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Section l

Introduction

The author's earlier work in the area of computer-based language

instruction2 indicates that this approach to the teaching of foreign

languages can successfully replace regular classroom instruction even

when the skills to be aCCluired by the students include the comprehension

and production of oral speech. It would therefore not seem unreasonable

to hope that CBI would be at least. equally successful in teaching "dead"

languages, which normally require little or no competence in speaking

or oral comprehension.

This consideration in turn permits us to ask whether one of the

major disadvantages of most CBI, namely, the relatively high cost of

each hour of individual instruction, might not be largely or completely

eliminated in the case of such dead languages if the classroom enrollment

in the course in Cluestion was a relatively small one. Thus, if a Stanford

professor with a salary of $20,000 per year gives a one-Cluarter intro­

duction to such a language to a group of four graduate students, the cost

could be viewed as the eCluivalent of one-sixth (one-fifth in many cases)

of his salary, i.e., $3,667 (or $4,000). If the course could be suc­

cessfully taught on an IMSSS teletype, the total cost for the Cluarter

would currently be less than$l,500. (This cost would remain unchanged

lThe research described in this research was supported by the Stanford
University Progresp Fund and National Science Foundation Grant NSFGJ-443X.

2project for Application ofMSthematical Learning Theory to Second­
Language ACCluisition, with Particular Reference to Russian. (Final
Report: Contract OEc-0-8-00l209-l806, August 1968. U. S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education, Bureau of
Research. )
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even if the enrollment in the course increased to six or eight

students.)

In an attempt to ascertain whether the teaching of low-enrollment

"dead-language" courses would indeed prove a practical alternative to

classroom instruction, the principal investigator has undertaken the

implementation of a computer-based introduction to the morphology of

Old Church Slavic (henceforth OCS)--the language of the first Slavic

translation of the Bible. This material, which included twenty-four

programmed computer-based lessons and supplementary computer-generated

drills, constituted the principal means of instruction in a one-quarter

course successfully given for regular academic credit to five Stanford

graduate students during the winter quarter of the academic year 1972-73.

Although the 1972-73 course also included eight final sessions with the

instructor, devoted to the reading and analysis of texts, it would appear

that most or all of these could be replaced by CBI sessions centering

around the recognition and analysis of OCS forms as they actually occur

in the texts.

Section 2

Methods

2.1 The Students

The participants in the computer-based course consisted of those

five individuals who registered for Slavic 211, Introduction ~ Old Church

Slavonic and Early Russian Texts, during the winter quarter of the academic

year 1972-73. No effort was made either to recruit students or to dis­

courage any interested individual from enrolling. Since the fact that

the course was largely computer based had not been publicized, it is

probable that the enrollment would have been the same regardless of

the nature of the course.

This hypothesis is borne out by an examination of the background

of the individuals enrolled. Two or the five (henceforth referred to

as "A" and "B") were first-year students in the Ph.D. program of the

Stanford Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures. Such stUdents
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are regularly required to enroll in Slavic 211 at the first possible

opportunity, and only an inadequate control of Russian (revealed on the

placement test administered. by the Department to all entering graduate

students) would cause enrollment in this course to be postponed until

the second year. The third student (henceforth "e") represented just

such a case. Required to take intensive remedial work in Russian during

her first year in the Department, this second-year student in the Ph.D.

program would definitely have taken Slavic 211 in any case. Student D,

a first-year student in the M.A. program, was also enrolled in the course

in compliance with the normal requirements for her degree program. Only

Student E, a graduate student in electrical engineering, took Slavic 211

on a voluntary basis. This individual, a French citizen of Russian

parentage, possessed a certain degree of familiarity with computing and

may have been influenced in his decision to enroll by the utilization of

CBI. On the other hand, since he explicitly stated that his original

reason for taking the course was his interest in the origin and history

of the Russian language, it is not at all unlikely that he would have

enrolled in a non-computer-based version of Slavic 211.

In view of the limited enrollment, no attempt was made to have some

of the students take a non-computer-based version of the course during

the quarter in question. However, since the material covered in Slavic

211 changes little from year to year, it is not unreasonable to view

the performance of students who took the non-computer-based course in

earlier years as a rough gauge of the progress of the 1972-75 group

(see Section 5 below).

2.2 The Physical Framework

The computer-based lessons took place in the same classroom at the

Institute for Mathematical Studies in the Social Sciences in which our

computer-based Russian courses have been given. Only teletype stimuli

and responses were utilized. Two of the Model-55 teletypes which had

been used in the Russian courses were provided with a modified Cyrillic

keyboard (see Appendix 1) to enable the student to type oes responses

containing characters not found in the contemporary Russian alphabet.

