

(20-item test taken by Bangalore, Cuddalore and Tiruvott-

iyur schools)

11



Name: .<>.«» ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

standard: ., OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

Complete the following items by circling the letter a, b, c or d
as appropriate.

is a ball.

a. These

a o" be

b. This

six years old,

b. is

c o Those

Co are

do They

d. am

3. Ashok is

a. go

to the hotel.

b. going Co goes d. went

b. Here is my

a. the pen bo pens c. pen. do a pen

a. Wnere

do you live?

b. Why c „ Who d. What

6. My book is

a. at

the table.

b. on c o in do to

are my friends,

a. This bo It c o Them

8. What doing'

a. How many b. Where

10o What's the time? It's

d. Those

a. is they b. they are c. are they d. they is

9. pencils are in the box?

c o Why do How long

a. ten past half b. ten half c. past half do half past ten.

2.0 .../



11

12

13

lk

15

16

17

18

19

20

This is apple.

a. two b. an c. three d. a

is playing Kabaddi.

a. He b. We c. I d. They

How many boys are there in the class? ^5 boys in
the class.

a. It is b. There is c. There d. There are

We " going to school today. It's Sunday.

a. aren't b. not c. isn't d. don't

is your name? My name is Kuppan.

a. Why b. What c. Who d. How

I am playing in house.

a. I " b. my c. me d. to me

He k brothers.

a. have b. is having c. having d. has

You very strong.

a. are b. be c. is d. am

I am sitting my chair.

a. to b. at c. from d. on

you coming to the cinema?

a. Is b. Have c. Are d. Am

21



Marking key

4 . c 5 .

ZZ



Test 2

Contextualised Grammar

(Test taken by T. Nagar, Tiruvottiyur and Bangalore

schools)

23



1. I enjoy eating fruit very much. Every day I have an

apple, an orange and banana.

2. Ashok has 4 brothers, 2 sisters, a mother and a

father. There 9 people in his family.

3. My friend Padma is 13 years old, Uma is 11 years old,

and 1 12 years old. Padma is the oldest.

4. There are 46 girls in my class. How girls

are there in your class?

5. Every year on my birthday I get some nice presents.

My birthday is May 28th, and I will be 10

years old.

6. Revathi has got some story books. She says: :These

books very interesting. I want to get some

more from the library.

7. Most people say that Kapil Dev is a very good

cricketer. He plays almost every day. I am sure that

somewhere he playing today.

8. Mary asked me, " time is it?" I looked at my

watch and said, "It is 9.30."

9. I go to school by car. Rani and Velan go to school by

rickshaw. Raman to school by bus.

10. The teacher asked, "Where is your pen?" I said, "I do

not know. I can find it. It is lost.
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Marking Key

1. a, one (2 marks)

the, some, quantifier (1 mark)

2. are (2 marks)

verb 'to be' (1 mark)

3. am (2 marks)

verb 'to be' (1 mark)

4. many (2 marks)

much (1 mark)

5 . on (2 marks)

in, at (1 mark)

6. are, were (2 marks)

verb 'to be' (1 mark)

7. is, was (2 marks)

verb 'to be' (1 mark)

8. what (2 marks)

wh-question, how (1 mark)

9. goes (2 marks)

go, went (1 mark)

10. not, n't, never (2 marks)

no, now (1 mark)
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Test 2

Contextualised Grammar

(Test taken only by Cuddalore school)



1. My friend didn't have a pen, so I said to him, "You don't have

a pen, you?" He said, "No", so. I gave him one.

2. In our family, all the children are boys, and there are no girls.
I have got five brothers, but I haven't got sisters.

3. Hamesh likes cricket very much. He is playing in the garden now.

Every day it is the same. He cricket very often,

and he's very good.

ko My sister likes apples. I don't like them. Every day she eats
f

three, She says, "These apples very good.

5. I have two sisters, Mary and Hani. Hani ten years

old. Mary and I are seven years old. We go to the same school.

6. We have a holiday every summer. This year we will finish school
27th April. 28th April is the first day of the

holiday.

7. Through the window I can see my father. He can't see me because

he looking at the road. He is going to the market.

3. My mother wants to make a cake, but she can't because

isn't any sugar. She wants me to go to the shop and buy some.

9. Every year, on my birthday, my uncle gives me a present. I
don't know what he will give me this year. Last year he

me a bicycle.

10. There are three things on the table. There is a book, a cup and
(.. orange.

ss:17.1.89
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Marking key

1. do (2 marks)

any auxiliary verb (1 mark)

2. Any (2 marks)

not any, no, a, some, one, two (1 mark)

3. plays (2 marks)

play, has, have, likes (1 mark)

4. are (2 marks)

is, was, were (1 mark)

5 . is (2 marks)

are, was (1 mark)

6 . on (2 marks)

in, the, from, at, before, after (1 mark)

7. is (2 marks)

was, go, went (1 mark)

8. there (2 marks)

here, the (1 mark)

9. gave (2 marks)

give, present, gift, buy (1 mark)

10. an (2 marks)

a, the, some (1 mark)
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Test 3

Dictation

(31-item test taken by Tiruvottiyur and Cuddalore

schools)
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DICTATION

LEVEL ONE

Instructions:

You will hear a passage for dictation read
aloud three times.

a.) The first time, it will he read at a conversational

speed. Just listen and try to understand as much as you can.

h.) The second time, the passage will be read with pauses

for you. to write down what you hear.

c.) The third time, you will hear the same passage without
pauses, while you check what you have written down.

3o



DICTATION

LEVEL ONE

Passage for first and third readings.

I have two brothers and three sisters. We all go to the same

school. Sometimes we take the bus.

Today we are going by bus. After school we will walk home.

Passage, in segments, for second reading.

1. I have two brothers

2. and three sisters.

3. We all go

4. to the same school.

5. Sometimes we take the bus.

6. Today we are going by bus.
7. After school

8. we. will walk home.

31



Marking Key

1 mark is given for each correct word. Marks are not

deducted for spelling unless the word could be confused

with another.

32.



Test 3

Dictation

(23-item test taken by Bangalore and T. Nagar schools)

33



Dictation

My name is Padma. I am ten years old. I live in Madras.

I have one sister. We go to the same school.

1. My name is Padma.

2. I am ten years old.

3. I live in Madras.

ho I have one sister.

5. We go to the same school.

3<f-



Test 4

Listening / Reading Comprehension

2%



1.

HOTEL ASHOK

One room only Rs 150 a day!. Bring your family'*

In our grounds you can enjoy cricket, football and kabaddi

We have a good restaurant* English and Indian meals*

Filmshow every night at 8*00 pm

Write to: Hotel Ashok, 7^» Gandhi Street, Delhi
Tel: 883921

Listen carefully to the questions* You will hear each question
twice* Answer the questions, using the information from the
advertisement *

1 eooooooooooooooooooooooooooooeooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

.0 oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

to oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

O OOCOOO,

6*

oooooooooooooooooooooQooooooooeoooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo'

o ooooooooooooooooocoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

oooooooooooooooooooooooooocoooooooooooooooooooooo

9. . ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo<



NAME AGE LIVES IN WORK INTERESTS

Prakash 32 Madras Teacher Reading

Ramesh 56 Bangalore Policeman Football

Ravi 21 Salem College
student

Music

3abu ho Mysore Bank
Officer

Cinema

f

Kapil 35 Madras Doctor Cricket

Listen carefully to the questions,, You will hear each question
twice. Answer the questions, using the information from the
chart o

O O O O I o o e o o

3° ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooOoooooooooooooooooooooooo9

Ll
1 o oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooeoooooooooooooooooeoooooooo

>00000

6

7. .

o o o o o o i ioooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo'

o o o o o oooooooooooooi oooooooooooooooooooooo

8 o qooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

9. o,

10.

oooooooooooooooi OOOOOOO' I O O O o o loooooooooooooooo,

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooool

11 o ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooOooeoo

12, o o o o o i o o o o 9 o 9 o o o o o ' O O O O O '

37



3.

Read the questions carefully. You will hear a

dialogue twice. Using the information from the dialogue,

write your answers to the questions.

1. Who wants to go to the cinema?

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOOOO&OOOOOOOOOOOQOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

2. Who agrees with her?

ooeonoooooooooooooooocoonoooooooooooooaooooooooooo

3. V/hat does Padma v/ant to do?

eooooioooonoooooocooooooooooooonoooooooeoooeoooaoo

Raman does not want to go. Why?

00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000009

38



1, Translate the instructions.

Read each question twice.

Allow enough time for all testees to complete their
answers.

1. Where is the hotel?

2. What is the telephone number?

3. Can you eat English food here?

Can you eat Chinese food here?

-5= What games can you play?

6. What time does the film begin?

7. Is there a film on Saturday night?

8. V/hat is the cost of one day's stay?

9. You want 2 rooms. How much will you pay?

31



2. Translate the instructions.

Read each question twice.

Allow enough time for all testees to complete their answers.

1. How old is 3abu?

2. ''/here does he live?

3. Does he like cricket?

k. What is Ramesh's job?

5. What interest does he have?

6. Who likes reading?

7. How old is he?

8. How many of these men live in. Madras?

9. Who is a doctor?

10. What game does he enjoy?

11. Who goes to fiims?

12. Who is the oldest?

4-0



Translate the instructions»

Write the *+ names on the board.

Allow the students enough time to read the questions.

Read the dialogue once.

Allow the students to answer the questions.

Read the dialogue again -

Allow the students enough time to complete and correct
their answers.

Dialogue: Raman, Ashok, Padma and Kala are talking.

Kala says: I want to see a film.

Ashok says: Yes, that's a good idea.

Padma says: No, let's go to a hotel. I am hungry.

Raman says: No, I have to do some work.

4-1



Marking Key

(1 mark for each question unless otherwise stated)

Question 1:

1. Either 74, Gandhi Street, Delhi; or 74, Gandhi Street;

or Delhi.

2. 883921

3. Any affirmative statement, either complete sentence or

simply 'yes' (2 marks)

'English and Indian meals' (1 mark)

4. Any negative statement, either complete sentence or

simply 'no' .

5. Cricket, football and Kabbadi (2 marks)

Any 2 out of the 3 (1 mark)

6. 8.00 p.m.

7. Yes (2 marks)

There is a filmshow on Saturday night (2 marks)

Filmshow every night at 8.00 p.m. (1 mark)

8. Rs..150

9: Rs. 300

Question 2:

1. 40

2. Mysore

3. No

4. Policeman

5. Football

^2



6. Prakash

7. 32

8. 2 (or) Prakash and Kapil

9. Kapil

10. Cricket

11. Babu

12. Ramesh

Question 3:

1. Kala and Ashok (2 marks)

1 of the 2 (1 mark)

2. Ashok

3. Eat (or) go to a hotel

4. Work (or) he has to do some work

^3



Test 5

CTP Task-Based



C T P TEST

LEVEL ONE

NAME:

STANDARD:

TIME:



1.

1 2 3 9 5

MONDAY

TUESDAY English

WEDNESDAY

THURSDAY

FRIDAY

Write the names of the lessons in this school timetable as

questions 1-10 tell you.

For example: The second period on Tuesday is for English.
Now,-do the same with these:

1. The first period on Monday is for Geography.

2. The fourth neriod on Thursday is for Maths.

3. The second period on Friday is for History.

9. There is a lesson in science on Tuesday in the fourth period.

5. The first lesson on Wednesday is in Tamil.

6. The last lesson on Friday is in Kannada.

7. The Maths lesson on v/ednesday is .just after Tamil.

8. On Thursday there is a science lesson just before Maths.

9° The first two periods on Thursday are for Games.

10. The Geography lesson on Monday is in the third period.



2.

DECEMBER 1983

SUNDAY A 11 18 25

MONDAY 5 12 19 26

TUESDAY 6 13 20 27"'
r-

WEDNESDAY 7 1A 21 28

THURSDAY 1 8 15 22 29

FRIDAY 2 9 16 23 30

SATURDAY 3 ■0 17
I

31

Answer these questions:

1. Which year is this?

Which month is it?

3. How many days are in this month?

ooosoooaooooi

ooooooo-ooi

0000

A. How many Wednesdays are there? ...

3= How many Fridays* are there? ......

6. Which day is the 22nd?

7= Which date is the first Sunday? ................

8. Which date is the fourth Tuesday? ..............

9° Which date is the last Saturday? ...............

o o o o o o o

o o o o o o ■

10. Is the 19th a Monday? OOOOOOOQOOOO



3. Answer the questions:

1 oharada leaves school at 4.15 pm. She reaches home at 4.30 pra.

How long does it take her to reach home?

OOOOOOOOl

oaooooooooaooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooeo

2. Sekar leaves the bank at 5°00 pm. He reaches home at 5«25 pra.

How long does he take to reach home?

r*
oaoooooooooooooooaooooooooooooooooooooooaoooooooooooooooooooooo

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

3. Shashi leaves her school at 4.30 pm. She reaches home at

4.45 pra. How long does she take to reach home?

oooooooooooooaoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooeooooeoooooooooooo

ooooooooooooooeoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

4. Babu takes 20 minutes to reach his office. He reaches his

office at 11.00 am. When does he leave home?

>0000000000

5. Shankar takes 10 minutes to reach home from his school.

He reaches home at 5«20 pm. What time does he leave school?-

ooooooooooooooooooooooeoooooeoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooi

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooeooooi

ss:17.1.84



Marking Key

Question 1:

1 2 3 4 5

M Geog(1) Geog (10)

T English Science(4)

W Tamil(5) Maths(7)

T Games(9) Games(9) Science(8) Maths (2)

F Hist(3) Kannada(6)

Note: Answers to questions 1-10 are in brackets.

Question 2:

1. 1983

2. December

3. 31

4. 4

5. 5

6. Thursday

7. 4th

8. 27th

9. 31st

10. Yes

Question 3:

1. 15 (minutes)

2. 25 (minutes)



15 (minutes)

10.40

5.10



Appendix 3

RAW SCORES OF THE TESTS



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Tes

25

24

23

21

14

16

19

24

18

21

19

24

25

20

24

25

23

24

19

22

20

21

18

21

Raw Scores for Bangalore

Group Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4

E 4 11 17 14

E 8 12 23 23

E 10 23 25

E 8 10 20 17

E 12 10 18 15

E 4 11 15 17

E 8 10 14 16

E 12 6 23 21

E 7 6 8

E 8 11 18 22

E 8 5

E 9 15 20 26

E 8 11 21 23

E 7 14 16 11

E 14 15 24 27

E 12 14 24 26

E 8 10 19 23

E 6 12 20 9

E 6 9 22 16

E 6 5 14 25

E 11 10 22 23

E 10 9 20 24

E 11 8 23 25

E 11 9 21



25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

24

22

23

14

14

25

18

22

13

24

19

19

6

17

11

7

9

10

15

11

21

14

11

14

15

18

3

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

c

c

9

8

7

5

9

11

7

7

6

9

6

6

5

11

7

6

7

5

12

9

13

10

6

8

11

12

3

12

8

7

5

12

13

6

4

5

14

13

6

5

11

13

12

8

15

9

3

3

4

7

7

23

21

16

7

18

21

14

20

20

19

18

17

24

17

11

18

22

22

18

11

4

23

19

4

25

24

12

12

15

27

15

15

8

18

19

12

22

14

19

13

9

11

17

17

7

3

12

9

3



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

4

6

13

4

20

11

12

6

16

4

10

9

2

8

11

19

15

12

4

11

4

9

11

24

11

18

15

8

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

11

11

11

7

13

13

11

12

12

6

10

8

9

11

10

12

9

11

11

12

11

9

13

12

11

12

9

9

3

13

7

11

8

12

6

13

2

4

12

8

7

2

2

11

8

1

8

12

10

8

10

4

17

16

17

13

22

22

17

14

20

7

12

7

5

14

20

24

22

18

16

22

11

9

21

18

17

5

13

17

5

3

3

18

5

15

5

14

1

6

6

4

6

3

17

9

14

3

10

7

3

14

6

8

1

2

£3



38 C 13 11 23 20 22

39 C 12 7 16 9 17

40 C 9 4 4 3 9

41 C 8 11 5 7 12

42 C 6 8 11 5 15

43 C 12 15 14 19 16

44 C 13 8 24 25 19

45 C 9 12 17

46 C 11 7 11 16 6

47 C 8 3 6 2 6

48 C 12 15 20 24 19

49 C 14

Note: Under 'group', 'E' = Experimental (CTP) and 'C' =
Control. A blank cell means that a student was absent for
the test.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

11

16

3

10

10

2

5

12

4

1

2

3

1

4

0

4

3

2

Raw scores for Cuddalore

Group Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4

E 4 7 18 22

E 2 3 14 18

E 8 0 7 16

E 5 11 20 24

E 8 15 25 26

E 1 7 4 16

E 5 11 21 26

E 8 8 20 27

E 2 1 3 15

E 3 2 6 15

E 5 1 4 8

E 5 4 15 23

E 4 11 5 21

E 3 1 3 5

E 3 0 0 6

E 1 1 2 2

E 2 0 8 7

E 4 0 0 5

E 4 2 0 7

E 6 4 2 8

E 2 5 12 12

E 2 2 5 20

E 4 2 5 17

5T



24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

3

9

6

7

16

3

16

13

11

6

10

0

15

3

5

4

4

6

7

0

0

7

1

3

7

2

1

2

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

C

C

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

9

7

2

1

7

2

12

4

4

12

3

14

13

11

12

11

14

13

5

7

7

9

9

7

5

6

1

13

14

5

11

6

11

15

15

4

15

8

13

4

2

7

4

5

6

1

3

2

1

0

2

0

4

0

11

27

8

12

19

14

27

18

13

26

13

27

0

6

17

24

17

17

0

9

2

12

7

0

3

10

4

25

27

15

26

24

25

27

25

26

27

20

26

2

1

10

8

7

10

0

0

0

3

2

0

2

0

2

5^4
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Raw scores for Tiruvottiyur

Student Group Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Tes

1 E 5 4 6 11

2 E 3 3 7 12 12

3 E 10 10 19 12 9

4 E 8 7 21 17 8

5 E 4 3 9

6 E 11 2 6 11 6

7 E 8 1 19 20 14

8 E 6 4 22 9 12

9 E 12 4 7 1 4

10 E 13 6 25 19 15

11 E 12 7 19 19 19

12 E 4 4 13 19 5

13 E 14 26 26 18

14 E 13 28 25 19

15 E 11 7 25 24 21

16 E 10 5 19 9 13

17 E 13 7 24 24 17

18 E 7 1 27 5 15

19 E 9 8 24 18 15

20 E 15 10 24 13

21 E 5 4 17 10 9

22 E 10 4 20 16 12

23 E 3 6 15 4 14



24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

7

21

18

14

5

19

10

5

19

21

19

17

18

19

15

14

4

21

17

21

1

21

9

4

17

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

6

12

9

10

9

5

12

7

10

12

14

1

10

13

5

4

7

2

7

12

7

7

12

8

6

6

5

7

6

11

11

6

2

6

6

4

4

12

8

8

2

1

6

5

6

8

8

11

2

9

6

3

7

18

27

24

23

22

25

18

2

23

28

11

27

4

18

24

13

15

27

20

19

15

25

9

14

27

6

26

24

10

11

7

18

17

6

14

26

6

24

24

5

8

10

4

19

23

9

14

26

12

23

9

10

15

r?



52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

E 11 6

E 12 5

E 7 2

E 5

E 5

E 8

E 4

E 0

E 4

E 3

C 7 1

C 3 8

C 11 8

C 13 8

C 15 5

C 6

C 12 8

C 12 7

C 11 6

C 9

C 11 1

C 12 5

C 7 2

C 8 6

C 12 6

C 14 8

C 13 6

t'*0

27 23 19

28 24 21

19 19 21

8

13 8

24 21

19 8

8

2

9 6 8

8 6

17 14 14

26 24 18

18 18 16

15 8 7

12 18 18

22 12 9

21 6 4

20 7

25 7 5

26 17 10

11 5 6

19 10 10

24 11 11

20 5 12

26 17 17



18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

17

13

14

3

19

10

6

3

17

16

3

17

12

5

16

4

7

8

14

19

9

20

11

18

9

13

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

C

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

12

8

8

7

13

7

11

10

11

8

5

11

12

6

13

5

14

9

7

13

12

14

10

10

11

11

9

12

6

4

6

4

4

8

5

10

4

6

9

1

4

7

7

4

8

7

4

11

10

5

4

27

3

10

1

25

7

20

23

18

4

23

17

25

11

25

21

24

27

6

25

15

23

16

24

20

10

12

5

23

3

6

9

19

14

5

14

13

3

16

7

12

9

17

18

7

22

4

19

5

13

10

4

6/



46 C 11 20 13 7

47 C 9 4 19 11 6

48 C 14 4 19 10 8

49 C 13 5 26 6 14

50 C 14 8 21 18 12

51 C 6 3 7 4 3

52 C 13 6 14 5 15

53 C 8 5 17 5 9

54 C 7 11 15 5 12

55 C 5 10 7 5 8

56 C 5 6 11 9 4

57 C 15 8 28 23 15

58 C 5 5 25 16 14

59 C 10 8 15 14 13

60 C 14 8 27 20 16

61 C 10 25 20

Note: Under 'group', 'E' = Experimental (CTP) and 'C' =
Control. Blank cells mean that a student was absent for
the test.

u



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Raw scores for T. Nagar

Group Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test

E 8 17 9

E 4 8 6 11

E 12 8 21 21 24

E 5 6 18 11

E 6 1 8 4 16

E 13 8 10 4 11

E 6 1 5 3 11

E 3 3 8 6 7

E 4 2 10

E 3 1 14 4 9

E 2 6 12 3 18

E 7 4 7 8 18

E 2 4 7 4

E 4 3 7 9 14

E 1 3 5 16

E
.

