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ON THE NAME O GOD

ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF FONCTIONAL /7 NOTIONAL APPROACH ON
THE PROFICIENCY LEVEL OF EFL LEARNERS
AND
ITS EVALOATION THROUGH FONCTIONAL TEST
BY
MOHAMMAD R KOOROGHLI TEHRAN, 1995

For the last three or Four decades, English language teaching (ELT) has
been a potential Field of inquirg For researchers the world over. They have
aiming at working out a comprehensive approach to teaching English. ELT
has, in consequence, gone through various stages of development. (n the last
decade, the quest culminated in the emergence of the Functional / Notional
Approach to language teaching. The approach initiated and developed-by -
the researchers and practitioners who were mostly concerned with teaching
English as a second language (Krashen 1979; Terrell 1980; Allen 1980;

Jdohnson and Morrow 1978). To date, nonetheless, the Feasibility of adopting
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the approach For teaching English as a Foreign language (TEFL) has not been
Fully scrutinized, an undertaking that the researcher has attempted to
. accomplish with regard to EFL in [ran. [n practice, if not in theory, second
language pedagogy hag often proceeded on the assumption that knowledge
about the second/Foreign language is sufficient For efFective use of the
second language in actual communication situations (cF. Morrow 1977; Terrell
1977). Such an approach does not seem sufficient For preparing the learners
to use the second language well in authentic situations. Wilkins (197‘7;)7’[aioi;ts f
out that, ".. what people want to do through language is more important
than mastery of the Isanguage as an unapplied system”.

Along with the same lines, attemts have been made to devise tests to
measure the principles of Functional / Notional Approach (Carroll 1980;
Farhady 1980; Jones 1977; Palmer and Bachman 1980; Savignon 1972). Since
Functional teaching tries to establish Functional competehae in the learner,
Functional testing seems to be a necessary alternative to or an appropriate
suppletion For existing tests in assessing the learner’s Functional competger;ce.
In an attempt by the investigator to assess the learner’s Functional
competence, a multiple-choice test was devised so as to tap the Functional
competence of the learners. The choices of the newly designed test were all

grammatically correct with onlg one of them socially appropriate. On the
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basis of the Foregoing study, the researcher was led to question the
emphasis unduly laid on the Functional teaching and testing In Fact, this

study Focused on the Following questions:

7. Os there any c{cﬁ[e:mca between the sﬁ[ut o/ Sunctional / Notional %ppwaa/z’ and
the stwuctunal appwaa/z’u to [’anguags bsac/;uzg on the pwficiznay Level of EL [:sam;'ca? :

2. Can a rather innovative [anguagz test u/[s*c'zsa/ to as "Funetional TTest" be devised
50 as to measune the /&w/(éa&mcy Lewel of E3L [zamzu, and thus be as much reliable and
valid a test instrument as an a[uacﬁj standardized [anguage test? )

Accordingly; the Following null hypotheses were proposed:
1. There is no ugmﬁcant c[Lﬁ[t:uncz between the sﬁ[sat of‘ Sunctional | Notional
: %ppwaaé and the structunal app'zoadﬂu on the /z’zo/[wwncy [eoel of ERL [eannens:

2. The Functional Test is not as much reliable and valid a test instuument as an
a[uacl_t, standardized [a.ngua.gz test to measune the pwﬁawncy Level of EL [earnens.

To test the First null hypothesis, a number of procedures were taken:

First, 82 male and Female English major students at Allameh




Tabatabaee Oniversity, Faculty of Foreign Languages were selected From a
total population of 100 students. The subjects were randomly assigned to
two groups in both experiments. The incoming students who took the Fall *o4
were regarded as the experimenfal group, and the incéming students who
took the '95 Winter term were considered the control group. .I{ \:las
noteworthy to mention that in order to hold the teacher variable constant in
this study, the investigator was also the two groups’ teacher in Language
Lab | For two consecutive terms.

Second, to ensure the homogeneity of the two groups in terms of their
overall proficiency, the MELAB (Michigan English Language Assessment
Battery) test was administered to both groups. Computing the means and
variances and taking an F - test, the two groups were equated.

Third, to measure the efFect of instructional materials on the overall
proficiency of the subjects, the same MELAB ‘test along with the newly
designed Functional Tést were administered to both groups as a posttest.
The statistical procedures emplyed was the t - test Formula. The results
revealed that the subjects who were taught on the basis of the Functional
syllabus were better language perfFormers, thus rejecting the First null
hygpothesis.

As For the second null hypothesis which was to determine whether the
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newly developed Functional Test was as much reliable and valid as was the
MELARB test, the Following steps were taken:

First, to determine the reliability coefFicients of the subtests along-with -
the Functional Test, an internal consistency measure, namely KR-21 was
used. Then, these coefficients were adjusted by means of the
Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula. As shown in chapter 4, the adjusted
results are reliable.

Next, to determine the concurrent validity of the Functional Test,
iqtercorrelatian coefFicients were used. The adopted Formula was the
Pearson Product Moment Correlation. (see chapter 4)

Considering the statistical properties of the Functional Test. it can be
.safely concluded that the Functional Test was as much reliable and valid as
the MELAB subtests. As such, the second nuli hygpothesis was also

rejected.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND

A. Functional Approach to Language Teaching

The inadequacies of structuralists and existing cognitive
methodologists in dealing with communicative activities and
preparing Functionally competent language learners led scholars
to seek alternative methods For téaching modern languages. [t
was soon realized that in order to develop a theory of language
 teaching that would overcome the shortcomings of existing
theories, the many diverse parameters of language behavior
~including linguistic, social, psychological, situational oand
probably many others should be taken into consideration. [t was
also realized that teaching linguistic structures of language
without paging attention to how those structures are actually
used was not suFficient. In other words, social appropriateness
of an utterance, in terms of who is talking to whom, when and
under what circumstances, is just as important as its linguistic

accuracy.