(It proved possible to.add the required OCS letters without sacrificing
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any contemporary Russian characters other than e, This was achieved

by (1) eliminating the exclamation point, (2) utilizing the Cyrillic

letter a for the numeral 2 and the letter 0 for the numeral zero,

and (3) utilizing digraphs containing the element I to render OCS Z,

,;L§" ~ and .J.2,
As in the case of the Russian courses, assignment sheets and homework

were regularly left for and picked up by the students in a set of slots,

each of which was assigned to one student, While the principal investigator

was present during the first two computer-based lessons in order to insure

that the students learned how to interact with the system successfully,

no proctor was present during the other sessions, Students having diffi­

culties either reported them immediately to personnel at IMSSS, or con­

tacted the principal investigator either at his home or through the

Department of Slavic Languages,

2,3 The Underlying System

The material for the computer-based sessions as well as the assign­

ment sheets and homework material was typed, corrected and converted to

a transcription system coordinated with the keyboard given in Appendix 1

on one of a number of IMLAC display consoles belonging to IMSSS, The

coding system used in preparing the material for the computer-based

sessions was a small subset of the one used in connection with the

Russian courses and is outlined in Appendix 2, (The limitations on

input coding resulted from inadeQuacies in the PDP-IO program written

to replace the PDP-l programs which processed our Russian input, It

is hoped that the present PDP-IO program will soon be replaced by a

more adeQuate one,)

2,4 Classroom Scheduling

Students were provided access to the computer-based classroom from

8:30 a,m, to 5:00 pom, Monday through Friday, In order to prevent con­

flicts over teletype use, each student was assigned a teletype for a

period of approximately forty-five minutes for each of the five days

the classroom was available. During the first two weeks, before a second

teletype was modified for use in the OCS course, some difficulties did

arise, when students either did not arrive on time or found a lesson
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too long to finish within the assigned period. As soon as the second

teletype was available, such difficulties la.rgely disappeared.

2.5 Student-Computer Interaction

2.5.1 Presentation of Material

Throughout the course the presentation of material remained essentially

the same: English or OCS material was typed by the teletype. However, it

should be noted that, although each word and rule covered in the CEI lessons

was explicitly introduced to the students during the sessions themselves,

the students were informed well in advance of each lesson which sections

of the H. G. Lunt's Old Church Slavic Grammar (2nd ed., The Hague, 1967)

covered the material to be presented. Consequently, "new" material was

presented at a much faster pace th~n had been the case in the computer­

based Russian courses, and the ratio of material calling for a typed

response to material involving only passive recognition was much higher

in the OCS course.

2.5.2 Response Evaluation,

Except in the case of fill-in responses, which were evaluated as

originally typed, students were permitted to correct typing errors or

other unintentional mistakes before submitting a given typed response for

evaluation by the computer. As in the case of the Russian courses, cor­

rections could be achieved either by deleting one or more separate

characters from right to left (by striking the "rubout" key for each

character to be deleted) or by deleting the entire contents of the answer

buffer (by striking "control X"). Since most of the OCS responses were

relatively short ones, the "control X" feature could be used much more

effectively than in the case of the Russian courses, where responses

often ran to nearly fifty characters.

Incorrect fill-in responses caused the machine to print out "No,

try again" plus those characters of the student's response which ,prec,eded

the first incorrect character. Students at first found this procedure

confusing, since they attempted to type the response over from the

beginning and were consequently credited with a second error by the

computer, which expected only the portion including and following the
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first incorrect character. While the students soon learned to pay close

attention to the characters typed out after a "Try again" message, it

would appear that, in the case of the relatively short responses used

in the OCS course, the response-evaluation routine should be modified

to accept a correct retyping of the entire original response.

2.5.3 Branching

Although the program-imposed limitations mentioned. under 2.3 above

precluded the use of computer-generated remedial blocks, it was possible

to include in the original input test-dependept remedial blocks providing

a more detailed explanation of and/or additional drill on a given rule.

However, because of the relatively straightforward nature of most of the

material, the OCS sessions made little use of such techniques.