4 6 11 5 12

E 4 1 11

E 5 5 14

E 6 6 16 3

E 4 2 10

E 11 21 24 24

E 2 19 10 15

E 4 3 0 6

63



24

25

26

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

23

16

12

14

2

7

3

3

7

24

9

24

8

1

5

1

8

1

14

2

3

13

11

13

5

8

E

E

E

C

C

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

c

13

7

3

7

11

9

11

9

16

8

16

4

3

10

5

9

6

9

5

5

12

6

5

8

13

3

8

8

4

5

5

7

4

8

10

7

11

3

8

8

4

1

5

8

2

3

7

4

8

3

4

20

16

12

20

17

0

18

18

21

16

21

14

6

20

7

18

13

9

2

21

21

20

18

17

14

22

4

8

14

7

0

0

12

23

10

20

1

13

10

5

8

3

5

0

21

6

20

17

9

t*<+



26 C 15 11 21 24 22

27 C 11 10 20 9 15

28 C 7 6 7 10

29 C 5 3 1 6

30 C 11 1

31 C 1 12 11 5

32 C 2

33 c 5 0 6

34 c 10 18 11 10

Note: Under 'group', 'E' = Experimental (CTP) and 'C' =
Control. Blank cells mean that a student was absent for
the test.

<oS



Appendix 4

CORRELATION MATRICES



Correlation Matrix for Bangalore

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test 5

Test 1 1.00 0.25 0.45 0.18 0.09

Test 2 1.00 0.42 0.46 0.44

Test 3 1.00 0.66 0.61

Test 4 1.00 0.71

Test 5 1.00

u



Correlation Matrix for Cuddalore

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test 5

Test 1 1.00 0.26 0.44 -0.10 0.19

Test 2 1.00 0.75 0.74 0.62

Test 3 1.00 0.60 0.73

Test 4 1.00 0.69

Test 5 1.00



Correlation Matrix for Tiruvottiyur

Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test 5

Test 1 1.00 0.39 0.52 0.50 0.37

Test 2 1.00 0.39 0.46 0.43

Test 3 1.00 0.63 0.55

Test 4 1.00 0.66

Test 5 1.00

a



Appendix 5

CHI-SQUARE DISTRIBUTION IN 3 SCHOOLS ON 5 TESTS



Chi-square distribution for Bangalore

Test Chi-square .05

Distribution

Observed

Distribution

df

1 14.0671 8.39 7

2 14.0671 20.14 * 7

3 14.0671 7.54 7

4 12.5966 27.73 * 6

5 14.0671 16.68 * 7

Note: * signifies that the observed distribution deviates
significantly from the normal distribution.

41



Chi-square distribution for Cuddalore

Test Chi-square .05

Distribution

Observed

Distribution

df

Test 1 16.9190 33.84 * 9

Test 2 18.3070 17 .05 10

Test 3 16.9190 43.26 * 9

Test 4 16.9190 15.15 9

Test 5 18.3070 29.35 * 10

Note: * signifies that the observed distribution deviates
significantly from the normal distribution.

10



Chi-square distribution for Tiruvottiyur

Test Chi-square .05

Distribution

Observed

Distribution

df

Test 1 23.6848 77.07 * 14

Test 2 22.3621 105.03 * 13

Test 3 21.0261 34.20 * 12

Test 4 23.6848 65.88 * 14

Test 5 23.6848 20.17 14

Note: * signifies that the observed distribution deviates
significantly from the normal distribution.

7/



Appendix 6

LEVELS OF USE CHART



8
LEVELS OF USE

SCALE POINT
DEFINITIONS OF THE

LEVELS OF USE
OF THE INNOVATION

Levels of Use are distinct states that
represent observably different types of
behavior and patterns of Innovation
use as exhibited by Individuals and
groups. These levels characterize a
user's development In acquiring new
skills and varying use of the innova¬
tion. Each level encompasses a range
of behaviors, but is limited by a set
of identifiable Decision Points. For
descriptive purposes, each level is de¬
fined by seven categories.

FIGURE I — LoU CHART

Wiingirjlliftr'T I .-/.«*
CATEGORIES

v ' ' - •' " - '• .. ... .«,•{(> t ■■ .•..•4,-'•«'».,» -

■

...

- ; -

-

KNOWLEDGE

That which the user knows about char¬
acteristics of the Innovation, how to
use it, and consequences of its use.
This is cognitive knowledge related to
using the innovation, not feelings or
attitudes.

ACQUIRING INFORMATION

Solicits information about the innova¬
tion In a variety of ways, Including
questioning resource persons, corres¬
ponding with resource agencies, re¬
viewing printed materials, and making
visits.

SHARING

Discusses the Innovation with others.
Shares plans, ideas, resources, out¬
comes, and problems related to use of
the Innovation.

LEVEL 0
NON-USE: State in which the user has
little or no knowledge of the innovation,
no involvement with the innovation, and
is doing nothing toward becoming in¬
volved.

Knows nothing about this or similar in¬
novations or has only very limited gen¬
eral knowledge of efforts to develop in¬
novations in the area.

Takes little or no action to solicit infor¬
mation beyond reviewing descriptive in¬
formation about this or similar innova¬
tions when it happens to come to per¬
sonal attention.

Is not communicating with others about
the innovation beyond possibly acknow¬
ledging that the innovation exists.

DECISION POINT A Takes action to learn more detailed information about the innovation.

LEVEL I
ORIENTATION: State in which the user
has acquired or is acquiring information
about the innovation and/or has ex¬
plored or is exploring its value orienta¬
tion and its demands upon user and
user system.

Knows general information about the
innovation such as origin, characteris¬
tics, and implementation requirements.

Seeks descriptive material about the in¬
novation. Seeks opinions and know¬
ledge of others through discussions,
visits, or workshops.

Discusses the innovation in general
terms and/or exchanges descriptive in¬
formation, materials, or ideas about the
innovation and possible implications of
its use.

DECISION POINT B Makes a decision to use the innovation by establishing a time to begin.

LEVEL I!
PREPARATION: State in which the user
is preparing for first use of the innova¬
tion.

Knows logistical requirements, neces¬
sary resources and timing for initial use
of the innovation, and details of initial
experiences for clients.

Seeks information and resources spe¬
cifically related to preparation for use
of the innovation in own setting.

Discusses resources needed for initial
use of the innovation. Joins others in
pre-use training, and in planning for
resources, logistics, schedules, etc.. in
preparation for first use.

DECISION POINT C Begins first use of the innovation.

LEVEL III
MECHANICAL USE- State in which the
user focuses most effort on the sect-
term, day-to-day use of the innovation
with little time for reflection. Changes
in use are made more to meet user
needs than client needs. The user is
primarily engaged in a stepwise attempt
to master the tasks required to use the
innovation, often resulting in disjointed
and superficial use.

Knows on a day-to-day basis the re¬
quirements for using the innovation. Is
more knowledgeable on short-term ac¬
tivities and effects than long-range ac¬
tivities and effects of use of the inno¬
vation.

Solicits management information about
such things as logistics, scheduling
techniques, and ideas for reducing
amount of time and work required of
user.

Discusses management and logistical
issues related to use of the innovation.
Resources and materials are shared for
purposes cf reducing management, flow
and logistical problems related to use
of the innovation.

DECISION POINT D-l A routine pattern of use is established.

LEVEL IV A
ROUTINE: Use of the innovation is
stabilized. Few f any changes are be¬
ing made in ongoing use. Little prepa¬
ration or thought is being given to im¬
proving innovation , use or its conse¬
quences.

Knows both short- and long-term re¬
quirements for use and how to use the
innovation with minimum effort or
stress.

Makes no special efforts to seek infor¬
mation as a part of ongoing use of the
innovation.

Describes current use of the innovation
with little or no reference to ways of
changing use. ■

DECISION POINT D-2 Changes use of the innovation based on formal or informal evaluation in order to increase client outcomes.

LEVEL IV B
REFINEMENT: State m which the user
varies the use of the innovation to in¬
crease the impact on clients within im¬
mediate sphere of influence. Variations
are based en knowledge of both short-
and long-term consequences for clients.

Knows cognitive and affective effects cf
the innovation on clients and ways for
increasing impact on clients

Solicits information and materials that,
focus specifically on changing use of
the innovation to affect client outcomes.

Discusses own methods of modifying
use of the innovation to change client
outcomes.

DECISION POINT E Initiates changes in use of innovation based on input of and in coordination with what colleagues are doing.

LEVEL V
INTEGRATION State in wmch.the user

• s combining own efforts to use the n-
rc.r un with related activities ot col-
l-uOo to achieve a collective impact
on clients within their common sphere
of influence.

"T"

Knows how to coordinate own use of the
innovation with colleagues to provide a
collective impact on clients.

Solicits information and opinions for
the purpose of collaborating with others
in use of the innovation.

Discusses efforts to increase client im¬
pact through collaboration with others
on personal use cf the innovation.

DECISION POiNT F Begins exploring alternatives to or major modifications ol the innovation presently in use.

LEVEL VI
RENEWAL State -1 which the use: re¬
evaluates the quahty of use of the in¬
novation. seeks major modifications of
or alternatives to present innovation to
achieve increased impact on clients, ex¬
amines new developments in the field,
and explore: new goafs for self and the
system.

Knows cf alternatives that could be used
to change or replace the present inno¬
vation that would improve the quality of
outcomes of its use.

Seeks information and materials about
other innovations as alternatives to the
present innovation or for making major
adaptations in the innovation.

Focuses discussions on identification of
major alternatives or replacements for
the current innovation.
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ASSESSING

Examines the potential or actual use of
the innovation or some aspect of It.
This can be a mental assessment or
can involve actual collection and anal¬
ysis of data.

PLANNING

Designs and outlines short- and/or
long-range steps to be taken during
process of innovation adoption, i.e.,
aligns resources, schedules activities,
meets with others to organize and/or
coordinate use of the innovation.

STATUS REPORTING

Describes personal stand at the pres¬
ent time in relation to use of the in¬
novation.

PERFORMING

Carries out the actions and activities
entailed in operationalizing the innova¬
tion.

Takes no action to analyze the innova¬
tion, its characteristics, possible use, or
consequences of use.

Schedules no time and specifies no
steps for the study or use of the inno¬
vation.

Reports little or no personal involve¬
ment with the innovation.

Takes no discernible action toward
learning about or using the innovation.
The innovation and/or its accouterments
are not present or in use.

Analyzes and compares materials, con¬
tent, requirements for use, evaluation
reports, potential outcomes, strengths
and weaknesses for purpose of making
a decision about use of the innovation.

Plans to gather necessary information
and resources as needed to make a
decision for or against use of the inno¬
vation.

Reports presently orienting self to
the innovation is and is not.

Explores the innovation and require¬
ments for its use by talking to others
about it, reviewing descriptive informa¬
tion and sample materials, attending
orientation sessions, and observing
others using it.

Analyzes detailed requirements and
available resources for initial use of the
innovation.

Identifies steps and procedures entailed
in obtaining resources and organizing
activities and events for initial use of
the innovation.

Reports preparing self for initial use of
the innovation.

Studies reference materials in depth,
organizes resources and logistics,
schedules and receives skill training in
preparation for initial use.

Examines own use of the innovation
with respect to problems of logistics,
management, time, schedules, re¬
sources, and general reactions of
clients.

Plans for organizing and managing re¬
sources. activities, and events related
primarily to immediate ongoing use of
the innovation. Planned-for changes
address managerial or logistical issues
with a short-term perspective.

Reports that logistics, time, manage¬
ment, resource organization, etc., are
the focus of most personal efforts to
use the innovation.

Manages innovation with varying de¬
grees of efficiency. Often lacks anticipa¬
tion of immediate consequences. The
flow of actions in the user and clients
is often disjointed, uneven and uncer¬
tain. When changes are made, they are
primarily in response to logistical and
organizational problems.

Limits evaluation activities to those ad¬
ministratively required with little atten¬
tion paid to findings for the purpose of
changing use.

Plans intermediate and long-range ac¬
tions with little projected variation in
how the innovation will be used. Plan¬
ning focuses on routine use of re¬
sources, personnel, etc.

Reports that personal use of the inno¬
vation is going along satisfactorily with
few if any problems.

Uses the innovation smoothly with min¬
imal management problems; over time,
there is "little variation in pattern of use.

Assesses use of the innovation for the
purpose of changing current practices
to improve client outcomes.

Develops intermediate and long-range
plans that anticipate possible and
needed steps, resources, and events
designed to enhance client outcomes.

Reports varying use of the innovation in
order to change client outcomes.

Explores and experiments with alterna¬
tive combinations of the innovation with
existing practices to maximize client
involvement and to optimize client out¬
comes

Appraises collaborative use of the in¬
novation in terms of client outcomes
and strengths and weaknesses of the
integrated effort.

Plans specific actions to coordinate Own
use of the innovation with others to
achieve increased impact on clients

Reports spending time and energy col¬
laborating with others about integrating
own use cf the innovation.

Collaborates with others in use of the
innovation as a means for expanding
the innovation's impact on clients.
Changes in use are made in coordina¬
tion with others.

Analyzes advantages and disadvantages
of major modifications or alternatives
to the present innovation.

Plans activities that involve pursuit of
alternatives to enhance or replace the
innovation.

Reports considering major modifications
of or alternatives to present use of the
innovation.

Explores other innovations that could be
used in combination with or in place
of the present innovation in an attempt
to develop more effective means of
achieving client outcomes.

LoU: A FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING INNOVATION ADOPTION
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Appendix 7

TEACHERS' ACCOUNTS AND EVALUATOR'S COMMENTS



Teacher's account Comments

Q: In your perception, what was

the CTP about? Differences

between the CTP and other

ways of teaching?

A: No grammar importance in CTP. Very limited understanding of the

Negotiation is allowed. CTP. Knowledge Level 1.

Q: Problems that typical teach¬

ers might have with the CTP?

A: (i) preparing lessons - no

text book.

(ii) too much of time for

preparation and correction.

Q: Effects of the CTP on pupils?

A: As negotiation is allowed Informal report of pupils! attitudes

they (students) eager and and performance. Assessing Level 1.

ready to say answers whether

right or wrong. Answers are

only words and even a word.

Q: Did you work with other

teachers to produce CTP

materials?

A: Sometimes. Hard to interpret. Possibly Acquiring

Q: Did you consider making Information Level 1 or 2.

1f



Teacher's account Comments

major changes in the CTP

approach?

A: No.

Q: When you talked about the

CTP to other CTP teachers,

or to Dr. Prabhu, what sorts

of things did you discuss?

A: Discipline and class control. Acquiring Information Level 1.

My current use of the CTP.

Possible alternatives to the Although this seems out of tenor with

CTP. the rest of the teacher's account,

Q: Did you analyse the CTP Acquiring Information Level 3 seems

before you participated in appropriate.

it so that you would be able

to judge its likely effects?

A: Yes, not completed. Assessing Level 1.

Q: Did you ever examine how

long you took over task,

pre-task and feedback?

A: According to the task given.

Q: Did you try to introduce

improvements to influence
-

pupil learning?

7f



Teacher's account Comments

A: First of all, they were The limited nature of this response

afraid of making errors. The suggests that Performing Level 1

encouragement given by me is about right.

made them to come forward.

Q: Did you notice or consciously

seek evidence of the merits The question probes the level of

of the CTP? Assessing, but the response gives

A: A few merits. Yes. virtually no information.

Q: Did you feel that your own ■

use of the CTP went satis¬

factorily with few, if any,

problems?

A: No problems. Presumably Performing Level 2,

Q: Did pupils ever talk to. each though unconvincing.

other in English?

A: Sometimes.

-
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Teacher's account

A: In CLT there is no deliberate

attention to language. The

mind is engaged on meaning

and not on form. It is assum¬

ed that the language that

occurs in the classroom is

processed by each learner

differentially and each lear¬

ner constructs a grammar of

his own. There is no syllabus

in terms of vocabulary or

structure, no preselection of

language items for any given

lesson or activity and no

stage in the lesson when

language items are practised

or sentence-production as

such is demanded. The 'prim¬

ary language data' to which

the learners are exposed is

in the form of a task or a

problem. There is a pretask

which makes known the nature

Comments

This long and detailed account of

the principles and methodology of

the CTP indicates a thorough famil¬

iarity with the issues. There is,

however, no critical evaluation of

these issues, and many of the

statements are taken word-for-word

from Prabhu's written work. It seems

best to categorise this teacher at

Knowledge Level 2.

IS



Teacher's account Comments

of the task, brings relevant

language into play, regulates

the difficulty level of the

task and allows some learners

to learn from attempts made

by others. Then the task is

presented for learners to

work out individually. Finally

each learner is given a rough

indication of the measure of

his success.

Explicit attention to language

as such in the course of the

teaching is entirely incident¬

al. Grammatically incorrect

responses from learners are

accepted for their content but

often restated by the teacher;

spelling is corrected when

things are written on the

blackboard; no attempt is

made at any stage to tackle
-

an error through explanation,
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paradigmatic illustration or

an exercise for the whole

class.

In the structural approach,

the methodology calls for

situations of naturalistic

deployment while the syllabus

calls for linguistic manipul¬

ation of classroom discourse

in a way that reduces deploy¬

ment to repetition, recall

and cued cued response. In

CLT the focus is not on what

to teach but on what to do in

the classroom and hence the

emergence of a process-based

syllabus.

The teacher can learn by trial

-and-error to assess the

challenge level of a task and

its suitability for the class.

The teacher also has to take
-

into consideration the level

So



Teacher's account Comments

of language use. The language

has to be simple as that used

by any speaker when he has to

communicate with someone whose

language competence is lower

than his.

The presentation of tasks is

done both orally and in writ¬

ing within the same cycle,

orally presented tasks gen¬

erally preceding those pres¬

ented in writing.

A typical teacher trained in

structural methodology has at

least in the beginning a

tendency to implicitly or

explicitly draw the attention

of the pupils to the form of

the language (for example,

by repetition) which he has

to guard himself against at

both the stages of preparing

the task and presenting it in

2>l
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in the class.

While teaching beginners,

although they have little or

no resource in the target

language to deploy, the tea¬

cher has to look for other

communicative resources such

as guessing, gestures, act¬

ions, etc.

The project class in our

school is now in Standard

VIII - (1985-86) - in its

third year of communicational

teaching. They were subjected

to three tests that were pre¬

pared for the other classes.

Also, once I gave a task to

Standard IX pupils (non CLT)

which I had used the previous
Assessing Level 3. Tests are used

day in Standard VIII (project
here to find out how the CTP class

class). I found that the pro¬
compares with "regular" classes,

ject group had a clear advan¬
not only on CTP achievement tests

tage over not only their
but also on measures designed for

82
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peers but over the higher structural teaching.

class even, except in essay

type answers.

I haven't had any special tra¬

ining in communicational tea¬

ching. When I was in the RIE,

Bangalore, I attended two sem¬ This teacher is clearly at Acquiring

inars and read the Newsletters Information Level 2 in most resp¬

and Bulletins. I observed a ects. He reads the available printed

few classes given by Dr. accounts, attends seminars, discuss¬

Prabhu. Then I took to comm¬ es with other CTP teachers and ob¬

unicational teaching. Discuss¬ serves classes.

ions that we had at the end of

the class helped me a lot.

After coming to Madras I

started CTP in my school

(where I am headmaster). I

attended almost all the meet¬

ings and seminars that were

conducted at Madras.

I received some materials
-

from Dr. Prabhu on my request.

£3
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I have contact with Mr. M.N.K.

Bose who was in the project

team, now in CIEFL, Hyderabad,

and we exchange ideas and mat¬

erials. I invite the teachers Discusses with non-CTP teachers.

of my school (of other class¬ This is Acquiring Information Level

es) to observe the CTP class 3, but is the weakest indication of
and I discuss with them. that level. Also, the discussions
Next year (1986-87) I would are prompted in his capacity as

like to take on the CTP to the
headmaster rather than as teacher.

ne^t higher class, i.e. Stan¬

dard IX, but there are a few

technical problems. I have al¬

ready discussed with the off¬

icers of the Education Depart¬

ment. But as the matter requ¬

ires waival of certain rules,

unless the Government approves

they can't help. I am yet to

discuss it with Dr. Prabhu.

As headmaster of the institut¬
-

ion in which the CTP has been
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carried on for nearly four

years now and being convinced The sense of conviction about the

of its being more effective CTP relevant to Performing Level 2

than the structural approach, is here apparent.

my recent concern has been

around getting the Department

of Education seriously con¬

sider the implementation in

schools. I spoke to Dr. Prab-

hu on this once or twice.

Of course, we discussed on

our current use of the OTP. I

borrowed some materials from

Dr. Prabhu. The teacher in

charge of the project class

and I used to discuss on eff¬

ective of the responses of Discusses the effects of the CTP.

the pupils in the class, to Acquiring Information Level 2.
lead them to negotiation, the

level of language use (which

is to be regulated by the on¬

going evidence), improvement Possibly Acquiring Information
of the materials used. I used Level 3.
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to go through the test papers

and discuss the performance.

Members of the project team

as well as others interested

have visited the school, ob¬

served CLT discussions and

held discussions. On a few

occasions the answer papers

were taken by them for analy¬ This informative response is prob¬
sis. A few parents who met me ably best characterised as Assessing
were jubilant about the flu¬ Level 3. The strengths and weakness¬

ency of their wards though es are examined through comparative

they showed some anxiety testing.
about their accuracy.

2: Did you analyse the OTP be¬

fore you participated in it?

So that you would understand

what to do? So that you would

be able to judge its likely

effects?

A: Yes.
**•

2: Did you ever examine your own

u
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use of the CTP in terms of

classroom management? Or how

long you took over pretask,

task and feedback?

A: There has to be considerable

fluctuations in the time that

was taken for the three

stages of a lesson: the pre¬

task, the task and the feed¬

back. Much time of course had

to be spent at the pretask

level whenever a new task

sequence was taken up.

Q: Were you always interested in

how much pupils were learning

with the CTP? Did you try to

introduce improvements to

influence pupil learning. Did

you notice or consciously

seek evidence of the merits

of the CTP?

A: Yes and I was pleased to note
-

that whenever there was need
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to communicate the pupils

picked up and made use of the Assessing Level 1.

words and phrases that were

used incidentally hy the tea¬

cher or found in the material;

evidencing self grammar con¬

struction. I always guarded

myself against trying to im¬

prove the method since that

Concerned that any adaptation u/ould

contaminate the experiment. Perform¬

would vitiate the validity of ing Level 2.

the experiment.

Q: How far ahead did you plan

your lessons? Immediate use

for the coming week? Several

weeks?

A: For a week.

Q: Did you think that there were

steps that needed to be taken

to accommodate long-term iss¬

ues (e.g. external examinat¬

ions)? If so, what steps did

you take? -

A: Now and then, say five times

88
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a year, the test papers set
for non-project class stud¬

ents were administered and

it was gratifying to note
Further evidence of Assessing Level

that with some explanation
3.

of what was expected of them

in each part of the Question

paper, the students were able

to cope up.

Q: Did you ever plan activities

that would slightly or even

considerably modify the CTP?

A: No.

Q: Did you feel that a lot of

your time was taken up with

obtaining materials and work¬

ing out how you would use

them? Or did you feel that

your use of the CTP went

satisfactorily with few, if

any problems?
**

A: Went satisfactorily with a

31
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little exitra effort as any Performing Level 2.

experimental project would

always require.

Q: Did you develop your own mat¬

erials? Were they consciously

different in any way from the

materials that were given to

you?

A: Yes, we developed materials Performing Level 2.
of our own but they were not

different in any way from the

given materials.

Q: Did you notice moments when

you allowed opportunities for

pupils to negotiate to slip

by? Or when you exploited -

them? Elaborate.

A: There were occasions in the

beginning when opportunities

for pupils to negotiate were

not exploited. But I feel

that with proper training the

10
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teacher can exploit all such

opportunities.

Q: How long could, you continue a

series of lessons on the same

theme before you sensed, a

need to do something fresh?

A: Say, six or seven lessons.

Q: Did you find that you got in¬

to a routine in which you

could do all that the CTP re¬

quired without having to

change your teaching very

much?

A: Not atall, since by the time Difficult to categorise this res¬

such a state is likely to ponse to a Performing probe.

emerge, a new series is taken

up.

Q: Did you experiment with com¬

binations of the CTP and

structural teaching (or any

other approach) to improve

pupils' learning?

A: No.

<11
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Q: In what ways, if any, did you

adapt the CTP to suit your

particular learners in your

particular school?

A: Nil.

Q: Did you notice if particular

types of pupils benefitted

most from the CTP approach?

Was it your impression that

there were other types who

would have been better off

being given grammatical rul¬

es? Specify.

A: No.

Q: Do you recall moments when

pupils seemed to have learnt

something that you had not

specifically taught?

A: Yes, many times.

Q: What difficulties did you

perceive in making the trans¬

ition from structural to CTP
**

teaching?

n
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A: The difficulties related to

converting a 'structural'

teacher to a 1communicational r

teacher.

Q: Did you ever divide classes

into groups for any reason?

A: No.

Q: Did pupils ever talk to each

other in English? Or only

when talking to the teacher?

Did you ever talk to the

pupils in Karnataka or Tamil?

For purposes of discipline?

Classroom management? To

explain something particular¬

ly difficult?

A: Pupils were seen talking to

each other in English outside

of the English class. Tamil

was used very rarely in order

to explain something diffic¬

ult. For purposes of discip¬
**

line and classroom managemenl

13
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English only was used.
Q: How did you deal with grammat¬

ical errors? What did you do

if the answer to a problem

was wrong but the grammar was

right?

A: The teacher repeated the

correct form when pupils made

grammatical errors without, Although this is open to a variety

of course, drawing the atten¬
of interpretations, my impression is

tion of the pupils to the
that the treatment of error is

error. When the answer was
consistent with the published per¬

wrong, whether or not the
ceptions of CTP methodology. Perform¬

grammar was right, the pupil ing Level 2.

was helped to find out the

right answer.

-

n
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Q: In your perception, what was

the CTP about?

A: CLT is a process-oriented
Very little evidence here that much

activity which results in
is known about the CTP. So far,

effective language acquisit¬
Knowledge Level 1.

ion when the learner's focus

is on meaning, ensuring a

high degree of motivation.

Q: What are the differences bet¬

ween the CTP and other ways

of teaching?

A: Encouraging natural use of Little awareness of the CTP. Know¬

language through fluency ledge Level 1.
activities. Rapid development

in written skills.

Q: Effects of the CTP on pupils?

A: CTP students are better than Informal report of CTP effects.
structural students in speak¬ Assessing Level 1.

ing and writing English.

Q: What steps did you take to

find out more about the CTP? -

A: Attend seminars.
Acquiring Information Level 2.

It
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Q: Did you actively seek inform¬
ation about the project?

A: Yes. No detail. Difficult to categorise.

Q: Did you ask other people's

opinions about the CTP?

A: Yes. No detail. Difficult to categorise.

Q: Did you attend discussion

sessions or receive training

relating to the CTP?

A: Attend discussions. Didn't It is riot known from this who the

attend training. discussions were with.

Q: Did you feel that you ever

reached a stage when you no

longer required more inform¬

ation about the CTP?

A: No.

Q: Did you try to find out about

other ways of teaching that

might have enhanced pupil

learning?

A: No. Evinces little interest in acquiring

Q: Did you work with other tea¬ information. Acquiring Information

chers to produce CTP materi- Level 1.

°\1
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als? No indication that he ever produced

A: No. his o\i/n materials. Probably Perform¬

Q: Did you consider making major ing Level 1.

changes in the CTP approach?

A: No.

Q: Did you analyse the CTP be¬

fore you participated in it?

A: No.

Q: Did you ever examine your own

use of the CTP in terms of

classroom management? Or how

long you took over the pre-

task, task, and feedback?

A: Yes. Pretask 20 minutes. Task

25 minutes.

Q: Did you notice or consciously

seek evidence of the merits

of the CTP?

A: Yes.

Q: Did you make short-term or
-

long-term plans about what

n
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you would do in CTP lessons?
A: Short-term.

Q: How far ahead did you plan

your lessons? Seems to have simply gone through

A: Immediate use. the tasks without any sense of plan¬

ning. Performing Level 1.

Q: Did you feel that a lot of

your time was taken up with

obtaining materials and work¬

ing out how you would use

them? Or did you feel that

your use of the CTP went

satisfactorily with few, if

any, problems?

A: CTP consumes a lot of my Regards the CTP as an Imposition,
time. perhaps. Performing Level 1.

Q: How long could you continue

a series of lessons on the

same theme before you sensed

a need to do something fresh?
This is much shorter than for most

A: Two periods.
-

teachers. Interest flags quickly.
Q: Did you experiment with corn-

Performing Level 1?
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binations of the CTP and.

structural teaching (or any

other approach) to improve

pupil learning?

A: Yes.

Q: Did pupils ever talk to each

other in English?

A: Yes.

No information here.

No information here.
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The CTP was a fall-out of the

Widdowson seminar on Teaching

English as Communication held

during March/April 1979. The

participants of the seminar ex¬

pressed the view that after all

these years of structural tea¬

ching, students coming out of

our high schools did not develop This long account clearly shows that

the competence in English which the teacher has a very well-develop¬

was expected of them. English ed awareness of what the CTP was

is taught as a second language about. At this stage, Knowledge

in India. The terminal objective Level 2.

at the school leaving level is

not total communicative compet¬

ence. Hence the teaching of

English, obviously, couldn't

have been through the communic¬

ative approaches. Instead, a

'procedural methodology' which

aimed at grammatical competence,

making use of communicative -

techniques was envisaged by Dr.

101
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N.S. Prahhu. The main idea was

that 'language is best learnt

when the focus of attention is

not form'. So procedural tech¬

niques like 'problem solving'

would be useful in engaging the

pupils' minds. I do think that

it was a good idea and though

the CTP, at that stage, was nas¬

cent and not quite well develop¬

ed, I did feel that it had the

potential to blossom into a full-

fledged method.

The CTP was definitely different

from other methods, particularly

the structural method, both in

terms of principles and class¬

room procedures. I wonder if I

should mention all these things

in detail as I am afraid that my

words may be superfluous.

In a structural class, the role
-

of the teacher is dominant and

10 3
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the teacher is the giver and the

pupils are the recipients. This

role of the teacher was changed

in the CTP because in the CTP

class, the teacher is only a

guide or a catalyst. There was

no explicit attention on teach¬

ing items though certain tasks

called for highlighting certain

language structure. I suppose

this is natural since language

items are intended to perform

specific functions.

There used to be problems. When

I took up CTP teaching, I had

put in 12 years of service.

Though I didn't have a clear

picture of the CTP, I had a wor¬

king knowledge of its basic re¬

quirements. In spite of that,

the structural hangover was evi¬ The tendency to focus on language
dent in some of my lessons. I items would place the teacher at

distinctly remember an instance Performing Level 1.

/Oif



Teacher's account Comments

when in a lesson I was relating

how I went to Mysore etc, I re¬ Although the precise implications of

lapsed into the structural-sit- this anecdote are unclear, the

uational set up and talked about general relevance is that there
the Maharajah of Mysore and my was a tendency to fall back on the

meeting with him. The moment I more familiar structural approach.

mentioned the name of the Mahar¬

ajah, the students saw through

my game and they were all
smiles. My point is that for a

typical teacher it may be diff¬

icult to meet the demands of

CTP. This problem was, at that

stage, compounded by the fact

that I had worked on a day-to¬

day basis (short-term basis) in

the absence of a concrete sylla¬

bus. I had to do with whatever

material was available which,

I'm afraid, was not sufficient.

In spite of this, the pupils

seemed to evince a lot of inter¬ Also, informal rating of CTP effects

est in what they were doing in suggests Assessing Level 1.

/of
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terms of problem solving and

active involvement.

I have mentioned earlier that

the Widdowson seminar held at

RIE, Bangalore triggered off the
CTP and Dr. Prabhu was the brain

behind the CTP. Most of the

theoretical aspects were made

available by Dr. Prabhu and we

used to have meetings in which

Dr. Prabhu cleared out doubts

and apprehensions. Though there

was no formal training, Dr.

Prabhu used to guide us as and

when guidance was necessary.

The initial team of teachers Contact with other CTP teachers.

consisted Prof. T.R. Keshav Rao Acquiring Information Level 2.

and myself. We didn't consider

making any major changes in the Sense of concern about contamination

CTP as it might have come in of the experiment indicates Perform¬

the way of the purity of the ing Level 2.

theoretical aspects of the CTP.
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'Sharing' did take a consider¬

able amount of our lesson plan¬

ning time. Prof. T.R. Keshav

Rao, Dr. David Carroll and I

used to share our views regard¬

ing discipline and class contr¬ These elements are relatable to

ol, materials and testing. I did Acquiring Information Level 2.

not think that discipline was a

problem because, in my view,

negotiation of meaning by the

pupils in the classroom may

produce not only meaning but

also noise. This, in my view,

was a by-product of learning.

Dr. Prabhu used to take part

and guide us in our discussions.

As a result of this we produced The tasks produced seem to have been

some lessons and task types. For in conformity with the materials

example, simulated actions or given by the project director?

mime. I tried it on a couple of Performing Level 2.

occasions and the result was

quite rewarding.

IVI



Teacher's account Comments

Most of the tasks that we had

for the experimental group dur¬

ing the first year of CTP were

not thoroughly well prepared.

This was mainly due to our own

tentativeness and apprehensions

and also due to the novelty of

the CTP. At this juncture, I

should say that most of the

planned feedback was got by Mr.

D.J. Carroll, the BC evaluation

expert. Apart from that, the

informal feedback in the class¬

room was satisfactory. I didn't

want to deviate drastically from

the set task types procedurally Probably best considered further

because I was afraid that my evidence of sense of responsibility
actions might have been con¬ to maintain purity of the experim¬
strued as structural vestige. I ent .

noticed that after a few months Informal report of CTP effects.
of the CTP, the reading compre¬ Assessing Level 1.
hension and reading speed of the

pupils had increased enormously.

ioS
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In retrospect, I feel that this

was due to the variety of read¬

ing materials to which the

pupils were exposed.

During the first five months or

so our planning was predominant¬

ly short-term in nature. We usee

to plan for a week. But I should

say that whenever Dr. Prabhu

visited us he used to give us a

number od lesson plans that

would last us a month. Since

that was the first year of the

CTP, we had to settle for what¬

ever was available. Then, there

was the question of external

examination. For this purpose,

I coached the pupils in a way

that was acceptable to the prin¬

cipal of the school and the

class teacher. I did this by

framing a couple of question
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papers along the lines of the
external examination, and pre¬

pared the pupils for it.

I think I did not deviate from

the principles and guidelines

set by Dr. Prabhu. The materials

needed for instruction were

either prepared by us or suppl¬

ied by Dr. Prabhu.

First of all, the task types

were for individual/group/class

performance. The framework of

most types was: group work for

pretask and individual work for

the main task. It was during the

pretask that I was able to per¬

ceive a definite evidence of Further informal estimate of CTP

negotiation. The main task was effects. Assessing Level 1.

related to the pretask, so the

evidence was available on paper.

We didn't allow the tasks to

no
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lapse into stereotypes because

the moment we felt that the

lesson was developing into a

routine, the task types were

changed by rotation. There were

times when I felt that explicit

grammatical instruction would A suggestion of Performing Level 1?

have worked better. But I held

myself back as I was aware of

the nature of the CTP. I don't

remember any occasion when I

had to use Kannada, which is the

of the pupils, because the

listening comprehension of the

pupils was quite good. There

were occasions when I felt that

the pupils had learnt something Informal rating of CTP effects.
that I had not taught specific¬ Assessing Level 1.

ally, e.g. degrees of compari¬

son.

Grammatical and lexical errors

were corrected incidentally. In

cases where the pupils were not

III
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able to solve a particular prob¬

lem, the whole class would ne¬

gotiate once again for a brief

period, as some of the pupils

were bound to have arrived at

the correct solution to the

problem.

Seems quite clear about the treat¬

ment of error. Performing Level 2.
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The basic principle is to en¬

gage the students in some prob¬ This is a fairly sparse account of
lem solving activities and mak¬

the principles and methodology of
ing them acquire language thr¬ the CTP. Some of the basic issues

ough that process. The method¬
are mentioned but most are ignored.

ology followed in CTP is to
Knowledge Level 1 seems fairest.

present a series of interesting

tasks or problems to the stud¬

ents in the target language.

Every task or problem solving

activity follows a pretask. The

pretask is done by the teacher

and students together in the

class. This gives both guidance

and motivation to the students

for doing the actual task. Thus

the teacher offers opportunities

for learning. The students are Informal rating of some CTP effects.

mentally alert, learn the lang¬ Assessing Level 1.

uage incidentally as students

of English medium.

The problem an average teacher

may face is the construction of

Ilk-
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tasks. He has to think and pre¬

pare a series of tasks. And she

needs the command on the lang¬

uage which is very important foi

the success of this approach.

I had the opportunities of lis¬

tening to the discussions and Acquiring Information Level 2.

attending seminars, and also

observed Dr. Prabhu's class and

that helped me in clearing my

doubts. Now I have a clear idea

of CTP. I don't like any change

in the approach. But I feel that

more vocabulary can be includ¬

ed.

Seems to contradict the previous

sentence. However, it appears that

this teacher had plans for modify¬

Class control and discipline are

not atall a problem for me. And

ing the CTP as a result of her exp¬

erience with it. Performing Level 3.

even I had the confidence of Does not feel that the innovation

preparing my own materials. is burdensome. Performance Level 2.

I was able to understand its

Ilf
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likely effects and before I in¬
volve myself in this project I

thought about this approach.

I planned my time for pretask

(30 minutes) and task (10 min¬

utes). I was easily able to

assess through classroom manage¬ Assessing Level 1.

ment the involvement of students

and their progress which satis¬

fied me. I introduced the new

tasks on the basis of the feed¬ Modifies challenge level of tasks
back I got from the previous based on pupil feedback. This kind
class. In this way I was able to of planning is at Performing Level
increase the effectiveness.

2.

I conducted a common test both

for students who learn through

structural method and for those

who learn through CTP. The test A clear example of Assessing Level
was constructed in such a way 3. An attempt at program-fair com¬

that no group has special ad¬ parison .

vantage in this because of a

particular method of teaching. -

The test showed evidence that

ll(>
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students who learn through CTP

had more ability of oral commun¬

ication, listening understanding

and finding out solutions, etc.

I plan the lesson only the pre¬

vious day. I'll have a general

plan for the week but I modify Further evidence of planning at

it according to the interest Performing Level 2.

performance of students every

day.

I want a good discussion of

teachers, Dr. Prabhu and other Acquiring Information Level 2.

people who are connected with

evolution to evolve an areeable

procedure of common exam.

Once we have understood the

principles and procedure of this

approach, planning the task and

introducing it is not a problem. Apparently comfortable, routine use

Three month of involvement in of the CTP. Performing Level 2.

the practice in classroom will
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equip the teacher with the
skill for handling this appro¬

ach.

Regarding the development of

my own materials, they were not Own tasks conformed to "model".

different from those supplied Performing Level 2.

to me. I had the model tasks.

On the basis of it, I easily

prepared the tasks which I

needed.

In my classroom, I had ample

opportunities to negotiate. I

availed them. Sometimes if I

slip through introspection I

understood my failure. I be¬

came more conscious of it in

the next class.

I would continue a series of

lessons on the same theme gen¬

erally for one week. I do give

the tasks for the first two
-

days of the week orally, and

US
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the tasks written on the black¬

board for the next one or two

days, and then sometimes print¬

ed materials. In this I found

the pupil felt it difficult to

read the printed ones whereas

they could easily did from the

blackboard. Sometimes I do con¬

tinue the same theme when the

pupils find it difficult in

solving the problems (e.g. map

reading and telling the time).

I was able to get into my rout¬ Clear indication that Decision

ine in which I could do all the
Point A has been passed. Performing

CTP required without having to Level 2.

change my teaching very much.

I adopted the way for giving

reading practice to the child¬

ren. Before I knew this

approach, I used to give model

reading. But now I make the

children read the passage or
-

text themselves.

1(1
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I didn't find any difficulties

in transition from structural

to CTP teaching. I divided once

the class into groups for a

particular lesson in which I

tried to make the pupils give

instruction each other mutually

for drawing diagrams.

Pupils talked in English only

talking to the teacher. I talk

to them in English only, even

for purposes of discipline. But

for managements such as dividing

into groups etc I seldom use

Tamil.

For grammatical errors I would

repeat their sentences in the
Clear reflection of CTP attitude to

correct grammatical form. If
error treatment. Performing Level 2.

the answer to a problem was

wrong, I would ask another

student for the correct answer,

and ask the class whether the

answer is correct or wrong. If

no
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they say it is correct/wrong, I
would ask the reason for their

answer.

-

Ill
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I think I can say, in all mod¬

esty, that I had a fairly good

grasp of CTP so far as its theo¬

retical aspects are concerned.

I was there at the RIE, Bangal¬

ore, when Dr. Prabhu first came

out with his theory in the wake

This account indicates a reasonable

grasp of the nature of the CTP.

Knowledge Level 2.-

of Prof. Widdowson's seminar,

when Dr. Prabhu spoke in terms

of communicational approach

(language through communication)

alongside Widdowson's communic¬

ative approach (language for

communication). In fact, some¬

one quipped on the two preposit¬

ions "what's 'for' can't be

'through'".

Dr. Prabhu's argument is based

on a seemingly paradoxical

statement - 'language is best

learned when the focus is not

on language'. In other words,

preoccupation with meaning, not

HI
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language - the idea of doing

something with the language -

importance of 'functions' over

'form', etc.

CTP is different at least in one

fundamental way, i.e. it doesn't

talk about language units (as in

grammatical syllabuses) or about

semantic units (as in notional

syllabuses) but of tasks to be

done. What decides the suitabili¬

ty of a task is not its linguist¬

ic complexity/simplicity but its

intellectual compatability with

the pupils who are going to do

the task.

Nowhere did CTP allow explicit

attention to language except

where it was relevant to solve a

problem.

The most important problem a

typical teacher might have is to

io with the execution part, as I

izu-
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see it. In a structural lesson,

the teacher plans almost every

sentence - he knows what to

speak and what to get pupils to

speak. Generally, CTP doesn't

have a detailed plan like this.

The plan evolves as the lesson

progresses. A good deal of thin¬

king on the feet is required of

the teacher.

Accommodating other ways of

teaching was never allowed lest The use of the u/ord "allowed" fails

it should weaken/alter the CTP to clarify his own attitude to

philosophy. adaptation.

I worked on the project in its

inception, when Mr. David Carr¬ Producing own materials in company

oll, Prof. T.R. Keshav Rao and I with other CTP team memebrs.

struggled along devising mater¬ Acquiring Information Level 2;

ials. There was no-one else to Performing Level 2.

look up to for help except Dr.

Prabhu himself. So we were in a

way 'creating/producing' infor-

12f
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mation; not really seeking it. Reverting to structural teaching.

On a particular occasion, I felt Performing Level 1.

I should draw the pupils' atten¬

tion to the difference between

'since' and 'for'. But David

stopped me half way through the Clearly feels that he was forced to
lesson. conform in classroom behaviour.

Performance Level 1 would accommod¬

Whenever I met Dr. Prabhu, I had ate the difficulties of orientation.

a few points to discuss - mostly

comparing structural approach

and communicational approach.

As I said, I was on OTP for a

very short while and I didn't

have much opportunity to assess

its strengths and weaknesses.

But I had some problems with my

timing of pretask/task; at times

I dropped a pretask half way to

give enough time for the task. I Aware of orientation problems.

didn't quite get the hang of it. Performing Level 1.