2.5.4 Individualized Drill Sessions

The OCS course differed markedly from the computer-based Russian

course in that it made available to the student drills on noun and verb

inflection in which the student himself played a major role in selecting

both the inflectional categories and the concrete vocabulary items to

be drilled;

Thus, the verb-driller not only asked the student to select the

verbal stems to be covered but permitted him to include or exclude any

of ten different form sets (present tense, aorist forms, imperfect tense,

imperative mood, infinitive and supine, and any combination of five

participles). In addition he could include or exclude the dual forms

and the 3.s., l.p. and 2.p. of the present, aorist and imperfect; the

3.s., l.p. and 2.p. of the imperative; the nominative singular neuter

and feminine, accusative singular neuter, and nominative plural masculine

of active participles; and compound forms of active participles. In the

case of the noun drills the student could include or exclude the singular,

dual and/or plural number of any noun he selected. Examples of the verb

and noun drills are given in Appendix 3.

The verb and noun drills were made available to the students after

they had completed the 24 computer-based sessions and had begun to meet

twice a week with the instructor for the reading and analysis of texts.
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Since these drills were not a required part of the course, they were

largely ignored by the students, despite the fact that the students'

active control of OCS morphology tended to degenerate with the passage

of timeo It would therefore seem advisable that such drills be integrated

with the computer-based lessons from the beginning of the course and made

a regular part of the required work (see Section 4, below).

2.5.5 Restart Points

All computer-based lessons contained a number of restart points

which permitted a student whose progress through a given lesson was

interrupted (either at his own request or as a result of technical

difficulties) to cont~nue the lesson at a later time, beginning at the

last restart point reached before the interruption. (It should be noted

that voluntary interruptions were unusual, since the students definitely

preferred to reach the end of a given lesson--even an excessively long

one--during the same session in which it was beguno However, systems

difficulties were frequent enough to cause all of the students to

utilize the restart feature atone time or another in order to avoid

repeating material covered prior to an involuntary interruptiono)

206 Supplementary Activities

The computer-based lessons were coordinated with Ho Go Lunt's Old

Church Slavic Grammar. Students were given assignment sheets indicating

the content of future lessons and were urged to familiarize themselves

with the appropriate sections of the grammar before taking a given

lesson. It should be noted, however, that all of the grammatical

material covered in the course was explicitly presented to the students

within the computer-based lessons, so that a student could handle a

grammar lesson successfully without having read the corresponding passages

in Lunto A sample assignment sheet is given in Appendix 4 0

As the course progressed the students were also assigned homework

in the form of short OCS passages for translation and analysiso The

homework was collected, and, after being corrected by the principal

investigator, returned to the students via the set of slots discussed

in 2.2 above. Direct contact between·theprincipal investigator and
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the students for the purpose of discussing the homework was relatively

rare, A sample homework sheet is given in Appendix 5,

After the sixth week of the course, when all the students but one

had completed all the computer-based lessons, the students began to meet

with the instructor twice weekly to translate and analyze OCS texts,

Since the students were already familiar with OCS grammar they were able

to cover a page of material each session, an amount which in previous

years would have been covered in three or four separate sessions. As

a result, the students ended up covering approximately the same amount

of OCS textual material as they would have covered in the regular version

of the course,

2,7 The Collection of Data

As a result of system changes we were unable to include in the

present project either daily summaries of student progress or the

collection of detailed data on student performance, both of which were

features of computer-based Russian courses, As a result, feedback on

such important factors as the amount of time the students needed to com­

plete a given lesson was obtainable only from conversations with the stu­

dents themselves, It is hoped that the driver program can be modified

in the course of the coming summer to permit the collection of sufficient

material for daily summaries when the course is run in 1973-74,

The students in the course were requested to evaluate it on the

evaluation sheets regularly employed at Stanford for this purpose,

These sheets are reproduced in Appendix 6,

2,8 The Curriculum

A lesson-by-lesson summary of the material covered in the course

is given in Appendix 7. The twenty-four computer·based lessons cover

practically the entire morphology of OCS except for a few isolated

points related to the inflection of single words (e.g" the numerals

three, four and ten, the pronoun kyi) or very limited groups of words

(e,g" the stems elik-, tolik-, etc,), It also includes coverage of those

features of OCS phonology new to students familiar to Russian and an

introduction to the problems associated with the replacement of strong,

weak and tense jers,
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An important feature of the lessons was the fact that they were

concerned almost exclusively with the students' ability to reproduce

the "ideal" representations of OCS forms being taught, The vast

majority of student responses in the CBI sessions consisted of supplying

the correct ending of an OCS word, Little or no attention was paid to

the problem: of form recognition or to the question of the "corrupt"