I 2 £
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Most of the planning was done

by David and it was never beyonc

the coming week. Any modificat¬

ions beyond the approved frame¬

work were shot down.

Again, a sense of being controlled

and imposed on. Performing Level 1.

I didn't have much problems with

production of materials, as it

was done by David mostly, as I

said above.

I find it difficult to recall

things in detail. But 'by and

large, I had a tendency to re¬
Reprts a tendency to revert to

peat sentences; I was focussing structural teaching with a focus
on language where I was not

on form. Performing Level 1.

supposed to.

Q: Did you notice moments when

you allowed opportunities for

pupils to negotiate to slip by?

Or when you exploited them?

A: There must have been some,

certainly.
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Q: How long could you continue

a series of lessons on the same

theme "before you sensed a need

to do something fresh.

A: About 4/5 lessons.

Q: Did you find that you got

into a routine in which you

could do all that the CTP re¬

quired without having to change

your teaching very much?

A: No, I don't think so. Clearly did not go beyond Decision
Q: Did you experiment with com¬ Point A, as routine use seems far
binations of the CTP and struc¬ off.

tural teaching (or any other

approach) to improve pupil

learning?

A: I tried to do it occasionally Once again, a clear sense of

but was not allowed. (See * be¬ having to teach in a way that went

low) . against the grain. Performing

Q: In what ways, if any, did you Level 1.

adapt the CTP to suit your par¬

ticular pupils in your particu¬

lar school?
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A: No adaptations. It was totally /\gain, the transition from struct¬
controlled. ural to CTP teaching is perceived

Q: Did you notice if particular as an imposition. Performing Level
types of pupils benefitted most

1 seems appropriate.
from the CTP approach? Was it

your impression that there were

other types who would have been

better off being given grammat¬

ical rules? Specify.

A: I thought giving grammatical

rules would benefit all types of

pupils.

Q: Do you recall moments when

pupils seemed to have learnt

something that you had not

specifically taught?

A: Not really.

Q: What difficulties did you

perceive in making the transit¬

ion from structural to CTP tea¬

ching?

A: I tended to focus on language Performing Level 1.

particularly when they went

wrong.

Hi
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Q: Did you ever divide classes

into groups for any reason?

A: They did several lessons in

groups, yes.

Q: Did pupils ever talk to each

other in English? Or only when

talking to the teacher? Did you

ever talk to the pupils in

Kannada or Tamil? For purposes

of discipline? Classroom manage¬

ment? To explain something par¬

ticularly difficult?

A: They spoke in English with

me as well as with one another.

Occasionally, they spoke in

Kannada among themselves hut

never with me. They knew I did-

n't know their language.

Q: How did you deal with gramm¬

atical errors? Lexical errors?

What did you do if the answer

to a problem was wrong but the

grammar was right?

130
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A: During discussions pupils

made lots of mistakes - grammat¬

ical and lexical. We always

focussed on the answer to a

problem - right/wrong was used

only with content in mind. Lang¬

uage errors were almost always

ignored.

Not quite consistent with CTP

perceptions of error treatment.

Performing Level 1.

I 31
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In my perception, the CTP was

mainly about a different per¬

spective on principles and meth¬

odology. As one of the 'pioneer'

teachers on the CTP, however, I

was more interested in the day-

to-day requirements of teaching

on the CTP; and in fact the

methodology took shape during

the course of my teaching and

not prior to it. I was intense¬

ly aware of CTP as a different
This response takes for granted

type of teaching and was care¬
that the teacher has a thorough

ful not to make it an eclectic
understanding of the CTP approach.

conglommeration of various
Hence, there is little actual ex¬

methodologies. I was also keen¬
position. Although, strictly spea¬

ly interested in the effects of
king, this would suggest a Know¬

the CTP on the pupils. In fact,
ledge Level 1, it is clear from

each lesson was based on the
the rest of the account that a

performance of the pupils
familiarity with the nature of the

during the previous lesson. At
CTP probably can be inferred.

no time was there any explicit
That each lesson was based on

attention to language. pupil performance in the previous
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Paradoxically enough, my know¬ esson indicates Performing Level

ledge of the CTP was almost nil 2.

when I started teaching. In the

course of teaching, my concepts

became clearer; further clarity

was acquired during the annual

seminars reviewing the CTP. Dr. Acquiring Information Level 2.

Prabhu never gave the project

team a talk on the methodology

but left us to infer the basic

principle and evolve the appr¬

oach. Even now, I cannot claim

to be fully knowledgable; a

recent re-examination revealed There is a suggestion here that

a number of ideas which were the teacher is knowledgable enough

practiced but not explicitly to reevaluate the CTP, which would

stated. Probably, this confirms be categorisable at Knowledge

the view that the practising Level 3, though the sense of seek¬

teacher's pedagogic intuition ing to modify appears not to be

is much more significant than present.

any theory-based teaching.

My main source of information

I3H-
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was Dr. Prabhu's classes where I Observes lessons. Acquiring

sat as an observer when I wasn't Information Level 2.

teaching. In addition, the rev¬

iew seminars and the RIE News¬
Reads printed accounts of CTP.

letters provided a historical
Acquiring Information Level 2.

account of what had gone on

earlier and what was currently

going on in other places. I was

always interested in others'

opinion of the CTP - more for

assessment than for acquiring

information. After two years of

teaching, I felt I knew enough

of CTP; what was now required

was not more information, but a Possibly Knowledge Level 3.

closer analysis and a reassess¬

ment of what had happened. Since

I was interested in the project

per se, my main aim was to make

the CTP more 'perfect' rather
Again, possibly Knowledge Level 3.

than resorting to other better
At least a wish to improve the

ways of teaching. I did produce
CTP is evident.

my own CTP materials for all the
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classes which I taught during the Performing Level 2.
two years of my involvement with

the CTP. Since the CTP itself

was in the process of evolution

during my teaching, I wasn't

interested in making major

changes; further, it was not

advisable to think of 'major'

changes at the experimental Concerned not to contaminate the

stage, for it would have null¬ experiment by adapting the CTP.
ified the value of the experim¬ This could be considered Performing

ent. My main concern has always Level 2.

been to acquire insights rather

than information.

'Sharing' was a vital aspect of

my CTP teaching; every day after

the lesson was over, the project Acquiring Information Level 2.

team discussed how best it could

be improved for the next day; at

the end of every year, there was

a more comprehensive 'sharing'

during the review seminars. The
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discussions related to every

aspect of the teaching: discipl¬

ine, class control, materials,

our current use of the CTP, ide¬

as for modifying the CTP, teach¬
Acquiring Information Level 3.

er training, the average teacher

in the average classroom, etc.

However, we never discussed the

possibility of working with

others to produce materials,-

because basically the CTP mat¬

erials are need-based and need

to be modified according to the

students' responses. We were
Performing Level 2.

also not interested in possible

alternatives to the CTP; our

main concern was to find out

'how successful is the CTP?'

rather than to investigate

which is the best possible

method of teaching.

'Sharing', therefore, was built

into the project; without dis-
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cussions we couldn't have gone

on as far ahead as we did.

Since I was committed to the CTP

I was always interested in an im¬

partial assessment. However, I

didn't analyse the CTP before

participation since it was still

in the process of evolution. I

have examined the CTP in terms Assessing Level 1.

of classroom management in neg¬

otiation of meaning in the class¬

room. I was always interested in

how much the pupils learnt with

the CTP. Each day's lesson, in

fact, attempted to be an improv¬

ement over the previous day's

lesson. The overall evidence of

the workability of the CTP was

of course provided by the ter¬

minal examinations. And their

ability to comprehend normal Assessing Level 2.

spoken English and respond (at

I3S
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least in monosyllables or holo-

phrases) showed remarkable im¬

provement at the end of the sec¬

ond year. The strength of the

CTP was in its strong learner-

orientation. I would like to

call CTP 'learning through en¬
Assessing Level 1. Informal rating

joyment' for we found the stud¬
of pupil attitudes.

ents looking forward to/enjoying

every one of the classes - the

weak as well as the bright ones.

And this couldn't have been mere

'Hawthorne effect', since it

lasted right through the two

years of my teaching.

As inevitable to any project,

we had to make both short-term

and long-term plans. Each lesson

was planned on the basis of the

feedback from the previous day's
Performing Level 2.

lesson. In another sense, less-'

ons were planned weeks ahead;

131
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for when I started on a partic¬

ular task cycle, I had plans of

a number of cycles that would

ultimately constitute a task

sequence.

As far as internal exams were

concerned, there was no need to

take any steps, since the exam

tested what we had been teach¬ Internal testing of achievement.

ing. With regard to external ex¬ Assessing Level 2.

aminations (e.g. Board exams

based on a different syllabus),

I■strongly feel that such acc¬

ommodation would make the CTP

eclectic and lose its identity.

If the CTP proves a successful

method of language teaching, it

has to evolve its own procedural

syllabus for different levels,

and cannot pander to any other

pre-determined syllabi.

As far as my involvement with

the CTP was concerned, no act-
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ivities were planned to modify This seems to be a clear statement

the CTP atall.
that the teacher has not gone

beyond Decision Point B, which
When I was teaching the CTP, no partly runs contrary to previous
materials were given to me. I Level 3 ratings. Performing Level

designed my own materials, draw¬ 2.

ing inspiration from the classes

of Dr. Prabhu which I observed

when I wasn't teaching. At the

initial stages, I used to spend

a lot of time thinking of poss¬

ible problem-solving activities.

Later, when I gradually acquired

'native speaker competence' in

the CTP, materials designing be¬

came quite an easy task. And my Certainly indicates that teacher
use of the CTP went on satis¬

has gone beyond Decision Point A,
factorily with few problems. and is at least a routine user.

Performing Level 2.
Whenever there were opportunit¬

ies for negotiation, an attempt

was made to exploit them maxim¬

ally. In fact, the materials

I If I
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were designed with a view to

providing scope for 'natural'

negotiation. However, negotiat¬

ion was never resorted to as an An indication of Knowledge Level

end in itself but only as a 2.

means to solve problems. Not

all opportunities for negotiat¬

ion could be fully exploited,

since the learners did not al¬

ways possess even the basic

language for negotiation.

Usually we had 4 to 5 lessons

on the same theme; then we were

aware of task fatigue setting

in, and moved on to a different

theme.

While teaching the CTP, it is

not possible to get into a

routine since the demands of Yet she seems to have become

each class decide the nature accustomed to these demands, as

of the teaching or classroom previous comments about "native

activity. In a broader sense, speaker competence in CTP" sugg¬

the approach didn't change, but est .

Itfl
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as far as teaching was concern¬

ed, 'routine teaching in CTP'

could be regarded as a contra¬

diction in terms.

I never experimented with the

combination of the CTP with an¬

other approach.

The question -[in what ways,

if any, did you adapt the CTP

to suit your particular pupils

in your particular school?]-
seems to imply that CTP is a

fixed, monolithic, changeless

entity; but to those of us

closely involved with the in¬

ception and growth, the CTP was

highly flexible and was always

geared to the particular pupils

in the particular school. There

are as many CTPs as there are

contexts for teaching.

Pupils who wanted to think and

reason things out benefitted

10-3
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most from the CTP. Students who

prefer 'mugging up' answers

wouldn't have found this approa¬

ch enjoyable. However, I don't

think that any student could

have been better off being given

grammatical rules. Teaching

about language is very different

from the teaching of the lang¬

uage.

There were many moments of sur¬

prise when students came out Informal account of CTP impact.

with language totally unexpect¬ Assessing Level 1.

ed. However, since there was no

focus on 'specifically teaching'

anything but only on creating an Further indication of Knowledge

atmosphere for a struggle for Level 2.

communication, these moments of

surprise were built into the

procedural syllabus.

I perceived no difficulty of

transition atall Cfrom structur¬

al to CTP teaching] since I have

IW
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never taught through the struct¬

ural method.

We rarely resorted to group

work.

The pupils never talked among

themselves in English. They

tried to speak to the teacher

in English. We rarely spoke

Tamil to the children. We pre¬

ferred to use gestures, dia¬

grams etc. rather than translat¬

ion except with strange vocabul¬

ary items.

Grammatical errors were totally

ignored at the beginning; at

later stages, they were correct¬

ed incidentally. Lexical errors

were generally ignored unless

Treatment of error seems consis¬

tent with CTP pedagogic percept¬

ions. Performing Level 2.

they interfered with communicat¬

ion. No marks were awarded if

the answer was wrong but the

grammar correct.

On the whole, what 'happened in

IH-f
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the classroom' was very crucial;

it determined what was to foll¬

ow. The 'process' of classroom

interaction was very important.

/ V-6
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CTP is a classroom strategy

"based on a sound principle:

'focus on message helps acquir¬

ing language better and quick¬

er'. The main difference between

CTP and other ways of teaching

lies in this: that language is This is the crux of the CTP.

best learnt when the learner's
However, the description is quite

attention is not on language limited. All the same, Knowledge
form but message or meaning." Level 2 may be most appropriate.
CTP creates a healthy climate

and puts the teacher in a more

friendly role and this rapport

between teacher and learners

helps learners attempt to part¬

icipate in day-to-day affairs

of the class. In stage 1, I

faced a few discipline problems Assessing Level 1. Informal report
because of this friendly role of attitudinal effects of CTP.

and classes were at times out

of control. In stage 2 and 3,

it was not a problem because I

learnt to restrict my freedom

/if 8
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to the class.

Explicit attention to language

is never a part of the classroom Further evidence of Knowledge

teaching as CTP prohibits teach¬ Level 2.

ers from entertaining it. I al¬

ways thought and. believed, in

stage 1, that total prohibition

of explicit attention to language

alone can produce expected re¬

sults. Later, in stage 2 and 3,

I began to think that total pro¬ Although these thought s do not
hibition may slow down the pro¬ translate to action, Knowledge
cess of learning. Level 3 seems apt because the

Typical teachers might have wish for more focus on form stems

problems in coping with the not from a hangover from structural
class i.e. judging how much teaching but from considerable use

freedom learners can have; keep¬ of the CTP without focussing on

ing the class going i.e. con¬ form. The division of CTP into

versing with the learners in three stages is helpful here.

English. Another thing which may

be common in most of the classes

of typical teachers is that they

miss opportunities which could

/V?
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have been exploited for learner-

participation/negotiation.

As an experimental project, CTP Though it depends what is meant by
remained as much uncorrupted as "other methods", this seems like

possible in my hands. So there Performing Level 2.
was no question of other methods

tried out in CTP classes.

In stage 1, producing materials

for CTP classes was the day-to¬

day problem for me; later in

stage 2 and 3, it was not a

problem, because materials were

available and, moreover, I had

learnt to produce materials. The Develops own materials. Performing
long-term requirements of readi¬ Level 2.

ness to think on the feet when

situation arose; monitor the

challenge level of the tasks;

and finding ways to create int¬

erest in learners and sustain

it throughout the class.

In stage 1, I was thrilled to

see the effect of the CTP on

l5o
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pupils especially in their com¬

prehension. There was hardly any

pupil who could not understand

the task and want to participate

in it; their only problem was

production in terms of language. Informal report of CTP pupils'

In stages 2 and 3, I was all the strengths and weaknesses. Assessing

time sure of pupils' reception Level 1.

but production was always a

problem and was very slow; very

few pupils were showing evidence

of this.

I took the initiative to seek

information when I joined the

RIE where the CTP had just been Acquiring Information Level 2.

born. I heard from David Carroll •

a lot about it and discussed

with him the CTP classes - off¬

ered suggestions which he wel¬

comed.

Whenever possible, I discussed

the CTP with my colleagues,

Ifl
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most of whom were not convinced
Discusses CTP with non-CTP teachers.

about its validity; still we Acquiring Information Level 3.
would discuss the merits. On

the other hand, the opinions of

the teachers of the school where

I tried the OTP were in favour

of the OTP.

I attended all the discussion

sessions on the OTP. This was Acquiring Information Level 2.

an advantage I had as a member

of the OTP team.

I am still searching for answers

to several questions regarding

the OTP.

I now feel that a little more
As a result of prolonged experience

explicit teaching of grammar with the CTP, weaknesses are per¬

will speed up the learning ceived. Possibly Knowledge Level 3.

process in the OTP.

Almost all the materials were

produced in consultation with Performing Level 2.
other teachers who taught on

the CTP.

In my view, increasing the
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degree of explicitness of att¬

ention on form/grammar is a maj¬

or change and might deform the

CTP (! ).

In stage 1, the discussion with

Dr. Prabhu about the CTP always

centred round the classroom per¬

formance and the suitability of Acquiring Information Level 2.

my material used in the CTP

class. In later stages, there

were discussions on materials

as well as methodology. I was

all the time thinking of intro¬
ducing a lot of group work in

Knowledge Level 3?

the class, which I could not do

due to several reasons. With

other teachers of the CTP, the

discussion was mostly about

their classroom performance and Acquiring Information Level 3,
the ways to improve it. perhaps.

There was alot of observation
A
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of CTP classes and discussion

with David Carroll who was on

the CTP team. We need to analyse

the CTP classes. One of the

reasons why I could do the CTP

classes without much difficulty Acquiring Information Level 2.

was this analysis. I should say

that I learnt more about the CTP

this way.

In stage 1, there need to be

discussion of every CTP class

where I used to reflect on my

own performance.

If not in exact quantity, I was

eager to know how much my pupils

learnt while I taught the CTP Assessing Level 1.

class. The overall performance

was always encouraging.

The evidence of the merits of

the CTP was obvious and the

feedback I got from the observ¬

ers of my class was illuminat¬
ing.

ISI+
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Q: How far ahead did you plan

your lessons?

A: In stage 1, at least a week

in advance; but I used to keep

thinking about the CTP classes

weeks in advance. In stages 2

and 3? a day or two in advance.

I was able to make materials out

of whatever was available.

Q: Did you think that there were

steps that needed to be taken to

accommodate long-term issues

(e.g. external examinations)?

A: As an experiment we had

little problem in this direct¬

ion. We conducted our own exam¬

inations.

Q: Did you ever plan activities

that would slightly or even

considerably modify the CTP?

A: No, I never did. The reason

was that I was a member of the

CTP which tried out the CTP as

/Sf
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an experiment and we wanted to

keep the experiment as uncorrup- Concern for experimental purity.
ted as possible. However, in the Performing Level 2.
last year of my teaching the CTP

class (1982-83), I had in mind

that more of groupwork might im¬

prove the CTP. But administrat¬ Knowledge Level 3.
ive difficulties such as want

of more classroom space did not

permit me to try group work.

In stage 1, developing materials

took much of my time. In 1979-

80 (the first year of the CTP),
we - the members of the CTP -

had to spend a lot of time dis¬

cussing each CTP class after

the class was over and construc¬

ted the CTP method bit by bit.

Apart from this, there was

hardly any problem.

I developed most of my materials

especially in stage 1 and 2. In
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stage 3, there were materials
available either to adopt or

adapt. I adapted those avail¬
Adaptation may just have meant

changing the names and place names.

able. Difficult to interpret.

Q: Did you notice moments when

you allowed opportunities for

pupils to negotiate to slip by?

Or when you exploited them?

A: Though I cannot recollect or

recreate the moments, I am sure

there were more occasions in

stage 1 which fall under 'mom¬

ents slipped by'. In stages 2

and 3, all such occasions were

exploited, as I learnt to

identify such moments and make

use of them.

Q: How long could you continue

a series of lessons on the same

theme before you sensed a need

to do something fresh?

A: This varied from theme to

Ibl
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theme and also from pupils to

pupils. For example, with girl

students of age 13+, story-

sequence could go up to seven

or eight lessons in a series;

with boys of 13+, 'drawing to

instructions' sequence could go

up to seven or eight, and story

sequence not more than three or

four lessons in a series. With

pupils of 10+, (boys and girls),
themes such as story, cartoon

strips, drawing can go up to

six or seven lessons in a ser¬

ies. Generally, four to five

lessons in a series (on the

same theme) was the limit, and

after that I felt the need to

do something fresh. In stage 1,

lack of proper method and con¬

sequently lack of knowledge of

exploiting a theme was also a

reason for changing over to a

/S8
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new theme prematurely.

I feel that I did not have any

difficulty in switching over to

CTP from the traditional way of

teaching which I had been

following. However, I was told

that some of my classes (very Possibly Performing Level 1.

few, I am sure) showed traces

of traditional teaching.

Q: In what ways, if any, did you

adapt the CTP to suit your par¬

ticular pupils in your particul¬

ar school?

A: Only in terms of materials.

Materials produced for one class It is impossible to guess what
(e.g. Standard VIII in a Bang¬ modifications are meant.

alore school) were modified to

suit another class (e.g. Stan¬

dard VIII in another school in

Bangalore or Standard V in a

Madras school).

I am sure it [(the CTPj benefitt¬

ed all types of pupils I taught.
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I cannot say whether giving

grammar rules would have helped

a particular type of pupils

without trying out an experiment

which I never did on my CTP

days.

Q: Do you recall moments when

pupils seemed to have learnt

something that you had not spec¬

ifically taught?

A: One of the students in class

8, in Malleswaram school, after

about 9 months of CTP, surprised
Assessing Level 1.

me when she proposed a vote of

thanks to the staff of RIE for

their tea to the pupils in a few

good sentences.

Q: What difficulties did you

perceive in making the transit¬

ion from structural to CTP tea¬

ching?

A: The main difficulty I faced

in the CTP class was students'

l(,0
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expectation - students had made

their perception that an English

class should have all the fact¬

ors of a structural class such

as drilling, teacher providing

all help, etc., and so it took

a lot of time to shake them off

their image of an English class.

Q: Did you ever divide classes

into groups for any reason?

A: Very occasionally, because Adheres to what he perceives to be
CTP has reservation about empl¬

"guidelines" of the CTP. Performing

oying the group work technique Level 2.

in the classes.

Very occasionally pupils talk to

each other in English and only

a few pupils attempted to do so.