forms so often encountered in OCS texts,

2,9 The Final Examination

As was the case in other years, the primary criterion for the

evaluation of the students' progress was a three-hour written examination

administered during the regularly scheduled university examination period

at the end of the winter quarter, A copy of the final examination is

given in Appendix 8,

It should be pointed out that the examination given in ccnnection

with the computer-based course was actually a more difficult one than

those administered in connection with the regular course, The latter

regularly included only material of the type covered in Sections I, II

and III, Sections IV and V, which call for a more active control of

OCS inflection, were included in the hope of ascertaining whether the

CBI sessions had resulted in the students' gaining a firm command of

this area,

Section 3

Findings and Analysis

3,1 Results of the Final Examination

The author is aware that the following comments are highly sub­

jective in nature, However, in the absence of a satisfactory control

group, such impressionistic speculations are the sole way in which he

can attempt to evaluate the effectiveness of the course,

All of the students in the course passed the final examination,

The letter grades assigned for the course were one A-, three B+'s and

one B-, Only the last grade was below the level deemed satisfactory

for graduate work at Stanford, (The grades for the non-computer-based

9



version of the course given in 1971,72 are two A's and three B+'s. Those

for 1970-71 are A, A-, B+, C+, It should be noted that one of the B+

grades given in 1971-72 was assigned to a student who had failed the course

in 1969-70, 'rhe student receiving the A in 1970-71 had previously had a

course in OCSat another university and had audited the Stanford course

the year before,)

It would appear that the ability of the 1972-73 group to translate

OCS passages and to analyze forms in context was on approximately the

same level as that of students taking the non-computer version of the

course. Of somewhat greater interest was the fact that the CBI group

did not do very well on those sections of the examination (IV and V)

which called for the generation of OCS paradigms or the analysis of

forms out of context. Thus, in the case of three out of five students

the grade assigned for whichever of these sections the student chose

was lower than the ~rade assigned to the other sections of the examina­

tion, In the other two cases the grade assigned for those sections

was identical with the grade assigned for the examination as a whole,

'3,2 Analysis of Stu'!5'nt Performance in Certain .§."'.cti~

of the Examination---
It is not surprising that the out-of-context analysis of forms

caused difficulties, since this type of analysis was not included in the

computer-based lessons, the homework assignments coordinated with those

sessions, or the class sessions which took place during the last part

of the course, The only conclusion we can draw is the not particularly

unexpected one that drilling on the production of paradigms does not

automatically prepare the student to analyze individual forms out of

context, It follows that if the ability to handle this type of analysis

is deemed a desirable skill the computer-based lessons should be modi­

fied to include instruction in this skill.

At first glance it would appear to be considerably more difficult

to explain why the students did, not do better in the production of

paradigms, However, it would appear that this problem is directly

related to defects in the organization of the course. First of all,

the class sessions which occupied the last weeks of the course totally
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ignored the production of OGS forms except insofar as this question was

directly related to the analysis of a form encountered in the passage

being translated. Thus, whatever the students' control of the paradigms

may have been at the end of the computer-based sessions it was given

little or no direct reinforcement during the class sessions. Indeed,

in view of the large number of "incorrect" forms occurring in OGS texts,

the analysis of such passages may well have served to weaken the students'

control of the "correct" forms taught in the computer-based sessions.

On the other hand, the computer-generated paradigmatic drills,

which could have served to strengthen the students' control of the

"correct" forms, were not made part of the required course work--a fact

which led to their being largely ignored by the students.

Finally, the students had been assured that active control of the

paradigms would not be required on the examination (as indeed it was

not, since the students did not have to choose Part IV of the examination).

As a result, the students had no motivation during the period immediately

preceding the examination either to repeat the computer-based lessons or

to utilize the computer-generated paradigm drills.

It would thus appear that the relatively poor control of the para­

digms resulted from the failure to make such control a required part

of the course. The students had no real reason to maintain or improve

their competence in this area and probably neglected it once the computer­

'based lessons were completed. This assumption is easily reconciled with

the apparent decline in the students,', ability to analyze forms in context,

noted by the instructor during the last week of the course. At that time

it seemed that students who had previously correctly associated certain

forms with the appropriate paradigm were becoming uncertain about such

associations or even replacing them with erroneous ones, a development

which can be viewed as resulting from the large number of "corrupt"

forms encountered in OGS texts.