I had to use a lot of Kannada

in stage 1 but I could not use

it because I didn't know the

language; but I picked up a lot

of Kannada from the pupils and

used it when necessary.
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Grammatical errors were treated

in one of the following ways:

i. I restated the sentence corr¬ Performing Level 2.

ectly.

ii. I never cared to correct the

grammatical error when it was

not a serious one hampering the

communication.

iii. I asked the student or the

other student if he could think

for a minute and say the sent¬

ence again.

For lexical errors, the only way

I followed was to use the corr¬

ect word myself.

As long as the answer to the

problem was right, grammar did¬

n't matter much, but not the

other way around.
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CTP was based on the principle

that one can learn a language

through its use. CTP creates a

need for the use of the language

in the classroom. There is no

attention on the language forms

but it is on the meaning. For

this purpose, pupils are asked
V.

to perform tasks, solve problems Knowledge Level 2.

which have a reasonable amount

of challenge in them. In the

process, they have to use the

language. This certainly gives

rise to a lot of thinking on

the part of the pupils, and

there is a meaningful interact¬

ion between the pupils and the

teacher and between pupils and

pupils themselves.

The typical teachers might have

problems i) with their own Eng¬

lish which is in most cases

insufficient ii) in not being

IG *+
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able to think of the right type

of tasks, problems, etc., iii)

not finding time to go through

the written tasks every day at

the end of the class when the

class strength is very large,

iv) changing over to the CTP

way of teaching from the usual

translation method, explanation

of the meaning contained in the

texts or the structural, oral,

situational approach.

As I was one of the earliest

teachers to be involved in CTP,

I had to spend quite some time

in choosing the right type of

tasks, etc. - in fact, Dr.

Prabhu's guidance was always

there, yet everything was new

to us and new to the pupils too.

Dr. Prabhu was the only source

for us and we met at least 5 or
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6 times during the first year

and discussed our experiences.

Dr. Prabhu himself taught this

class (Standard VIII, Kannada

medium) whenever he came to

Bangalore. A colleague of mine,

one Mr. K.S. Bhat, to begin

with, later one Mr. Elia and Mr.
'

v Acquiring Information Level 2.
M.N.K. Bose who shared the

classes with me and always dis¬

cussed the lesson among our¬

selves. Mr. David Carroll was

the observer in most classes.

After every class, we would

discuss our lessons with Mr.

Carroll.

As we were beginning to under¬

stand and experience things in

the CTP, we were concerned, most

of the time, with lack of part¬

icipation of the pupils in the
activities we introduced and the
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pupils not being able to come

out with correct 'sentences' in Assessing Level 1.

the class and. not being able to

perform even simple tasks and

solve simple problems. Whatever

materials we used were mostly
Performing Level 2.

in consultation with Dr. Prabhu.

We certainly modified pretasks

and tasks in terms of linguistic

or conceptual difficulty.

As we were the beginners, there

was no question of our analysing

the CTP before, but we realised
at every stage that the pupil

participation in whatever we

did in the class was certainly

more than what it would be in a Assessing Level 1. Purely casual

structural lesson and different analysis of CTP effects.

too. It was obvious that the

interaction was more and the

children were getting to think

and discuss among themselves or
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discuss with the teacher the

difficulties they had in per¬

forming tasks or pretasks. For

a long time, to begin with they

used more Kannada than English.

This caused us a little concern

but we knew it was but natural.

Slowly, as time passed they

started using a little English.

Initially - again as we were the

beginners - we had quite some

difficulty in planning our

lessons. It was almost on day- Performing Level 1. Sense of great
to-day basis but as time passed effort expended. However, this is
we could plan our lessons for because the CTP was still in its

the next few days. We didn't early developmental stages.
think of the long-term issues.

Our main concern was to intro¬

duce activities which would have

a reasonable amount of challenge

in them and which would get our

pupils to think and perform the

I
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the tasks.

As already mentioned elsewhere,

the first year of CTP was a bit

strenuous as it took quite some

of my time. We always developed
materials with the help of Dr.

Prabhu.

Q: Did you notice moments when

you allowed opportunities for

pupils to negotiate to slip by?
A: Yes, it happened sometimes.

A series of lessons could not

be used for more than 4 or 5

periods. We could clearly see

that the pupils were getting

bored and sensed a need to

change the sequence.

Q: Did you find that you got

into a routine in which you

could do all that the CTP re-

Performing Level 1,
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quired without having to change

your teaching very much?

A: Yes, but initially it was Reports that a routine eventually

difficult because we did not developed which reduced the effort

know how to go about. and demands of the CTP. Performing

Q: Did you experiment with com¬ Level 2.

binations of the CTP and struct¬

ural teaching (or any other
V

approach) to improve pupil lear¬

ning?

A: No, we always tried to avoid

the structural approach.

Some of the pupils were very

happy with what we were doing

but some refused to think. This Assessing Level 1.

was totally new to them. It took

at least about 3 months for us

to get most of the students in

the class to participate in the

activities that we had in the

classroom.

Towards the middle of the first

year, we felt that a few pupils
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were learning a few things which

we didn't specifically teach -

particularly the use of the in¬

cidental language.

Q: What difficulties did you per¬

ceive in making the transition

from structural to CTP teaching?

A: Initially, it was difficult.

We were tempted to draw the

attention of the pupils to cert¬ Performing Level 1, at the early

ain forms and repeat them, etc. stages of involvement.

Q: Did you ever divide classes

into groups for any reason?

A: On several occasions - I

would say especially when they

were performing pretasks we

divided them into groups - for

the purpose of student-student

interaction.

We did use Kannada but only if

it was essential, but the pupils

used only Kannada for a very

long time when they talked to

I7(
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each other and even when they

talked to the teacher if they

knew that the teacher knew Kann-

ada.

Only incidental correction was

used. Pupils were not told that

they had a mistake. The teacher

only repeated the right form.

Performing Level 2.
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Q: In your perception, what was

the CTP about?

A: Action oriented classroom
Very limited awareness of the nature

technique. of the CTP. Knowledge Level 1.
Q: Differences between CTP and

other ways of teaching?

A: Learner's involvement is more.

The level of learner-learner in¬

teraction and teacher-learner

interaction is very great with

least effort in the CTP, and it

is not so in other methods;

where motivation plays a greater

role.

Q: Changes in role relationships

between you and your pupils?

A: Nothing very particular.

Q: Explicit attention to lang¬

uage?

A: No.

Q: Problems that typical teach¬

ers might have with the CTP?
/

A: To make the slow learners
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confident.

Q: Other ways of teaching that

might have improved the OTP?

A: Nil.

Q: Day-to-day requirements of

teaching on the OTP? Long-term

requirements?

A: Tasks and tasks.

Q: Effects of the OTP on pupils?

A: Attentiveness - competition -
Assessing Level 1.

participation - manipulation -

and total involvement.

Q: Did you actively seek inform¬

ation about the project or wait

for it to be presented to you?

A: Always keeping in touch with
Acquiring Information Level 1. Only

Dr. N.S. Prabhu.
discusses with the project director.

Q: Did you ask other people's

opinion about the CTP?

A: Not exactly, but allowed the Possibly Acquiring Information

observers to comment on. Level 2.

Q: Did you attend discussion

Ilf



J

Teacher's account Comments

sessions or receive training re¬

lating to the CTP?

A: Attended discussion sessions. Acquiring Information Level 2.

Q: Did you think that there might

he particular problems implement¬

ing the CTP in 'your' school?

A: Nothing.

Q: Did you feel that you ever

reached a stage when you no lon¬

ger required more information

about the CTP?

A: I received enough information.

Q: Did you try to find out about

other ways of teaching that migh" -

might have enhanced pupil learn¬

ing?

A: I have been teaching and

training teachers in structural

method. And my involvement in

the CTP made me feel that I

found a very good methodology

to make the pupils learn.

Q: Did you work with other tea-
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chers to produce CTP materials?

A: I produced my own materials Performing Level 2.

to be used in my class.

Q: Did you consider making major

changes in the CTP approach?

A: Not atall.

Q: In what ways, if any, did you

share problems, ideas, and mat¬

erials with other teachers?

A: After some time (after a

year) I discussed with Dr. N.S.

Prabhu the possibilities of

conducting short-term training

programmes to bring some more

teachers in every district into

our fold and also effecting

changes in the teacher-training

syllabuses. Teachers who obser¬

ved my lesson for about 2 years

(about 1000 teachers) felt that

this method is worth trying and

many of them volunteered to
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teach on these lines.

Q: Did you analyse the CTP be¬

fore you participated in it?

A: I studied the only printed

report available in those days Acquiring Information Level 2.

(RIE Newsletters) and developed

a taste•

Q: Did you ever examine your use

of the CTP in terms of classroom

management?

A: It was not the same all the

time.

Q: Were you always interested in

how much pupils were learning

with the CTP?

A: Yes, of course I was always

interested in their acquisition

but never wanted to deviate. The word "deviate" is revealing. The

Q: Did you notice or consciously teacher perceives a rigid set of

seek evidence of the merits of orthodox behaviours? Perhaps Perf¬

the CTP? orming Level 2.

A: The merits have been felt un-

17?
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consciously and also been told Informal rating. Assessing Level 1.

(with comparisons) very often.

Q: How far ahead did you plan

your lessons?

A: Sometimes for a week and

sometimes for a few weeks.

Q: Did you think that there were

steps that needed to be taken

to accommodate long-term issues

(e.g. external examinations)?

A: Nothing of this sort came on

my way.

Q: Did you ever plan activities

that would slightly or even

considerably modify the CTP?

A: Never. Not even slight modifications of

behaviour are entertained. Again,

Q: Did you feel that a lot of perhaps Performing Level 2.

your time was taken up with ob¬

taining materials and working

out how you would use them? Or

did you feel that your use of

ni
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the CTP went satisfactorily with

few, if any, problems?

A: I never felt any kind of

'wastage'. I went ahead with the Reports comfortable use of the CTP

CTP for 2 full years without any consistent with going beyond Decis¬

difficulty (of course, a little ion Point A. Performing Level 2.

strain on my part, and this too

because I had to travel a few

kilometres every day from my

work place to do my teaching.

Q: Did you develop your own

materials?

A: Yes, but followed the model. Conformity to a perceived strict

Used the tasks to suit the local framework. Performing Level 2.

conditions.

Q: Did you notice moments when

you allowed opportunities for

pupils to negotiate to slip by?

A: Never felt any slip. Some¬

thing was always happening in

every second. After a few weeks

of teaching, I found children

ISO
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coming forward to write on the

blackboard and there was a total

participation at the pretask and Assessing Level 1.

task stages.

Q: How long could you continue a

series of lessons on the same

theme before you sensed a need

to do something fresh?

A: I decided the number of per¬

iods (on a series of lessons)

according to the difficulty

level of the themes.

Q: Did you find that you got

into a routine in which you

could do all that the CTP re¬

quired without having to change

your teaching very much?

A: No. Difficult to reconcile with earlier

Q: Did you experiment with the statements about experiencing little

CTP and structural teaching (or difficulty in 2 years involvement

any other approach) to improve with CTP.

pupil learning?

A: No.

ISI



Teacher's account Comments

Q: In what ways, if any, did you

adapt the CTP to suit your par¬

ticular pupils in your particul¬

ar school?

A: Nil.

Q: Did you notice if any partic¬

ular types of pupils benefitted

most from the CTP approach?

A: My attempt was with the zero

level children. So this question

never arose.

Q: Do you recall moments when

pupils seemed to have learnt

something that you had not spec¬

ifically taught?

A: Handwriting particularly. In

the second year, I noticed all

of them writing beautifully. Assessing Level 1.

Urge to participate in all act¬

ivities. Use of broken sentences

or trying to communicate with

the teacher in English (uncon¬

sciously) .
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Q: What difficulties did you

perceive in making the transit¬

ion from structural to CTP tea¬

ching?

A : Willingness!?

Q: Did you ever divide classes

into groups for any reason?

A: Not in the true sense.

Q: Did pupils ever talk to each

other in English? Or only when

talking to the teacher? Did you

ever talk to the pupils in

Kannada or Tamil? For purposes

of discipline? Classroom man¬

agement? To explain something

particularly difficult?

A: Yes, at least in my presence.

Sometimes the physical education

teacher came and told me that

'my girls' u/ere using English

with their peers while playing.

I never used Tamil in my class,

but gestures sometimes. This
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made them use English when they

spoke to me and unconsciously

they started using English out¬

side the class also. When vis¬

itors (English speaking people)

came and when they asked the

girls questions, they were able

to communicate with them freely.

Q: How did you deal with gramm¬

atical errors? Lexical errors?

What did you do if the answer

to a problem was wrong but the

grammar was right?

A: I never tried to correct

them but I occasionally repeat¬ This seems mostly consistent with

ed their sentences. By listen¬ Performing Level 2.

ing to me some girls corrected
themselves immediately. Some

others took days to correct

themselves. I never experienced

the second part of this quest¬

ion.
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I taught about 40 lessons to a

OTP class in a period of 4

months, and then my increasing

commitments at the RIE u/here I

worked made me hand over the

class to the class teacher.

There were 30 students in my

class in the Tasker Town High

School, Bangalore. They were in

This description gives little in¬

formation about what the CTP is.

Knowledge Level 1 seems appropriate

though it may not accurately reflect

the true state of this teacher's

awareness.

the fifth year of English and

so far had been brought up on

'structural' teaching. Their

standards of English had been

pretty low, as is common in

government and municipal
schools. But this made the

transition to OTP easy because

they hadn't apparently taken to

structural teaching very much

and they didn't seem to be

confused by the change.

I had done quite a lot of

structural teaching myself. At

lU



Teacher's account Comments

that time I had taught at the

English Language Teaching

Centres for 10 years, and one

year at the RIE and studied for
a year at the Institute of

Education, London, and just

come back.

I was conversant with the

structural-oral-situational

methodology. I knew CTP method¬

ology too from my observation

of my colleagues' teaching. The

CTP methodology was for me more

simple. It did not demand from

the teacher, I thought, the

many functions that the SOS

methodology demanded - the

study of and the strict observ¬

ance of the structural syllabus

(S); managing the oral drills

(0); preparation, organisation

and use of visual aids (S). I

think the CTP methodology makes

in
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less time and energy demands on

the average teacher. The SOS

methodology makes more demands

on the teacher's use of language

too. Sometimes the teacher is

just told to think up his ou/n

illustrative sentences for a

structural or a vocabulary item,

and the conscientious teacher

racks his brains and the less

able cannot cope.

I was given the materials - OTP

(M) : 137-275, an'd I did not have

to rack my brains. All I had to

Did not devise own materials.

Performing Level 1.

do was to get copies rolled out

and distribute them in the

class. I did not find it nec¬

essary to adapt or supplement

them. The materials have to be

given to the teacher, who can¬

not be expected to take on the

additional role of material

writer. The Indian teachers are

m
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a hard-worked lot and they are

hard-pressed for time. Dr.

Prabhu's materials are simple

enough to be taught by the

average teacher, I thought.

One important feature of these

materials is the amount of ex¬

posure they provide inside and

outside the class. In India,

(more so rural), exposure is

hard to come by - exposure

through speech and writing. A

concomitant of this is the

amount of meaningful and 'free

practice' they provide. The SOS

scheme is not based on 'a less¬

on a day'; a lesson is a 'unit'

which lasts for five or six

days. The OTP was based on a

lesson a day, which meant more

lessons each term. If and when

the OTP comes to be used in

primary schools, the problem
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would be the bigger and more

expensive textbook.

In comparison with my structural Informal rating. Assessing Level 1.

teaching, my CTP students were

more involved in the lessons anc

there was a higher degree of

concentration. They seemed to

feel that here was language

doing something, or in other

words, asking them to do some¬

thing. They clearly felt they

were doing something with the

language.

I did not worry about the mis¬

takes they made and their brok¬

en, halting speech. They were Treatment of error consistent with

struggling to move towards a Performing Level 2.
clearly defined goal through

their use of language and that

seemed important to me. The

task was sometimes given as

homework and sometimes it was

done in the same lesson and

11c
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then I took it home for evaluat¬

ion. This u/as feedback for me.

They would be waiting eagerly

for their answer sheets and the

'ratings' would be feedback for

them.

The brighter among them enjoyed

the centre stage during the

lessons. So they put forth their

best in speaking, and their

writing on the blackboard, thus

providing a model for the more

backward students.

Comprehensibility seemed to me Assessing Level 1.
less of a problem in the CTP

class. The boys seemed to get

meaning wholistically.

I think teacher-training would

become a less formidable task

with CTP. CTP is less complex

in methodology but it needs a

rise in the fluency and accuracy

levels of the teachers. Anyway,
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a training course would take

less time which means more 'cov¬

erage' where there are thousands

of teachers to be trained.

This teacher reports in the "Person¬

al Details" that: "My colleagues

were teaching CTP classes and we

discussed CTP. I could attend the

yearly report seminars at the RIE

and take part in the discussions. I

read about CTP in the RIE Bulletins

and Newsletters."

All of this would indicate Acguiring

Information Level 2.
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Let me begin my account of the

CTP by describing the circum¬

stances that surrounded my ex¬

perience as a CTP teacher. I had

joined the RIE just a month be¬

fore the teaching at the Tasker

Town School began, in August

I 9 81. Teacher-training was a

new field for me and the work

load was rather high as RIE was

terribly understaffed. In add¬

ition, I was working for the

postgraduate diploma of the

CIEEL through correspondence

and I had to keep to their dead¬

lines strictly. CTP, even though

I was aware of it from the out¬

side, was still a new experience

which required at least two

hours of my time every day. So

I found it particularly diffic¬

ult to manage these three dis¬

parate and new assignments which

(1*
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were so demanding, all at once.

My predominant memory of that

year constitutes my ou/n unrel¬

enting race against time.

The CTP team of three at RIE

u/as perhaps the only one with

such a low morale. Even though

the RIE originated this proj¬

ect, with Mr. Victor Devasund-

aram, then Di,ector's leaving
\

the Institute, its commitment

to CTP also weakened. And Mr.

Carroll, a British Council

officer attached to RIE, who

was an active member (and a

valuable 'classroom observat¬

ion person) on the project also

left in May 1981. So the newly

constituted team of three which

was assigned the teaching at

the Tasker Town School, con¬

sisted of only one volunteer

member (me), while the two
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others accepted the proposal

for extrinsic reasons. While

one of them was indifferent to

CTP, the other (from his own

admission two years later)

thought that the best way to

sabotage a project was from

within, and so joined the team;

he did not teach/discuss a

single lesson all through a

term and was therefore dropped

from the team after 4 months.

He was replaced by another tea¬

cher who had already taught on

the project for nearly two

years and felt committed to

CTP. This provided my teaching Acquiring Information Level 2.

with the support that it badly Discussion with other CTP teachers.

needed .

Further, our choice of school

for the project was not partic¬

ularly conducive for carrying

out any project. This is a

iH
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Corporation High School in

u/hich discipline and organisat¬

ion are the greatest obstacles

for teaching. Out of the 210

working days (one period a day

for English) which are available
for most schools normally, we

could teach only 90 periods in

this school, in spite of our

team's regular attendance. In a

class of nearly 55 students,

normally only one half of the

class would be present and,

predictably, it was not always
the same students who showed

up. We took nearly half the

term simply to establish a

routine for the class.

Given this backdrop, and my own

level of professional commit¬

ment and capacity at the time,

what I was able to give to the

project and get out of it was

117



<>

Teacher's account Comments

not very satisfactory even

then. Retrospectively, I feel

the loss much more acutely now.

All this preamble is only to

prepare you for the rather in¬

adequate account of the impov¬

erished teaching that I did on

CTP ! !

CTP was a notion which origin¬

ated in the context of the wide

-spread dissatisfaction in the A long description of the origins,

ELT community about the struct¬ principles and methodology follows

ural approach. The CTP quest¬ which is phrased largely in the

ioned some of the assumptions teacher's own words, reflecting a

behind the structural approach, very detailed knowledge and under¬

like (i) equating the analyst/ standing of the CTP. At this stage

grammarian's model with a lear¬ there is no indication of an ability

ner's model of language, and to reevaluate the concepts. So far,

thereby further asserting that Knowledge 2.

what is taught is in fact what

is learnt, (ii) preselection of

structural items and grading,

m
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(iii) the behaviourist's stress

on repetition and drilling. The

CTP's hypothesis was that lang¬

uage is best learnt when the

attention is on meaning (rather

than on form). Therefore, the

project group came up with a

procedural syllabus as opposed

to the structural syllabus

which was content-oriented,

which contained a series of

various types of tasks.

These problem-solving tasks

were presented to the learners

initially orally and in writing.

In the pretask stage, the lear¬

ners with minimal guidance from

the teacher attempt to answer

guestions in English, thus de¬

ploying whatever English they

already know under the situat¬

ional pressure of the class.

The aim of the task is to pro-
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duce this pressure and create

opportunities in which this use

of language happens and further

extend possibilities for more

adeguate and varied deployment.

The teacher does not make any

explicit references to language

use or provide the rules of

grammar. She only incidentally

corrects the language of the

learners in the context of

carrying out the task. It is

very important in this method¬

ology to maintain the right

level of challenge for each

class in order to keep the

students with us.

The essential and fundamental

difference between CTP and

other approaches in ELT is that

the CTP believes that language

is acguired unconsciously, in

an organic kind of growth and

loo
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therefore avoids conscious

attention to language and the

notion of systematicity, while

the others do not.

CTP tasks provide a more gen¬

uine interactive situation in

the class. As the attention is

not just on what constitutes

the right answer, but also how

it was arrived at, it is poss¬

ible to involve a greater num¬

ber of students in negotiating

the answers. Also, if the task

was pitched right , most of the

students get the answer correct,

thus undermining the teacher as the

sole possessor of the right answer.

Thus, through informal pairwork or

"benchwork", the differential comp¬

etence in the groupwork was often

exploited. Because the rules of the

game were clear and explicit, many

learners could participate.

i
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Typically, teachers resist CTP for

very varied reasons. The best of them,

and so only a handful of them, may not

hold with the assumptions of CTP, and

so, to respect their convictions, they

may not accept CTP.

But in a majority of cases, the reason

could be a lack of orientation to the

methodological principles of CTP. Res¬

ponding to the class in the pretask

stage calls for absolute familiarity

with the task and its possibilities,

quick thinking, calculating, inferen-

cing, etc. The teacher has to be most

alert on the whole and this is seen

as difficult compared to the soft

option of dealing with a regular

"Reader" in routine apathetic fashion,

which involves the teacher simply pro¬

viding answers to questions - at best,

eliciting the "right" answers (i.e.,

the answer in the teacher's head). The

entire interaction is predictable as

2o2,
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the teacher holds the reins.

Most teachers feel secure, as they are

conditioned by practice, with a teach¬

ing content syllabus within language

teaching. So a syllabus which does not

tell them what is being taught could

be threatening. Further, on the CTP,

the tasks may be found 'alien' by

English teachers who are traditionally

used to texts that are more literary

in nature. Therefore, the close atten¬

tion to textual details that the tasks

demand, the calculating, counting

might be an initial hurdle.

But more than any of these reasons,

what might be genuinely problematic is

the time requirement of CTP. Preparing

for a class and providing feedback on

tasks are time-consuming in themselves,

Given our large classes and small num¬

ber of teachers, this can be seen as a

practical hurdle, overcoming which

involves policy decisions that are not
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in our hands.

I would like to go beyond "other ways

of teaching" to other tasks that might

have improved the effect of the CTP. An indication of Knowledge Level 3.

(i) Tasks that are varied, that in¬

volved the affective experience of

learners and teachers to a greater

extent would have reduced the monotony

of tasks and made some of us more at

ease with the task.

(ii) More focussed observation of the

teacher's handling of the pretask

stage would have helped in improving

the teacher's skill at setting up an

interactive situation in the class,

These comments suggest Acquiring

Information Level 3.

which would have considerably contrib¬

uted to greater opportunities for

deployment. So the team should ideally

have people who have experience with

the theoretical principles of CTP,

and people who have some practice in

observation.

(iii) An experiment, such as the CTP,

ZOL+
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requires/deserves a more professional
research climate than what exists in

our situation now.

(iv) I, and most of my colleagues at

RIE, saw the CTP as an alternate model

offered for dissemination and not as

an experimental project. This radical

prospect must have been a threat for

most people. If the project group had

got across to the community right at Probably appropriately categorised
the beginning that this was only an as Knowledge Level 3.

experiment, I feel the climate might

have been better for CTP.

(v) Our choice of schools. Both the •

Malleswaram school and the Tasker Town

school were problem-ridden in terms

of attendance, discipline, atmosphere,

etc. If some of these could be taken

as "given", then we could have reduced

the excessive variables in the exper¬

imentation. The truth of htis state-

ment is proved by CTP's experience
**■

with more organised schools like the

2 or
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Carmel Convent, Bangalore.

I was not too worried about Qday-to-

day/long-term requirements of the CTPj
as we were using the tasks which were

already prepared and tried out in

other CTP classes. I needed 2 hours

roughly for handling a CTP class:

preparation (30 minutes) + travelling

(10 minutes) + class (40 minutes) +

correction (20 minutes) + report (20

minutes) = 120 minutes.

On the whole, I feel convinced that

CTP, because it is capable of involv-

ving the students intensely, has more
-

positive effects on the learning than

any other method. The students in my Informal rating of CTP effects.

class, after the first few months, Assessing Level 1.

would settle down to the task and en¬

joy the class. But I am not certain

that it was CTP alone that was res¬

ponsible for all their enthusiasm or

other factors like the team teachers

being so different from their usual

Z0<o
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English teachers and texts, or that

the team was coming from outside their

school were also responsible.

There were one or two members outside

my team who were interested in CTP and

I would consult them when I had any
Acquiring Information Level 2.

problems.

Other people at the RIE in particular

thrust their opinions of CTP on you,

at the drop of a hat.

I did attend a few discussion sessions

whenever N.5. Prabhu came down, and Acquiring Information Level 2.

at more formal seminars, but no
-

training was given to any of us.

Within the context of CTP, I tried to

study why my colleague was a better

teacher than I was. I even wrote it Acquiring Information Level 3.

up as a paper titled "The right level An excellent examole of soliciting

of challenge in CTP" and supplemented information at Level 3.

it with actual tapescripts from 3

teacher' classes. I calculated that

the right level of challenge could be

2o?
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maintained in the class if the teacher

knows how to handle the learner res¬

ponses on a task. While I tended to

provide the right answer the moment I

found the class silent (in other

words, thinking) and thus watered

down the challenge, another teacher

in the team made the task too high,

too difficult - (the students gave up

and lost interest) by not being able

to break down the task into its logic¬

al steps. It was the third teacher

in the team who was particularly adept

at questioning, who by repeating, re¬

phrasing and reconstructing the quest¬

ions, achieved this success.

Q: Did you work with other teachers

to produce CTP materials?

A: To a very limited extent. One of

my team members and I prepared a

series of tasks on cricket as that Devises novel task content with

was one subject that was a passion other teachers. Performing Level 3.

with the "rowdies" of the Tasker Town
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school. It u/as a particular success

with them. We also worked on a few

short stories and came up with task-

based activities which were again re¬

ceived with relief and jubilation.

Q: When you talked about the CTP to

other CTP teachers, or to Dr. Prabhu,

what sorts of things did you discuss?

A: Mostly, the problems with the team Acquiring Information Level 1.
and with the school, class control

and discipline.

After a few initial problems, I did

not have many problems allocating

time for the various stages within

that period.

Q: Did you try to introduce improve¬

ments to influence pupil learning?

A: Yes. Very minimally. In terms of Modifies use of the CTP. Performing

varying the task content, as already Level 3.

indicated. And by improving my own

2o1
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questioning technique.

Q: How far ahead did you plan your

lessons?

A: Just for a week.

Q: Did you ever plan activities that

would slightly or even considerably

modify the CTP?

A: Yes, slightly. See the comments

on cricket above.

This confirms the Performing Level 3

estimate above.

Q: Did you feel that your use of the

CTP went satisfactorily with few, if

any, problems? •

A: No. Even though materials were

provided, it was still time-consuming

and problematic on other fronts.

Q: Did you develop your own materials?

Perhaps Performing Level 1.

Were they consciously different in any

way from the materials that were given

to you?

A: Yes. (please see the comments on

cricket above). They were different in

Further confirmation of the Perform¬

ing Level 3 estimate above.
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terms of including tasks involving This is a clear example of Perform¬

more affective abilities of learners. ing Level 3. The cricket task is

thought to involve affective elements

Initially, I would be content to in contrast to the purely cognitive

accept the right answer without quest¬ orientation of the tasks reported in

ioning them on how they arrived at the RIE Bulletins and Newsletters as

that answer, or I would conveniently suitable.

choose to hear the students who were

bright and so came up with manageable

answers, ignoring the problematic

ones. Later I learnt that this is

just what needs to be exploited. I

had to keep reminding myself that

getting across the content of the
*

task was not my aim, but only using Performing Level 2.

the task to create opportunities for

interacting in English.

Q: How long could you continue a

series of lessons on the same theme

before you sensed a need to do some¬

thing fresh?

A: Two series of lessons spread over

two weeks was the maximum.

2 It
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Q: Did you find that you got into a

routine in which you could do all that

the OTP required without having to

change your teaching very much?

A: I was beginning to when the teach¬ Indication that teacher has at least

ing came to an end that year. gone beyond the Decision Point A.
Q: In what ways, if any, did you adapt

the CTP to suit your particular pupils

in your particular school?

A: Very peripheral changes - like

changing the names of places and

people in the readymade/prepared tasks

given to us.

Q: Do you recall moments when pupils

seemed to have learnt something that

you had not specifically taught?

A: I do not know that teachers on CTP

teach anything "specific". The stud¬

ents, of course, knew much more than

they would display. They were grown-up

boys for an VII Standard class and

their common sense, knowledge of the

world, and worldly wisdom would all

HI
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come into play in answering questions

and defending their own answers. Some¬

times they would express themselves in

English. When they couldn't, they

would use Kannada. I remember being

startled by all this wealth of good

sense and experience.

I particularly remember this: N.S.

Prabhu narrated a particular "who¬

dunnit" and ghost story to the Malles-

waram girls in their IX Standard. And

when the class was asked the big

question, they were not able to answ¬

er. N.S. Prabhu had to go back to the

story all over again and further

simplify the story to get the answer

from them. When I tried the same
-

story with my VIII Standard boys,

with some simplification, they not

only knew the answer, but the quest¬

ion as well. So even before I artic¬

ulated the question the culprit and

the motive were pointed out by stud-
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ents.

Q: What difficulties did you perceive

in making the transition from struct¬

ural to CTP teaching?

A: None. I was never much of a struct¬

ural teacher in that sense.

Q: Did you ever divide classes into

groups for any reason?

A: Only for certain games like "20

questions", quizzes, etc.

Q: Did pupils ever talk to each other

in English?

A: Rarely. Only when talking to us,

teachers.

Q: Did you ever talk to the pupils in

Kannada or Tamil?

A: Yes, Kannada. Mostly for disciplin¬

ing purposes/management. Occasionally

to explain a difficult word. I remem¬

ber accepting on occasion an answer

in Kannada.
-

If the answer to a problem was right,
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even when grammatically it was wrong,

I accepted it. The error was simply

pointed out. If they gave "Ramu pay

12 rupees for a shirt", I would say

something like "It should be Ramu

pays" and then make the student

correct his speech/writing on black¬

board/notebook. The same kind of

incidental correction with other

types of errors as well.

This account of treatment of error

may be placed at Performing Level 2.
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I did not know anything about the CTP

before Dr. Prabhu took up the OTP in

our school. Now I know how to go about

the lessons.

Other methods:

(i) aids, charts, pictures are used.

(ii) a lot of drill work.

(iii) stress is laid on grammar.

(iv) children are asked to state the

answers in full sentences.

(v) structures are followed in teach¬

ing .

(vi) more information and instructions

given.

(vii) the teacher is more important

than the learner.

CTP:

(i) task oriented. The awareness of the CTP is quite

(ii) learning takes place. limited. Knowledge Level 1.

(iii) there is communicative interact¬

ion between teacher and learner.

(iv) the learner is the centre of

teaching.
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(v) learning-teaching process.

(vi) teacher's responsibility is to

lead the learner from conscious to un¬

conscious knowledge.

(vii) problem-solving operation.

(viii) grammar structures, spelling is

not stressed, but allowed to function.

The teacher became one with the learn¬

ers. I was interested in all the

children and in what answer each one

was giving.

I did not find that in CTP there was

explicit attention to language, but in

communicating what was going on in the

learner's mind after taking in what

was presented to the learner.

Q: Problems that typical teachers

might have with the CTP?

A: Problems such as:

(i) Children do not know grammar, Seems to be an informal assessment

spelling, structures, etc. of learners' language ability after
(ii) The teacher is not able to follow

exposure to CTP. Assessing Level 1.
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the syllabus of the department.

(iii) There is no discipline, control

over the class.

I have not thought of any other way of

improving the CTP.

The teacher must spend some time in

preparation and correction of task

given. Prepare the material for the

CTP lessons.

Effects of the CTP on pupils:

(i) children feel important.

(ii) learning takes place.
Assessing Level 1.

(iii) fluency and accuracy, creativi¬

ty.

(iv) children gain confidence and

acquire ability to face audience

by writing on the board.

(v) better teacher-learner relation¬

ship .

(vi) children are more attentive,

lively and interested.

(vii) children do not forget what they

have learnt.

2\<\



Teacher's account Comments

(viii) children are able to grasp and

respond better than the other group.

(ix) children are helped by each

other.

I was very eager to know more about

the CTP and tried to get information Acquiring Information Level 2.

from Mrs. Lalitha Obeid who took up

the project in our school.

I asked information from those who

came to observe the lessons or give

lessons.

I have attended discussion sessions

soon after the lessons given by Dr.

Prabhu, Lalitha or Esther. I attended

one evaluation session in Madras. I Acquiring Information Level 2.
did not get much training except ob¬

servation of lessons by Dr. Prabhu

and others.

Q: Did you think there might be par¬

ticular problems implementing the

CTP in "your" school?

A: I had 2 problems:

llo
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(i) Whether the education department

would object.

(ii) Whether our children will be

able to answer the VIII Standard

common examination.

I had cleared these doubts from Dr.

Prabhu.

I still feel I need to know more about

the CTP.

I got the materials from Dr. Prabhu. Performing Level 1.

Q: When you talked about the CTP to

other CTP teachers, or to Dr. Prabhu,

what sorts of things did you discuss?

A: I have discussed about getting

more material which Dr. Prabhu gave Acquiring Information Level 1.
willingly. The matters are not dis¬

cussed .

I did not analyse the CTP before it

was started in our school. But before

I took up teaching on CTP, I tried to

analyse what I would do.
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I was concerned about the learners'

attitudes towards CTP and what they

would profit by it. I took 30 minutes

to pretask and 10 minutes to task and

an hour to feed back. (Correction to

the task given).

I was always interested in how much

pupils were learning with CTP.

Q: Did you try to introduce improve¬

ments to influence pupil learning?

A: I tried to have some puzzles,

drawing, etc., where they would be Devises own materials. Performing

able to respond. Role plays where Level 2.

children are asked to act out a sit¬

uation. Football game - court and

place of each player. These are some

of the ways in which I tried to

introduce some more material to in¬

fluence pupil learning.

Q: Did you notice or consciously seek

evidence of the merits of the CTP? -

A: I was taking two sections of the

same class simultaneously, one with
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structural method and the other with

CTP. I found the CTP group could re¬ Assessing Level 1.

spond better. I did not need to ex¬

plain in Kannada to the CTP group

even though the grammar and spelling

was not so good as the structural

group.

I followed the lesson plans of Dr.

Prabhu. I prepared a week ahead.

Q: Did you think there were steps

that needed to be taken to accommodate

long-term issues (e.g. external exam¬

inations)?

A: I had given them some tests and Does not give an indication of
examinations as per the requirements assessment of CTP effects.

of the department.

Before I could be aware of the CTP,

I was hesitant to take up the project

because of the time it would take

but I did not spend much time in ob¬

taining materials. I feel that my use
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of the CTP went more than satisfact¬

orily.

I developed some materials. They were Bases material production entirely

no different from the materials that on given materials. Performing Level
u/ere given to me by Dr. Prabhu. 1.

I allowed children to ask questions.

I was not in a hurry to finish what I

prepared for the lesson. Sometimes

I gave more attention to the children

who were slow learners so that they

could come up.

I could continue a series of lessons

for 5 periods of 40 minutes. Then I

changed to something new.

Q: Did you find that you got into a

routine in which you could do all

that the CTP required without having

to change your teaching very much?

A: Sometimes I felt that it was a

routine way of teaching. But matter Interpretation of "routine" here
to be presented was new each day. I is problematic.

made use of drawing or puzzles to
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break the routine.

I did not experiment with the combin¬

ations of the CTP and structural tea¬

ching to improve pupil learning. At

times, I have tried to drill the slow Drilling CTP pupils out of class
learners in spelling separately out certainly constitutes a contaminat¬
of class time. ing variable in the "experiment".
I have only adapted names and situat¬ Perhaps best viewed as a reversal to
ions of the lessons to suit the en¬ structural teaching. Performing

vironment of the learners. I have not Level 1.

adapted the CTP.

Q: Did you notice if particular types

of pupils benefitted most from the

CTP approach? Was it your impression

that there were other types who would

have been better off being given

grammatical rules? Specify.

A: I felt slow learners needed more

drilling. The average students and

the above average students surely

benefitted from the CTP approach.

Personally, I feel learners will

learn grammar by themselves as they
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go on listening and communicating. I
found our CTP students are doing well

in English in high school. Assessing Level 1.

Q: Do you recall moments when pupils

seemed to have learnt something that

you had not specifically taught?

A: Some children are able to think anc

answer even before the matter was pre¬

sented.

Q: What difficulties did you perceive

in making the transition from struct¬ 9

ural to CTP teaching?

A: My difficulties were as follows at

the beginning of the CTP:

(i) children's answers were not in

complete sentences. In the early stages of her use, this

(ii) I wanted quick answers. teacher reports probable Performing

(iii) I wanted drilling. Level 1.

(iv) Grammar to be corrected.

(v) Spelling mistakes.

Q: Did you ever divide the classes

into groups for any reason?

A: Yes, sometimes I took up separate-
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ly the slou/ learners but not during

a CTP lesson.

During the lesson, they spoke to each

other in English. They communicated

in Kannada out of class. Children

tried to speak in English with the

outsiders who came to take up teach¬

ing .

Grammatical errors were corrected in

an informal way. I gave more import¬

ance to the answer to a problem than

to the correctness of grammar.

Probably Performing Level 2.
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Q: Principles and methodology of the

CTP?

A: Methodology pupil-based, activity-

centred. In the process of solving Very little evidence of a clear

problems, pupils are expected to understanding of the CTP. Knowledge
learn the language. Level 1.

Q: Differences between the CTP and

other ways of teaching?

A: Pupils learn by thinking/self-

learning. Activity based.

Q: Changes in role relationships

between you and your pupils?

A: Teacher is only the manager.

Q: Explicit attention to language?

A: Pupils learn individually by

teacher guidance.

Q: Problems that typical teachers

might have with CTP?

A: (i) All teachers may not be

efficient enough to prepare own

tasks.

(ii) To recognise the task fatigue.

Q: Other ways of teaching that
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might have improved the effect of the

CTP?

A: Usage of some teaching objects, It is not clear that the teacher has

judicious pairwork, listening aids. really given this much thought, and
Q: Effects on CTP pupils? rating a Level of Implementation
A: Very good. Pupils seem to enjoy seems pointless here.

the tasks given to them. They do

learn language, not knowing that they Assessing Level 1.

are learning.

Q: What steps did you take to find

out more about the CTP?

A: Read some books, materials and Acquiring Information Level 2.
books on CTP and communicative teach¬

ing .

Q: Did you actively seek information

about the project or wait for it to

be presented to you?

A: Both.

Q: Did you ask other people's opin¬

ions about the CTP?

A: Yes. Possibly Acquiring Information
Q: Did you attend discussion sess- Level 2.
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ions?

A: Yes. Acquiring Information Level 2.

Q: Did you think that there might be

particular problems implementing the

CTP in your school?

A: I didn't recognise the problems.

Q: Did you feel that you ever reached

a stage when you no longer required

more information about the CTP?

A: No.

Q: Did you try to find out about

other ways of teaching that might

have enhanced pupil learning?

A: Yes. No detail to aid interpretation.

Q: Did you work with other teachers

to produce CTP materials?

A: Yes. Performing Level 2.

Q: Did you consider making major

changes in the CTP approach?

A: No.

Q: When you talked about the CTP to

**

other CTP teachers...
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A: Dr. Esther Ramani.

Q: ...or to Dr. Prabhu, vi/hat sorts

of things did you discuss?

A: When I would get more materials. Performing Level 1.

My current use of the CTP.

Q: Did you analyse the CTP before you

participated in it? So that you would

understand what to do? So that you

would be able to judge its likely

effects?

A: Yes. Difficult to know what the "yes"

Q: Did you ever examine your own use refers to.

of the CTP in terms of classroom

management? Or how long you took over

pretask, task, and feedback?

A: Yes.

Q: Were you always interested in how

much pupils were learning with the

CTP?

A: Pupils were able to communicate in

English outside the classroom situat¬ Assessing Level 1.

ion.
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Q: Did you notice or consciously seek

evidence of the merits of the DTP?

A: Yes. Example:

Teacher: "Did you have lunch?"
Assessing Level 1.

Pupil: "Yes."

Teacher: "When?"

Pupil: "Now."

Q: How far ahead did you plan your

lessons?

A: Immediate use for the coming week.

Q: Did you ever plan activities that

would slightly or even considerably

modify the CTP?

A: No.

Q: Did you feel that a lot of your

time was taken up with obtaining

materials and working out how you

would use them?

A: No. My use of the CTP went satis¬

factorily with few problems. Framing Possibly Performing Level 2.

testing materials was slightly a
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problem.

Q: Did you develop your own materials?

Were they consciously different in any

way from the materials that were

given to you?

A: No. Since we already know from an earlier

response that this teacher produced

Q: Did you notice moments when you some materials of her own, we may

allowed opportunities for pupils to infer that this "no" refers to the

negotiate to slip by? question about whether or not the

A: No. materials conformed to the style of

Q: How long could you continue a the given materials. Possibly Perf¬

series of lessons on the same theme orming Level 2.

before you sensed a need to do some¬

thing fresh?

A: Pupils enjoyed doing most of the

task cycles with an exception of

"calendar" sequences (and another

task cycle which I can't remember

now).

Q: Did you find that you got into a

routine in which you could do all

that the CTP required without having
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to change your teaching very much?
Possibly has not gone beyond Decis¬

A: No.
ion Point A. Performing Level 1.

Q: Did you experiment with combinat¬

ions of the CTP and structural tea¬

ching (or any other approach) to

improve pupil learning?

A: No.

Q: In what ways, if any, did you

adapt the CTP to suit your particular

pupils in your particular school?

A: CTP was used just as it is. "Just as it is" may suggest a sense

Q: Did you notice if particular of a fixed, prescribed method.

types of pupils benefitted most from

the CTP approach? Was it your impres¬

sion that there were other types who

would have been better off being

given grammatical rules?

A: Bright ones benefitted more and

the backward children benefitted

from the bright ones. There was an

occasional need for grammatical rule This may mean that she actually

- in the usage of "was, were, and provided grammatical rules? Perf¬

is; does - did". orming Level 1..
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Q: Did pupils ever talk to each other

in English?

A: No. Only when talking to the tea¬

cher .