Section 4

Conclusions

4.1 Goals Achieved and Suggestions for Further Research

The findings discussed in Section 3 indicate that the computer-based

lessons in OCS morphology served as a satisfactory replacement for those

parts of the non-computer-based version of the course which were devoted

to presenting and drilling the inflectional system of the language. It

is clear that this results in a considerable reduction in the number of

hours which the instructor must devote to classroom instruction--from

thirty hours to eight hours. It would, however, appear that the present

course could be made considerably more effective and the amount of class~

room instruction reduced still further by (1) utilizing the computer­

generated form drills as a regular (required) part of the course, (2)

increasing the number of computer-based sessions from 24 to at least 30,

and.(3) including in the computer-based lessons material on the analysis

of OCS forms both out of context and within the context of short passages

paralleling in complexity and degree of "corruptness" those found in the

texts themselves. Since the implementation of these changes would result

in a significantly modified instructional program, I shall devote the

following paragraphs to a brief outline of the most relevant charac­

teristics of the new course.

First of all, the modified version of the course would require the

students to utilize the computer-generated form drills as a regular part

of their study of OCS. Instead of being informed that an active control

of OCS forms is not required in the course, students will be required to

display such a control not only on the final examination but also ona ..:>eries

of weekly tests. The computer-generated drills will be assigned to the

students from the time of their first computer-based lesson in OCS

morphology instead of being made available only after all the lessons

have been completed. The drills available will, of course, increase in

scope and complexity as the students' knowledge grows, but the assigned

drills will also provide for the recycling of material presented at an

earlier period in the course.
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It is hoped that the availability of the drills will make possible

the omission of a significant number of form-generation frames from the

computer-based lessons, This in turn will permit the insertion into the

lessons of material on the analysis of words and phrases and, in the case

of some of the lessons, allow us to reduce the run time for the session

to a more convenient length,

The inclusion of a greater numb~r of computerCbased lessons will

also make possible the shortening of excessively long sessions and the

inclusion of work on the analysis of OCS forms, In addition, it is hoped

that it will make it possible to cover those few details of OCS inflection

not covered in the original course and to do enough introductory work in

the analysis of single sentences to reduce the number of classroom

sessions devoted to the translation and analysis of texts to no more

than four,

Finally, the inclusion of material on form J:'ecognition should make

the course considerably more effective in preparing the students to deal

with OCS texts on their own, By calling on the students to analyze both

"correct" and "corrupt" forms and passages from the earliest lessons on,

the revised computer-based lessons should prove much more helpful than

the present ones, which totally ignore this problem,

4,2 Disposal of Course Materials

The computer-based lessons as well as the assignment sheets and

homework assignments are presently stored on magnetic tape at the Computer­

Based Laboratory of IMSSS, Scholars interested in learning more about

this material should contact the Institute,
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OCS Keyboard
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Appendix 2

Outline of Input Coding

The script consists of the following set of basic op-codes:

TeletYPe output

TE type Engltsh

The following text, which begins in English, is to be
typed on the teletype.

TR type Russian

RET returns

The number following this op-code specifies the number
of line-feeds desired for spacing and grouping of
material on the teletype at run-time.

Teletype input

123 This actually represents 16 separate op-codes. The text
following the op-code contains one or more sets of paren­
theses. The material outside the parentheses will be
typed by the computer, that inside the parentheses is
the required answer, e.g.,

book is [(kniga)

fill in --[on duma(l), ona duma(la).

1 is either null or N. If null, two line-feeds will
be generated in the run-code preceding the text in
order to space it on the paper; if N, these line­
feeds will be suppressed.

2 is one of "s, L." These represent the two basic ways
in which a response may be elicited from the student.
S· (simple) means that the line will be typed with an
underscore to position the response and the teletype
will then return and position itself at the under­
scores, awaiting the student response. This is used
for responses to fill in blanks. L (linear) means
that the teletype will type up to the desired response
and wait for the student to supply the answer. Then
it will continue the line to the next response desired.
This is used for responses to complete word endings.
S-type answers require the student to start over and
type the entire desired response when given additional
opportunities after an error. L signals the program

15



to supply those initial characters of the answer which
are correctly typed in. Thus a student, rather than
having to start over later, merely needs to try again
at the point at which the error occurred.

3 is either E or R and merely indicates whether the text
begins in English or in Russian.

Timing and repetition control

WAT wait n

N specifies a length of time for the program to wait
while the student repeats an audio message or says a
sentence in Russian.

RST restart

This marks a restart point to which the lesson will
return should system failure cause a student's lesson
to terminate abruptly prior to completion.

Program flow

BEG begin

Marks the beginning of a lesson.

END end

Marks the end of a lesson.

TST test

Marks the beginning of a test section.

BLK remedial block

Marks the termination of the preceding test and the
start of material which will be ignored if the student
responded correctly to the material in that test.

FIN end of remedial block

16



Appendix 3

Verb and Noun Drill Examples

IlIIEACE T'bIlE 'bOYP HYM5EP AHJlHAMEA
o l,iC

m05 58 OH TTIS)S TYY'MA'b)I 1) 9~49AM-IlJlT

TYPE NAME OF VERB LIST AND A 'RETURN'. JlOll
WANT ALL CATEGORIES AND FORMS?
TYP E A 'Jl' FO R 'YES' 0 RAN 'H' FO R "NO'. H
WANT THE PRESENT?
n
WANT AORIST FORMS?
H
WANT THE INF. AND SUPINE?
Jl
WANT THE IMPERFECT?
Jl
WANT THE IMPERATIVE?
H
WANT PRES. ACT. P.?
H
WANT PRES. PSS. P.?
H
W~.NT PST. ACT. P.?
Jl
WANT PST. PSS. P.?
H
W"'NT 'L~ PTCPL.?
H
WANT DU"'L FI NITE FO RMS?
H
W"'NT THE 3.S., I.P. AND 2.P.?
H
WANT THE N.- .... S. NEU., N.S.FEM'. AND N.P. MAS; OF "'CTIVE PARTS.'j
Jl
WANT COMPOUND FORMS OF "'CTIVE PARTS.?
H
TYPE BASIC STEM OF VERB AND'" 'RETURN'.
BEJl
THEP RES ENT
TYPE THE 3.P. BEJlMT'b?
I.S. BEJlM

2 • S. BE JlEWI1
THE INF. AND SUPINE
TYPE THE INF. BECTI1

SUP. BECT'b
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THE WPERfECT
TYPE THE 3.P. BEJlDAX8I

I • S.: BEIl.AX'b,

2.5. BE 1l0A1IJ E

P 3T. AC T. P.
NO N- iXlMP.
TYPE THE NSM. BEIl'b

AS~I. BEIl'bllJb

NS N. BEIl'b
ASN. BE 1l'b1lJ E

NSF. BEIl'biliVi

NPM. BEIl'bWE

TYPE STEM AND A 'RETURN'.
nA Jl'b
STEM NOT IN MY LIST

TYPE STEM AND A 'RETURN'.
flAIl
THE PRESENT
TYPE THE 3.P. nAJl8lT'b

2 • s. nA Jl EWVi

THE INF, AND SUPINE
TYPE THE INF. nACTVi

5 UP. nACn

THE IMPERFECT
TYPE THE 3.P. nAJly,AX8I
I.S. nAJl.AX'b

2.S. IlAJly,AWE

PST. ACT. P.
NO N- iXlMP.
TYPE THE NSM. nAIl'b

ASH. IlAJl'bWb

NSN. IlAJl'b

ASN. IlA Jl'bllJ E

NSF. nAIl'bllJVi

NPM. IlA 1l'b1lJ E

TYPE STEM AND A 'RETURN'.
K/lbH
THE PRES ENT
TYPE THE 3.P. K/lbH8I
wRJNG. START OVER.
K/lbHR. T'b

I.S. K/lbH8I
l8



2.5. KllbrlEW>1

THE INF. AND SUPINE
TYP E Trl E INF. KIIAT>1

5 UP. KIII.\ n

THE IMPERiECT
TYPE THE 3.P. KllbH~AXi
WroNG. START OVER.
KllbH~AX'"

I • S. KII bH~AX.

2. S. KllbH~AWE

PST. ACT. P.
NO N- alMP.
TYPE TrlE NSM. KllbH.

ASM. KllbH.Wb

;J5N. KllbH.

NSF. KllbH.W>1

NPM. KllbH.WE

TYPE 5TEM AND A 'RETURN'.
11-105>1
THE PRESENT
TYPE THE 3.P. 11-10511-111\
WRONG. START OVER.
11-1051.\n .

loS. 11-10511-111\

2. S. II-I05>1W>1

THe: INF. AND SUPINE
TYPE THE INF. 11-1050T>1
WRONG. START OVER.
11-10 5V1 Tf1

SUP. 11-105>1Tb

THE It1PERi'ECT
TYPE THE 3.P. II-I0511-IAAW
110 C!3>1I1AH>1 ~



nnEACE TP\ ArAMHA

OL.lCH

>1<05 27 OH TTIS,S T~Y MA\ 3173 .ISHS3AM-nDT

TYPE NAME OF' VOCABULARY AND A 'RETURN'. HBOLJ
TYPE A WORD YOU WISH TO DIULL AND A 'RETURN'.
n,~ Tb
DO YO U WANT ALL FORMS?
TYPE A 'D' FOR 'YES' OR AN ~H' FOR 'NO'. H
DO YO·U WANT THE SINGULAR?
H
DO YOU WANT THE DUAL?
D
TYPE THE N.D. nll>TM