Q: Did you ever talk to the pupils

in Kannada or Tamil?

A: No. Explanation was made very

simple in English itself.

Q: How did you deal with grammatical

errors? Lexical errors? What did you

do if the answer to a problem was

wrong but the grammar was right?

A: Both the answer to the problem

and the grammar were given equal
This account of treatment of error

importance while marking. Common
hints at rather more focus on form

errors were picked up and explained
than would be consistent with CTP

in a simple way to the entire class.
pedagogic perceptions. Performing

Answer to the problem was given more
Level 1.

weightage and the correct usage of

the grammar was taken for granted.

-
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I think my involvement with the

CTP took two forms: the first

as a teacher on the project

(from June 1981 to March 1982

at the GGHS, Malleswaram) and

the second as a kind of trainer

(for want of a better term)

from June 1982 to March 1984 at

St. Antony's Convent,

Jayanagar. I did a considerable

amount of teaching at both

schools.

I think that I was fortunate in

that I had had several

opportunities to examine and

internalise the theory

underlying the CTP before I

started teaching on it. For me

it was a case of the teaching

being based on a fair

understanding of and commitment

to the CTP principle. I had
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actively taken part in

discussions on the CTP at the Attends seminars. Level 2

review seminars, had reflected Acquiring Information.

on it and had discussed it

deeply with interested

colleagues. I had read

everything available on it and

felt theoretically well

equipped to teach on the CTP.

However, paradoxically, I

started teaching on the project

when the real experiment with

the first project class was

over - I stepped in to help

this group prepare for their

school leaving examination. My

main concern was to try and

convert the prescribed texts

into task-based materials. I am

enclosing a report transcribed

23f



Teacher's account Comments

verbatim from a talk I gave at

the CTP review seminar in April Acquiring Information

1982 describing this Level 3. The seminar

experience. I remember feeling addressed non-CTP colleag¬

frustrated that first year. ues .

that I was not using real CTP

materials, but I found the task

of teaching prescribed texts in

a "communicational" way quite

challenging and began to enjoy

the teaching after the first

few lessons.

The teaching at the next

project school (Jayanagar) was -

very stimulating, because for

the first time I used CTP

materials. Further I had a real Working with others.

working relationship with the Acquiring Information

teachers at the school and for Level 2.

the first time felt myself to
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be part of a team. I was also

in charge of overseeing the

teaching and advising the

teachers on the project and I

enjoyed my interaction with

them a great deal. The two

years of teaching at Jayanagar

were for me a time of

intellectual growth and pro¬

fessional excitement. For the

first time, I tape recorded my

CTP lessons (and a few of the Acquiring Information

other teachers as well) and Level 3. Compares

attempted to analyse them strengths and weaknesses

impressionistically. This of own and others' teach¬

turned out to be a deep and ing performance.

sustained interest in classroom

interaction. Around this time a

small teacher-researcher group
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was evolving in Bangalore (now

formally called the Discourse

Analysis Group) and the members

of this group, who were all

interested in CTP, observed my Acquiring Information

lessons and were involved in Level 3. The frequent

analysing them and providing mention of such close

feedback on my teaching. These self-analysis indicates

discussions were the genesis of Assessing Level 3, too.

my ideas on teacher-theorising

and new, non-evaluative modes

of teacher training, super¬

vision and self development. I

also experimented with new CTP

tasks, two of which I remember

vividly. I was frustrated at Develops pedagogic proc¬

not being able to read the edures using own ideas.

names (written in Kannada) of Performing Level 3.

the students on their

notebooks. I therefore devised
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a task to get everyone to write

their names in English. The

classroom procedures were de¬

lightfully simple but most

effective. I asked questions

such as "whose name begins with

an "s" ?", "will everyone whose

name begins with an "m" stand

up?" and so on. I would then Task not unlike other CTP

get students to volunteer to tasks. Performing Level 2.

write their names on the

blackboard, the rest of the

class providing help with

spelling, capitalisation, etc.

This lesson remains fresh in my

memory because of the general

excitement that prevailed, and

the fact that after this

lesson, everyone wrote their

names in English. I also

extended this task to two
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further lessons, which involved

classifying names according to

number of letters in the name

(hence questions on the longest

name, the shortest name, etc)

and frequency of initial letter

of names (hence the most common

letter, the most uncommon and

so on.)

Another set of experiments in¬ Possibly Performing Level

volved a small change in 3. These tasks are not

classroom interaction patterns; in conflict with familiar

I introduced what I now call CTP lessons, but are

"public learner-learner sufficiently different to

interaction" which occurs in warrant attention (they

tasks such as giving did result in more student

instructions for drawing production than teacher-

diagrams (basically information fronted lessons of the

gap activities carried out in same type).

the presence of the teacher and

the whole class rather than
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privately, in pairs or small

groups). I decided that instead

of my giving instructions,

which was the norm, I would get

students to frame instructions.

In this series of experiments,

I would invite a pair of

students to the blackboard, one

to give instructions and the

other to carry them out. My

main motivation for this task-

type was to create a way of

tapping the learners' spontan¬

eous productive abilities, to

see how much language they were

independently capable of

producing, what kind of

language (interlanguage) it

was, etc. I have transcripts of

some of these lessons, but not

having done a complete analysis
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I cannot make generalisations.

Impressionistically, I can say

that the level of involvement

and participation was higher,

and there was great excitement. Independent thinking and

My feeling now is that we could and practice. Performing

have had more such tasks in the Level 3/Knowledge Level

second/third year, because 3. The comments on this

they, being pupil-initiated, page strengthen previous

make greater demands on indications that Level 3

learners' productive abilities. overall is appropriate.

I think that generally our

tasks were cognitively very

challenging, but linguistically

did not make adequate demands

on the learner's productive

abilities. I shall now try to

respond to some (not all) of

the specific questions you have

offered as guidelines.
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Q: In your perception what was

the CTP about?

A: In my view, CTP was an

experiment to convert into

classroom terms a particular

hypothesis about language

learning, namely that language

is best acquired when the focus Probably Knowledge Level

is on meaning, not form, and 2 .

that acquisition takes place

best through deployment. CTP

was therefore about teaching

procedures consistent with this

hypothesis. However, in my

actual lessons on the CTP, I

became concretely aware of the

differences between CTP and

other ways of teaching, and I

also began to think about the

effects of CTP on the learners.

Q: What steps did you take to
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find out more about the CTP?

A: As I have said earlier, I

was present when Dr. Prabhu

first spelt out the CTP

principle in 1979 and had read

everything available on the

project before I started

teaching on it. I had also

attended all the CTP review

seminars and had discussed the

methodology extensively with

other colleagues. I did not,

however, receive any formal

training in CTP methodology.

I did not confront any

particular problems in implem¬

enting the CTP at either of the

schools I taught in.

I do not remember producing

materials collaboratively with

other teachers.

-

z<+8
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enters discussion with
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I did not at any stage consider

making major changes in the CTP

approach.

Q: In what ways, if any, did

you share problems, materials

and ideas with other teachers?

A: As I have said earlier,

because of the distances

involved and other constraints.

there were not many

opportunites for discussion

with other CTP teachers.

However, while teaching at the

Jayanagar school, I did have

several discussions with the

teachers there. They were

largely to do with sequencing

available tasks, trying out new

ones or reporting on particular

lessons in an anecdotal way. I

remember often discussing with
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Dr. Prabhu the cognitive Discusses the effect of

challenge of tasks that I had the CTP and the

used in particular lessons. I development of own

used to often feel that I had materials. Acquiring

not pushed the students far Information Level 2.

enough and that I could have

increased the cognitive level

of my tasks.

Q: In what ways did you assess

the strengths and weaknesses of

the CTP?

A: I became preoccupied during

my second spell of teaching on

the CTP with my own functioning

as a CTP teacher. This was my

motivation for tape recording

my lessons and analysing them.

I made a serious attempt to

understand whether I was fully

exploiting opportunities for

negotiation, whether I was
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qivinq value to the process of

problem solving, whether I was

involving as many students as I

could, how I was dealing with Purely impressionistic.

wrong answers, and so on. My Assessing Level 1.

analysis of lesson transcripts

gave me several insights into

my own classroom behaviour and

helped me to consciouly gain

some control over it.

Q: Did you make short term or

long term plans about what you

would do in CTP lessons?

A: I rarely had the time to

plan far ahead for my lessons;

I usually prepared for them Perhaps Performing Level

only a couple of days in 1, though given the

advance. Occasionally my obvious commitment of

schedules were so tight that I this teacher, the other

planned my lessons on the long indications of practice

bus ride from my Institute to should carry weight.
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Jayanagar1

Q: Did you ever plan activities

that would slightly or even

considerably modify the CTP?

A: I have already reported on

the modifications I have tried

out.

Q: What was your personal stand

in relation to the CTP?

A: On the whole, I was

satisfied with my use of CTP

materials. I did not spend a This seems contrary to the

great deal of time obtaining overriding impression of

materials since they were independence. Performing

readily available in the Level 1.

cyclostyled lesson reports that

Dr. Prabhu had given me.

I spent a lot of time

transcribing lessons and

analysing them - this was well

worth it in view of the per-
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ceptions I got of my own

teaching and of the ideas I

later obtained for teacher

training (or rather, teacher

self development).

Q: What actually happened in

the classroom?

A: I did not at any stage

experiment with a combination

of the CTP and structural

teaching. I also did not think

then (or now) that CTP is

relevant only to particular

types of pupils and that others

would have benefitted fr6m

grammar instruction.

In the context of the tasks

involving carrying out

instructions for geometrical

diagrams, I remember being

delighted when learners
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spontaneously produced terms

like "vertical", "horizontal", Anecdotal: Assessing

"parallel", "mid-point", etc, Level 1.

which had not been specifically

taught, but had been

encountered in an earlier task

cycle. Indeed I was always

pleasantly surprised when a new

task was attempted and the

students brought to it things

absorbed in an earlier task. I

therefore had a lovely sense of

"progress" at such tines.

Students always spoke to each

other in Kannada. Not being a

fluent user of Kannada, I never

used it in my lessons.

Occasionally, I asked students

for the Kannada equivalent of

an English word, just to ensure

that the English word had been
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Teacher's account Comments

understood. I never needed to

use Kannada even for classroom

management.

The grammatical errors made by

students did not worry me - I

often told them that I was only

interested in their answers,

not their language. When

grammatical errors were made, I

ignored them or rephrased them

correctly. I did the same for

lexical errors, often inviting

alternatives from the students

themselves.

I don't remember an instance

when the answer was wrong but

the grammar was right - I think

that rarely happened.

Treats error according to|

CTP perceptions only.

Performing Level 2.
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Teacher's account Comments

I started the Concord Institute

of English in 1983 and I've been

adopting the communicational
method ever since. Hundreds of

students (age 16-45) have bene¬

fitted.

I do use gimmicks such as cass¬

ette recordings; however, they

lose their charm after a few

lessons.

I am convinced beyond doubt

that the communicational

method is the only one that

scores off advocates of all

other methods.

In spite of the claim of beneficial

effects, the teacher gives no inkl¬

ing that he has even a vague under¬

standing of the CTP.

Utterly irrelevant to the CTP.

The conviction cannot be interpret¬

ed without further information.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHERS' BACKGROUND AND LEVELS
OF IMPLEMENTATION
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Appendix 8: Contents Page

Summary of CTP teachers' personal details

and Lis

Details of regular teachers

Details of non-regular teachers

Age and Lis

Years of ELT experience and Lis

Duration of CTP teaching and Lis

Pre- and post-June 1982 and Lis

School and Lis

RT/NRT and Lis
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Table 1

Summary of CTP Teachers' Personal Details and Lis

T Age Exp CTP When S RT/NRT

*

LI

A 26 10 1 yr POST '82 T RT 1

B 43 18 9 mths PRE '82 T NRT 2

C 36 10 4 yrs POST '82 T RT 1

D 32 12 8 mths PRE '82 M NRT 2

E 33 10 3 yrs POST '82 TN RT 2

F 38 15 6 mths PRE '82 M NRT 1

G 39 17 2 yrs PRE '82 N NRT 2

H 32 12 2 +■yrs BOTH TN NRT 2

I 46 26 2 yrs PRE '82 M NRT 2

J 36 13 2 yrs POST '82 C NRT 2

K 44 20 4 mths POST '82 TT NRT 1

L 26 5 1 yr PRE '82 TT NRT 3

M 48 27 1 + yrs POST '82 B RT 1

N 32 10 2 + yrs BOTH B NRT 1

0 31 8 3 yrs BOTH B NRT 3

P * * 51 20 2 yrs BOTH N NRT NI

*'Age' and 'Exp' refer to Age and Years of ELT experienc
at the time the teacher began CTP teaching. 'CTP' refer
to duration of CTP teaching. 'When' refers to CTP teach
ing that took place pre- or post-June 1982. Under 'S
(for 'school'),'T' refers to Tiruvottiyur, Madras; 'M
refers to Malleswaram, Bangalore; 'TN' refers to T.Nagar
Madras; 'N' refers to Nungambakkam, Madras; 'C' refers t
Sacred Heart, Cuddalore; 'TT' refers to Tasker Town
Bangalore; and 'B' refers to Jayanagar, Bangalore.

**Teacher P is not included in LI analysis.



Table 2

Details of Regular Teachers

Teacher Qualifications Occupation

A Teaching Diploma Teacher

C B.A. (Local) Teacher

E Teaching Diploma Teacher

M Teaching Diploma Teacher
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Table 3

Details of Non-Regular Teachers

T Qualifications Occupation

B M.A. T.T.Coll. *

D M.A./B.Ed. T.T.Coll.

F M.A./B.Ed./M.A.(ELT)(U.K.) T.T.Coll.

G M.A./M.Litt./Ph.D./M.Sc.(ELT)(U.K.) T.T.Coll.

H M.A./M.A.(ELT)(U.K.) Brit. Co.**

I M.A./M.Ed.(ELT)(U.K.) Prof. ***

J M.A./M.Ed. T.T.Coll.

K M.A./B.Ed./Dip.TEFL (U.K.) T.T.Coll.

L M.A./B.Ed. T.T.Coll.

N M.A./M.Ed. T.T.Coll.

0 M.A./Ph.D./M.A.(ELT)(U.K.) I.I.S. ****

P M.A./Dip.TEFL (U.K.) Brit.Co.

Notes: All qualifications are local (Indian) except where
otherwise stated.

* T.T.Coll. refers to Teacher Training College.

** Brit.Co. refers to the British Council.

*** This teacher was a full professor.

**** This teacher worked at the prestigious Indian
Institute of Science, Bangalore.
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Teacher Variables and Lis

Table 4

Age and Lis

Level Average Age SD N

Level 1 37 years . 7.27 6

Level 2 37 years 5.18 7

Level 3 29 years 2.50 2

Overal1 36 years 6.59 15

Table 5

Years of ELT Experience and Lis

Level Experience SD N

Level 1 15 years 6.37 6

Level 2 15 years 5.07 7

Level 3 7 years 1.50 2

Overal1 14 years 6.13 15
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Table 6

Duration of CTP Teaching and Lis

Level Duration SD N Range

Level 1 20 months 15.29 6 44

Level 2 22 months 9.54 7 28

Level 3 24 months 12.00 2 24

Overal1 21 months 12.55 15 44

Table 7

Pre- and Post-June 1982 and Lis

Level Pre-1982 " Post-1982

Level 1 2 -5

Level 25 3

Level 32 1

* These frequencies include the 3 teachers who taught
during both phases; they are include in both the pre- and
the post-1982 reckoning.
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Table 8

School and Lis

Level School Frequency

Level 1 T 2

1 M 1

1 TT 1

1 B 2

Level 2 T 1

2 M 2

2 N 1

2 TN 2

2 C 1

Level 3 TT 1

3 B 1

Table 9

RT/NRT and Lis

Level RT (%) NRT (%)

Level 1 3 (75%) 3 (27%)

Level 2 1 (25%) 6 (55%)

Level 3 0 (0%) 2 (18%)

Levels 2 and 3 0 (0%) 8 (73%)
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Appendix 9

RECRUITMENT TO THE CTP



Recruitment to the CTP

Teachers were asked (in the 'personal details'

forms) the following question in relation to their

recruitment to the CTP: How did you come to be involved

with the CTP? The answers to this question are presented

below, regular teachers (RTs) first, followed by non-

regular teachers (NRTs).

RTs (A, C, E, and M)

Teacher A: Dr. N.S. Prabhu, British Council Division,

Madras has adopted this school for CTP.

Teacher C: Dr. N.S. Prabhu, British Council Division,

Madras, has adopted this school for CTP. I also have been

involved with the CTP.

Teacher E: ELT Centre, Madras recommended me as a

participant.

Teacher M: Mrs. Lalitha Obed from B.E.S. College

approached me to find out whether she could take up the

CTP in our school. As I consented, Dr. Prabhu started the

project in our school. I appreciated the project and I

began to take part in it and I started teaching English

on the CTP.

NRTs (B, D, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, N, 0, P)

Teacher B: I was lecturer in the Regional Institute of

English, Bangalore when I attended a few CTP classes
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taught by my colleagues and also the discussions that

followed, sometimes led by Dr. Prabhu. As an educationist

interested in innovation, I joined the team of CTP

teachers.

Teacher D: The director of RIESI, Bangalore and Dr. N.S.

Prabhu asked me whether I'd like to teach on the CTP. I

readily agreed because I was interested in the project.

Teacher F: If I remember correctly, Mr. Bhat was on it

before me and for some reason he stopped working on it.

Mr. David Carroll - who happened to see me teach at

Malleswaram (structural approach) the preceding year

thought I could step in for Bhat. Reluctantly, I agreed,

as there was no-one else to take on the project work.

Now, in retrospect, I think my coming in on the CTP was

David Carroll's mistake just as David's entry into CTP

was Dr. Prabhu's. Or was it?

Teacher G: My research was on communicative language

teaching; so the CTP appealed to me and offered a

challenging escape from the uninteresting syllabus I was

teaching at my college. Further, it was a privilege to

work with a team of experts headed by Dr. Prabhu.

Teacher H: By virtue of my being on the staff of the

RIESI, Bangalore, I came to know of the CTP which

attracted me. Gradually, I involved myself in the

project.
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Teacher I: The project was started in the school

mentioned above [Malleswarara, Bangalore] and I was one

from the RIE who joined Dr. Prabhu in the project and

under his supervision did the teaching at school. Though

I have not done any regular teaching in CTP since 1981, I

have taken part in the seminars and other programmes

pertaining to CTP.

Teacher J: I came to know about the CTP when I was doing

a course at the Regional Institute of English, Bangalore,

and read a few reports on the teaching project. When I

became a tutor at one of the ELT centres, I wanted to

undertake this project. Dr. X.S. Prabhu took me into his

confidence and helped me join the project team.

Teacher K: I joined the RIE, Bangalore as a staff member

in June 1979. So I was in the midst of the CTP. My

colleagues were teaching CTP classes and we discussed

CTP. I could attend the yearly report seminars at the RIE

and take part in the discussions. I read about CTP in the

RIE Bulletins and Newsletters. Dr. Prabhu, whenever he

visited the RIE, gave talks to the trainees on the

theoretical background of the CTP. All these got me

interested in the project.

Teacher L: I became first acquainted with the notions of

CTP in the review seminars held at the RIE to which the

English staff of I.I.Sc. [Indian Institute of Science]

were invited. And I opted to teach on the project in

2t7



1981, as I had by then joined the RIE, which had

originated/hosted the project.

Teacher N: I attended several seminars on CTP conducted

by the Regional Institute of English.

Teacher 0: I was a participant at the RIE seminar in

March 1979 when Dr. Prabhu first articulated what became

the CTP hypothesis. In the first few months of the

project's life, I was just an interested observer and had

several discussions with David Carroll. I attended all

the review seminars and had a fair understanding of the

CTP principle and classroom procedures. It was only in

June 1981 that I got actively involved in the teaching,

and paradoxically, the lessons I taught then were not CTP

lessons, but the prescribed textbook to prepare project

students for the SSLC exam [a Karnataka state

examination].

Teacher P: As I was with the British Council I was

involved with the CTP. Since 1983, I've been teaching a

large number of adults exploiting the communicational

method.
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Appendix 10

THE STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE BY HALL, GEORGE AND

RUTHERFORD (1977)
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The Stages of Concern Questionnaire by Hall, George and

Rutherford (1977)

1. I am concerned about students' attitudes toward this

innovation.

2. I now know of some other approaches which might work

better.

3. I don't even know what the innovation is.

4. I am concerned about not having enough time to

organise myself each day.

5. I would like to help other faculty in their use of the

innovation.

6. I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation.

7. I would like to know the effect of reorganisation on

my professional status.

8. I am concerned about conflict between my interests and

my responsibilities.

9. I am concerned about revising my use of the

innovation.

10. I would like to develop working relationships with

both our faculty and outside faculty using this

innovation.

11. I am concerned about how the innovation effects

students.

12. I am not concerned about this innovation.

13. I would like to know who will make the decisions in

the new system.

14. I would like to discuss the possibility of using the
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innovation.

15. I would like to know what resources are available if

we decide to adopt this innovation.

16. I am concerned about my inability to manage all the

innovation requires.

17. I would like to know how my teaching or

administration is supposed to change.

18. I would like to familiarize other departments or

persons with the progress of this new approach.

19. I am concerned about evaluating my impact on

students.

20. I would like to revise the innovation's instructional

approach.

21. I am completely occupied with other things.

22. I would like to modify our use of the innovation

based on the experiences of our students.

23. Although I don't know about this innovation, I am

concerned about things in the area.

24. I would like to excite my students about their part

in this approach.

25. I am concerned about time spent working with non-

academic problems related to this innovation.

26. I would like to know what the use of the innovation

will require in the immediate future.

27. I would like to coordinate my effort with others to

maximize the innovation's effects.

28. I would like to have more information on time and

energy commitments required by this innovation.
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29. I would like to know what other faculty are doing in

this area.