G• D. no\\ TbIO

D.O. nIl>TbMA?
0.0 YOU WANT THE PLURAL?
D
TYPE THE N.P. nll>TbE

A.P. no\\ 1M

G. P. nil> TbM

L .P. nil> Tbn

D.P, nll>TbM\

I.P. no\\ TbMM

DO YOU WANT TO CONTINUE?
D
TYPE A WORD YOU WISH TO DRILL AND A 'RETURN',
rp.AU\
90 YOU WANT ALL FORMS?
D
THE SINGULAR
TYPE THE A,S. rPAD~

G • S. rPADA

IJ .s. rPAD~

D. S. rPADOBM
WRaNG, START OVER.
f"PADOS VVVSY

1. S. rPADOMb

v.s. rPADE

THE DUAL
TYPE THE N. D. rPADA

G. J. rPADOY

D. D. rPADOMA

THE PLURAL
TYPE THE N.P. rPADM

20



D.P. rpUOM~

I.P. rPAn~I

DO YOU WANT TO CONTINUE?
n
TYPE A WOrlD YOU WISH TO DRILL AND A 'RETURN'.
PIi\KA
DO YO U WANT ALL Fa RMS?
H
JO YO U WANT THE SINGULA R?
n
TYPE THE ,0,.5. PIi\KIi\

G. S. PIi\K~I

L .5. PIi\Wy,

D.S. PIi\W,

I. S. PIi\KOlhI

" ~ PR,KO".~.
DO YOU WANT THE DUAL?
H
DO YO U WANT THE PLURAL?
n
TYPE THE N.P. PMK~I

A,P. PMK~I

G.P. PMK~

L .P. ?PVPPMKAX,

D. P. PIi\KAM,

I.P. PIi\KAX~

WRONG. START OVER.
PIi\KAMVl

DO YOU WANT TO CONTINUE?
H

21



Appendix 4

.Sample Assigruneh~ Sheet

<JOEVC>R 1iSTXT.,2

/

50;' 2! JA~ 73 q:13

ocs leSBCrq:;

PAGE 3

'~77 .simple dec:lens,;Or't, Lul"lt" 6C--bl. Har.c ,pror'lot\'l;n81 deeleMSiol"'"
"o~inetive, Accusativ~ ~nd ~a9culinesi~gular~ Lunt, 52 -­
4",2 _., 54,

Re~ainoe~ o~ ~~rd pro"om;"al for~s.

deelens;cr'! •• 'your, my', /Forms of
and without prepositions. Lunt, 52
54.

Re9ular eoft pro"o~l"al

'he, she, it, they,' with
~. Li.? •• , 53 •• 4,25 -_,

979 Various lrregu·lar po~o~i~al ste~s, L.uot, 52 --·4.21, 4.22 --,
53 -- 4.23, ~.24 --, 50. 5;00u1ar of 8~o~alous decleoslo".
LUl"lt, .,1 •• 63.

980 Re~a;ndp.r Of AMo~plous dec'e~s;on, Lu~t 61 .- 03, Mixtures
of t\olO nom;ne1 types, Lunt, 63, bLi, Personal pror'lOU!"'ls", L.unt,
65.

981 Com~ou~d declension, Lunt ~S •• 58.

22



Appendix 5

Sample Homework Sheet

GN

THIS ASSUMES YOU HAVE COMPLETED LESSON 97S

PAGE 8

i. TRA NSLA TE IN TO ENGLI SH.

2. IDENTIFY EVERY FORM. FOR NOUNS GIVE CASE, GENDER, NUMBER,
DECLENSION, STEM TYPE AND THE NOMINATIVE SINGULAR IF IT IS
0IFFERENT FHOM THE FORM IN THE TEXT. FOR VERBS GIVE,
WHERE RELEVANT, TENSE, PERSON, NUMBER, .GENDER, CASE,. THE
BASIC STEM, AND, IN THE CASE OF PARTICIPLES, THE N.S.MAS. IF
I T DIFFERS FROM THE FORM IN THE TEXT.