30. At this time I am not interested in learning about

his innovation.

31. I would like to determine how to supplement, enhance

or replace the innovation.

32. I would like to use feedback from students to change

the program.

33. I would like to know how my role will change when I

am using the innovation.

34. Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much

of my time.

35. I would like to know how this innovation is better

than what we have now.
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Appendix 11

STAGES OF CONCERN QUESTIONNAIRE ADAPTED FOR CTP TEACHERS



Stages of Concern Questionnaire adapted for CTP Teachers

1. I was concerned about learners' attitudes towards the

CTP .

2. I knew of some other approaches that might have worked

better.

3. I did not know anything about the CTP.

4. I was concerned about not having enough time to

organise myself each day.

5. I wanted to help other yeachers in their use of the

CTP .

6. I had very limited knowledge of the CTP.

7. I wanted to know what effect CTP would have on my

professional status.

8. I was concerned about keeping all of the learners

invo1ved.

9. I was concerned about revising my use of the CTP.

10. I wanted to develop working relationships with other

teachers using the CTP.

11. I was concerned about how the CTP would affect

learners.

12. I was not interested in the CTP.

13. I wanted to know whether my involvement with the CTP

would help or hinder my career.

14. I wanted to discuss the possibility of using the CTP.

15. I wanted to know what materials and training would be

available if I decided to adopt the CTP.
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16. I was concerned about my inability to manage all that

the CTP required.

17. I wanted to know how my teaching was supposed to

change.

18. I wanted to familiarise other teachers or schools

with the benefits of the CTP.

19. I was concerned about evaluating my impact on

learners.

20. I wanted to revise the CTP's instructional approach.

21. I was completely occupied with other things.

22. I wanted to modify my use of the CTP in view of the

effect it was having on my learners.

23. Although I did not know anything about the CTP, I was

interested in teaching methods in general.

24. I wanted to get my learners enthusiastic about their

involvement in the CTP.

25. I was concerned about discipline and organisation in

the classroom.

26. I wanted to know what using the CTP would require in

the immediate future.

27. I wanted to coordinate my effort with others in order

to maximise the effects of the CTP.

28. I wanted to have more information on time and energy

commitments required by the CTP.

29. I wanted to know how other people were using the CTP.

30. I was not interested in learning more about the CTP.

31. I wanted to know how to supplement or enhance the

CTP.
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32. I wanted to use feedback from learners to change the

CTP.

33. I wanted to know how my role would change when using

the CTP.

34. Preparing for CTP lessons was taking too much of my

time.

35. I wanted to know how the CTP was better than

structural teaching.
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Appendix 12

RAW SCORES OF QUESTIONNAIRE



TEACHER A

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 0 1 1

12 1 4 1

21 0 0 1

23 5 3 1

30 1 1 1

Total : 7 9 5

% 20 26 14

Stage 1:

6 7 4 1

14 2 5 4

15 1 2 4

26 3 4 4

35 4 4 4

Total: 17 19 17

% 49 54 49
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Stage 2:

7 111

13 14 4

17 14 4

28 4 3 1

33 7 4 1

Total: 14 16 11

% 40 46 31

Stage 3:

4 7 4 1

8 14 4

16 2 3 4

25 2 2 2

34 7 4 1

Total: 19 17 12

% 54 49 34
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Stage 4:

1 1 4 4

11 1 4 4

19 4 3 1

24 1 1 1

32 4 3 1

Total: 11 15 11

% 31 43 31

Stage 5:

5 0 6 4

10 1 4 7

18 4 4 4

27 4 5 5

29 4 4 4

Total : 13 23 24

% 37 66 69
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Stage 6:

2 111

9 4 4 1

20 4 3 1

22 4 4 5

31 4 4 4

Total: 17 16 12

% 49 46 34
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TEACHER B

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 1 1 1

12 1 1 1

21 0 0 0

23 5 3 1

30 1 1 1

Total: 8 6 4

% 23 17 11

Stage 1:

6 7 4 2

14 7 7 7

15 111

26 2 4 5

35 111

Total: 30 " 29 28

% 86 83 80
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Stage 2:

7 111

13 111

17 7 4 4

28 4 3 1

33 7 4 1

Total: 20 13 8

% 57 37 23

Stage 3:

4 7 4 1

8 7 7 7

16 4 2 1

25 2 2 2

34 7 4 1

Total: 27 19 12

% 77 54 34
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Stage 4:

1 7 4 1

11 7 4 1

19 4 7 7

24 1 1 1

32 4 3 1

Total: 23 19 11

% 66 54 31

Stage 5:

5 14 7

10 111

18 14 7

27 7 5 5

29 4 4 4

Total: 20 24 30

% 57 69 86
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Stage 6:

2 111

9 4 4 1

20 4 1 1

22 2 3 4

31 4 3 1

Total: 15 12 8

% 43 34 23
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TEACHER C

Stage 0:

3 1 3 6

12 1 4 7

21 7 4 3

23 3 4 7

30 7 4 1

Total: 19 19 24

% 54 54 69

Stage 1:

6 7 5 3

14 1 3 7

15 6 4 1

26 1 4 6

35 1 4 7

Total: 16 20 24

% 46 57 69
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Stage 2:

7 2 3 5

13 14 7

17 14 7

28 14 7

33 14 7

Total: 6 19 33

17 54 94

Stage 3:

4 2 4 7

8 13 7

16 14 7

25 2 3 7

34 14 7

Total: 7 18 35

20 51 100
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Stage 4:

1 14 6

11 7 5 1

19 2 4 7

24 14 6

32 2 3 5

Total: 13 20 25

% 37 57 71

Stage 5:

5 111

10 2 5 6

18 2 4 5

27 13 5

29 3 5 7

Total: 9 18 24

26 51 69
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Stage 6:

2 111

9 2 3 5

20 2 3 5

22 13 6

31 2 4 6

Total: 8 14 23

% 23 40 46
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TEACHER D

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 6 4 1

12 1 1 1

21 1 1 1

23 7 7 7

30 1 1 1

Total: 16 14 11

% 46 40 31

•

Stage 1:

6 6 5 2

14 7 7 7

15 0 0 0

26 0 0 1

35 7 7 7

Total : 20 19 17

% 57 54 49
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Stage 2:

7 0 0 0

13 0 0 0

17 0 0 0

28 7 7 7

33 0 0 0

Total: 7 7 7

% 20 20 20

Stage 3:

4 7 6 5

8 7 7 7

16 4 3 3

25 7 5 3

34 7 7 7

Total: 32 28 25

% 91 80 71
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Stage 4:

1 1 3 3

11 7 7 7

19 7 7 7

24 7 7 7

32 1 2 3

Total: 23 26 27

% 66 74 77

Stage 5:
f

5 1 1 1

10 7 7 7

18 1 1 1

27 7 7 7

29 0 0 0

Total: 16 16 16

% 46 46 46
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Stage 6:

2 111

9 111

20 2 3 4

22 12 3

31 111

Total: 18 20 22

% 51 57 60
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TEACHER E

Stage 0

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 1 1 1

12 0 0 0

21 4 4 4

23 7 7 7

30 0 0 0

Total: 12 12 12

% 34 34 34

Stage 1:

6 7 7 7

14 7 7 7

15 7 7 7

26 7 7 7

35 7 4 1

Total: 35 32 29

% 100 91 83
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Stage 2:

7 7 7 7

13 7 4 0

17 7 7 7

28 0 0 0

33 7 7 7

Total: 28 25 21

% 80 71 60

Stage 3:

4 1 1 1

8 7 7 7

16 0 0 0

25 7 4 1

34 1 1 1

Total: 16 13
. 10

% 46 37 29
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Stage 4:

1 6 3 1

11 5 4 2

19 7 4 4

24 4 2 0

32 1 0 0

Total: 23 13 7

% 66 37 20

Stage 5:

5 6 7 7

10 6 7 7

18 7 7 7

27 7 7 7

29 7 7 7

Total: 33 35 35

% 94 100 100
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Stage 6:

2 3 1 0

9 0 0 0

20 % 0 0 0

22 7 4 1

31 1 1 1

Total : 11 6 2

% 31 17 6



TEACHER F

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 1 1 1

12 1 1 1

21 1 1 1

23 0 0 0

30 1 1 1

Total : 4 4 4

% 11 11 11

Stage 1:

6 1 1 1

14 0 0 0

15 0 0 0

26 1 1 1

35 1 1 1

Total: 3 3 3

% 9 9 9
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Stage 2:

7 1 1 1

13 1 1 1

17 1 1 1

28 1 1 1

33 1 1 1

Total : 5 5 5

% 14 14 14

Stage 3:

4 1 1 1

8 1 4 4

16 7 7 7

25 1 1 1

34 1 1 1

Total : 11 14 14

% 31 40 40

217



Stage 4:

1 1 1 1

11 4 4 4

19 1 1 1

24 1 1 1

32 1 4 7

Total: 8 11 14

% 23 31 40

Stage 5:

5 1 1 1

10 4 3 1

18 1 1 1

27 4 4 4

29 0 0 0

Total: 10 9 7

% 29 26 20
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TEACHER G

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 4 5 5

12 1 1 1

21 4 4 4

23 7 4 1

30 1 1 1

Total: 17 15 8

% 49 43 23

Stage 1:

6 7 4 1

14 1 4 7

15 1 1 1

26 0 0 0

35 4 7 0

Total: 13 15 9

% 37 43 26
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Stage 2:

7 0 0 0

13 0 0 0

17 1 1 1

28 0 0 0

33 0 0 0

Total: 1 1 1

% 3 3 3

Stage 3:

4 6 4 2

8 7 7 7

16 1 4 1

25 1 4 1

34 4 4 4

Total: 19 23 15

% 54 66 43
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Stage 4:

1 7 7 7

11 7 7 5

19 6 7 7

24 7 7 7

32 3 4 4

Total: 30 32 30

% 86 91 86

Stage 5:

5 1 1 3

10 1 1 3

18 0 1 7

27 7 1 3

29 0 4 4

Total: 9 8 20

% 26 23 57

ZoZ



Stage 6:

2 0 0 0

9 0 1 3

20 0 1 1

22 0 1 1

31 3 6 7

Total: 3 9 12

% 9 26 34
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Stage 0:

TEACHER H

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 1 3 5

12 1 1 1

21 1 1 1

23 6 0 0

30 1 1 1

Total: 10 6 8

% 29 17 23

Stage 1:

6 1 1 1

14 0 0 0

15 1 0 0

26 1 1 1

35 6 6 6

Total : 9 8 8

% 26 23 23
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Stage 2:

7 1 1 1

13 1 1 1

17 6 5 4

28 4 3 2

33 3 5 5

Total: 15 15 13

% 43 43 37

Stage 3:

4 2 4 2

8 5 6 7

16 5 2 2

25 6 6 6

34 6 5 5

Total: 24 23 22

% 69 66 63
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Stage 4:

1 7 7 7

11 6 6 7

19 5 6 6

24 6 6 6

32 0 1 1

Total : 24 26 27

% 69 74 77

Stage 5:

5 2 5 6

10 1 4 5

18 1 3 5

27 5 5 5

29 3 3 2

Total: 12 20 33

% 34 57 66
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Stage 6:

2 1 1 1

9 1 1 1

20 1 1 1

22 0 1 1

31 5 5 6

Total: 8 9 10

% 23 26 29
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TEACHER I

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 7 4 5

12 1 1 1

21 1 1 1

23 7 4 2

30 1 1 1

Total: 17 11 10

% 49 31 29

Stage 1:

6 7 4 5

14 0 0 0

15 0 0 0

26 5 4 4

35 4 3 1

Total: 16 11 10

% 46 31 29

3 08



Stage 2:

1 2 2 2

13 0 0 0

17 4 5 5

28 1 2 2

33 1 3 5

Total: 8 12 14

% 23 34 37

Stage 3:

4 3 3 2

8 7 7 7

16 4 2 2

25 5 3 2

34 5 3 2

Total: 24 18 15

% 69 51 43

3o1



Stage 4:

1 5 5 5

11 1 4 4

19 1 4 4

24 7 7 7

32 5 5 5

Total: 19 25 25

% 54 71 71

Stage 5:

5 0 0 0

10 4 7 7

18 1 3 5

27 7 7 7

29 1 4 7

Total : 13 21 26

% 37 60 74

3 10



Stage 6:

2 111

9 3 5 5

20 111

22 111

31 111

Total: 13 15 15

% 37 43 43

3/1



TEACHER J

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 2 0 0

12 0 0 0

21 0 0 0

23 1 1 1

30 0 0 0

Total: 3 1 1

% 9 3 3

Stage 1:

6 3 1 0

14 2 5 6

15 2 5 6

26 2 5 6

35 4 1 1

Total : 13 17 19

% 37 49 54

3(2



Stage 2:

7 6 4 4

13 0 0 0

17 3 3 3

28 4 2 2

33 5 3 2

Total: 18 12 11

% 51 34 31

Stage 3:

4 6 4 2

8 6 4 3

16 4 2 1

25 0 0 0

34 3 0 0

Total : 19 10 6

% 54 29 17

313



Stage 4:

1 0 4 2

11 6 5 7

19 5 3 3

24 2 3 3

32 0 0 0

Total: 13 15 15

% 37 43 43

Stage 5:

5 1 3 3

10 3 5 6

18 3 7 7

27 3 5 6

29 2 5 6

Total: 12 25 28

% 34 71 80

3/<t



Stage 6:

2 3 2 1

9 5 3 1

20 1 0 0

22 2 0 0

31 3 5 3

Total: 14 10 5

% 40 29 14

3JS



TEACHER K

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 111

12 111

21 2 3 5

23 111

30 111

Total: 679

% 17 20 26

Stage 1:

6 2 11

14 6 5 4

15 5 6 6

26 7 7 7

35 7 3 1

Total: 27 22 19

% 77 63 54

3l£>



Stage 2:

7 4 4 4

13 4 4 3

17 0 1 3

28 6 7 7

33 7 4 2

Total: 21 20 19

% 60 57 54

Stage 3:

4 4 3 2

8 7 6 5

16 4 5 5

25 2 1 1

34 7 4 3

Total: 24 19 16

% 69 54 46

31?



Stage 4:

1 1 4 4

11 7 7 7

19 7 7 7

24 6 5 4

32 6 4 4

Total: 27 27 26

% 77 77 74

Stage 5:

5 0 0 0

10 5 4 4

18 3 3 3

27 4 5 6

29 7 5 5

Total: 19 17 18

% 54 49 51

3\8



Stage 6:

2 0 0 0

9 3 2 2

20 1 1 0

22 1 3 4

31 1 1 4

Total: 6 7 10

% 17 20 29

3/1



TEACHER L

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 0 1 1

12 1 1 1

21 1 5 5

23 1 1 1

30 0 4 6

Total: 3 12 14

% 9 34 40

Stage 1:

6 0 4 3

14 1 5 3

15 1 1 1

26 0 0 0

35 5 1 1

Total: 7 11 5

% 20 31 14

3 2.0



Stage 2:

7 0 0 0

13 0 0 0

17 1 1 1

28 0 1 1

33 0 2 2

Total: 1 4 4

% 3 11 11

Stage 3:

4 1 7 3

8 5 6 7

16 1 5 3

25 1 7 6

34 0 7 4

Total : 8 , 32 23

% 23 91 66

32.1



Stage 4:

1 1 3 7

11 2 3 6

19 5 5 3

24 1 2 2

32 0 4 4

Total: 9 17 22

% 26 49 63

Stage 5:

5 1 1 1

10 M
1 5 6

18 1 1 1

27 1 5 6

29 2 5 7

Total : 6 17 21

% 17 49 60

31Z



Stage 6:

2 1 1 1

9 1 1 3

20 0 1 2

22 0 1 3

31 0 4 6

Total: 2 8 15

% 6 23 43

32,3



TEACHER M

Stage 0:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 7 4 1

12 111

21 3 11

23 6 6 6

30 111

Total: 18 13 10

% 51 37 29

Stage 1:

6 7 4 1

14 16 6

15 7 7 7

26 6 4 1

35 6 6 7

Total: 27 27 22

% 77 77 63

314-



Stage 2:

7 4 4 5

13 4 4 4

17 6 4 1

28 5 6 6

33 1 3 5

Total: 20 21 21

% 57 60 60

Stage 3:

4 6 3 1

8 6 7 7

16 7 5 1

25 6 2 1

34 3 1 1

Total: 28 18 11

% 80 51 31

325"



Stage 4:

1 1 7 7

11 7 7 7

19 7 7 7

24 7 7 7

32 1 1 1

Total: 23 29 29

% 66 83 83

Stage 5:

5 5 7 7

10 4 6 7

18 6 7 7

27 5 7 7

29 4 7 7

Total: 24 34 35

% 69 97 100

3l(o



Stage 6:

2 7 4 1

9 0 0 6

20 0 0 6

22 2 1 1

31 2 2 1

Total: 11 7 17

% 31 20 49

3^7



TEACHER N

Stage 0:

3 4 5 6

12 0 0 0

21 0 0 0

23
1

0 0 0

30 7 7 7

Total: 11 12 13

% 31 34 37

Stage 1:

6 0 0 0

14 7 5 5

15 7 5 1

26 5 5 5

35 7 7 7

Total: 26 22 18

% 74 63 51

32S



Stage 2:

7 0 0 0

13 0 0 0

17 7 4 2

28 3 2 0

33 0 0 0

Total: 10 6 2

% 29 17 6

Stage 3:

4 3 4 6

8 7 7 7

16 5 6 3

25 4 6 3

34 5 2 1

Total: 24 25 20

% 69 71 57

32^



Stage 4:

1 7 7 7

11 7 7 7

19 6 6 7

24 0 0 0

32 3 3 0

Total : 23 23 21

% 66 66 60

Stage 5:

5 0 4 7

10 3 4 6

18 5 6 7

27 5 5 7

29 5 6 7

Total : 18 25 34

% 51 71 97

330



Stage 6:

2 0 0 0

9 5 5 5

20 0 0 0

22 5 3 2

31 0 0 0

Total: 10 8 7

% 29 23 20

33]



TEACHER O

Stage O:

SoC Question no. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

3 1 1 1

12 1 1 1

21 1 1 4

23 0 0 0

30 1 1 1

Total: 4 4 7

O,
"o 11 11 20

Stage 1:

6 1 1 1

14 2 4 6

15 2 2 1

26 2 2 2

35 1 1 1

Total: 8 *10 11

% 23 29 31

332



Stage 2:

7 0 0 0

13 0 0 0

17 1 1 1

28 2 3 3

33 1 1 1

Total: 4 5 5

% 11 14 14

Stage 3:

4 2 4 4

8 4 4 4

16 2 2 1

25 6 4 2

34 4 3 3

Total : 18 17 14

% 51 49 40

3 S3



Stage 4:

1 1 4 4

11 4 4 6

19 2 4 6

24 0 4 4

32 2 4 4

Total: 9 20 24

% 26 57 69

Stage 5:

5 2 4 5

10 2 4 6

18 2 5 7

27 2 2 2

29 2 4 4

Total : 10 19 24

o,
o 29 54 69

33^



Stage 6:

2 1 1 1

9 2 2 4

20 1 1 1

22 0 0 0

31 0 4 4

Total: 4 8 10

11 23 29

335"



TEACHER P

(QUESTIONNAIRE NOT COMPLETED)

334



Appendix 13

TEACHERS' SoC PERCENTAGES BY STAGE AND TIME



Teachers' SoC Percentages at Each Stage

TEACHER A

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 20 26 14

1 49 54 49

2 40 46 31

3 54 49 34

4 31 43 31

5 37 66 69

6 49 46 34

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 23 17 11

1 86 83 80

2 57 37 23

3 77 54 34

4 66 54 31

5 57 69 86

6 43 34 23

337



TEACHER C

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 54 54 69

1 46 57 69

2 17 54 94

3 20 51 100

4 37 57 71

5 26 51 69

6 23 40 66

TEACHER D

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 46 40 31

1 57 54 49

2 20 20 20

3 91 80 71

4 66 74 77

5 46 46 46

6 51 57 60

2l?



TEACHER E

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 34 34 34

1 100 91 83

2 80 71 60

3 46 37 29

4 66 37 20

5 94 100 100

6 31 17 6

TEACHER F

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 11 11 11

1 9 9 9

2 14 14 14

3 31 40 40

4 23 31 40

5 29 26 20

6 11 29 37

3 3*j



TEACHER G

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 49 43 23

1 37 43 26

2 3 3 3

3 54 66 43

4 86 91 86

5 26 23 57

6 9 26 34

TEACHER H

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 29 17 23

1 26 23 23

2 43 43 37

3 69 66 63

4 69 74 77

5 34 57 66

6 23 26 29

3 if (2



TEACHER I

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 49 31 29

1 46 31 29

2 23 34 37

3 69 51 43

4 54 71 71

5 37 60 74

6 37 43 43

TEACHER J

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 9 3 3

1 37 49 54

2 51 34 31

3 54 29 17

4 37 43 43

5 34 71 80

6 40 29 14

ZU-l



TEACHER K

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 17 20 26

1 77 63 54

2 60 57 54

3 69 54 46

4 77 77 74

5 54 49 51

6 17 20 29

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 9 34 40

1 20 31 14

2 3 11 . 11

3 23 91 66

4 26 49 63

5 17 49 60

6 6 23 43

3**-Z



TEACHER M

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 51 37 29

1 77 77 63

2 57 60 60

3 80 51 31

4 66 83 83

5 69 97 100

6 31 20 49

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 31 34 37

1 74 63 51

2 29 17 6

3 69 71 57

4 66 66 60

5 51 71 97

6 29 23 20

3^3



TEACHER O

Stage Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

0 11 11 20

1 23 29 31

2 11 14 14

3 51 49 40

4 26 57 69

5 29 54 69

6 11 23 29

TEACHER P (SoC QUESTIONNAIRE NOT COMPLETED)