~COYC. OT.BD~rAET. BO~HOB~ r~ArO~-A

HE flo4HE CA nDHAS~ A 1l0YWEU\

C~tllb4A B EIlOMA YA.ll.I ~.llETE K. TETPAPXOY

23
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Append;i.x 6

Student Evaluation Sheets

Lectures

These four Questions pertain to your own interest.and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course~

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average

(~,

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you?

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy

3. How hard did you work in this course?

(1) Extreme1yhard (2) Hard (3) Average (4) Not yery hard

4. Do you feel that the material pr~sented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

Were clear and well organized:5.

(1) Outs tanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor ( I )

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers. problem-sets, readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Pair (4) Poor

0r - '/I ~ Ii
Please identify:__,'-.>~~J~/t£tI~~/~t;__JC~~~~;:~~~I~;~~=-.~~ _

Course Department and Number

~r~U$-en.l..---------
24
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Lectures

These fourguestions pertain to your own interest 'and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more. than
average

(2) More than'
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average

( "Z..)

2. Was the course prese,nt,ed M: th!=appropriateinte llectual level
for you?

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy
( z..)

How hard ~id you work in this course?3.

(1) Extremely hard (2) Hard (3 ) Average (4) Not very hard <I)

4. Do you feel that the material presented was>worth learning?'

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

el...... ............\~~ ..
Rate the le@td!~s on the following:

( \)

Were clear and well organized:5.

(1) Outs tanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4 ) Poor

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers"problem-sets. readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Please identify:__~==~~\~~~~~~~L=='~~~",\~\=c.~ ~
Course Department and Number

25
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Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

(1) Much mor~ than
average

(2 ) More than
average

(3)
'0

Aver,age (4)

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
~nappropriate)

Less than
average

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you?

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy

3. How hard did you work in this course?

(1) Extremely hard (2) Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard

4. Do you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

5. Were clear and well organized:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor ( f )

6. Were ,intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets. readings)

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Please identify: ['!q,v/ e.. 2/J
Course Department and Number

Ins....tructor's Name 1

26
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Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
pa~ticipation in the course:

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
question is
inappropriate)

1. Did you enjoy

(1) Much more
average

this tC~\l..s,e?

th,'an (2,),,/ More than
. average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average

( )

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you? . ,'_'

(1) Too difficult ~) Appropri~te (3) Tooeasy
( )

3. How hard did you work in

(1) Extremely hard (2)

this course?-

Hard (1~!/ Average (4) Not ve,ry hard
( )

4. QQ. you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

@,) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

( )

s. Were

(1)

clear and well-organized:
/~ ,

Outstanding '(2)! Goodc: (3) Fair (4) Poor
( )

6. Were intellectually... stimulating:
/ ')

(1) Outstanding 1(2). Good (3) Fair (4) Poor
L

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate thi~ lecturer?

(1) Outstanding /~2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

V
Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets, readings)

(

(

)

)

8. Were they valuabIT,·}n their own right?

(1) Outstanding «2;l Good (3) Fair (4) Poor ( )

9. Were they well inte9rated with the lectures?
.'c I

(1) Outstanding el Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

r - 7-. 1"1 Or <,Please identify:~,)~j{~'O~'~l~/~li\-~;~C~-~~~__'~~~ _
Course Department and Number

Instructorls Name

27
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Lectures

These four questions pertain to your own interest and
participation in the course:

1. Did you enjoy this course?

Answer
(Make no response
if you feel the
ql,lestion is
inappropriate)

(1) Much more than
average

(2) More than
average

(3) Average (4) Less than
average <1-)

2. Was the course presented at the appropriate intellectual level
for you?

(1) Too difficult (2) Appropriate (3) Too easy
( 2)

3. How hard did you work in

(1) Extremely hard (2)

this course?

Hard (3) Average (4) Not very hard
( L )

4. Do you feel that the material presented was worth learning?

(1) Definitely (2) Yes (3) Maybe (4) No

Rate the lectures on the following:

( I)

Were clear and well organized:5.

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor ( I )

6. Were intellectually stimulating:

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor
(2.)

7. In comparison with all other lecturers you have had at Stanford, how
would you rate this lecturer?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Rate the course assignments: (Papers, problem-sets~ readin~s)

( )

8. Were they valuable in their own right?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

9. Were they well integrated with the lectures?

(1) Outstanding (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Poor

Please identifY:--r~S~\I.~m~t~~~\I~~=:o~:,r·~O",\U\d~(""~~u<~1~SU'1GJn~c,~_
Course Department and Number ~

28
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Appendix 7

Content of OCS Lessons

1. Introduction to the keyboard: Letters typed with fingers in

"initial" position and all letters typ<;>d with the index fingers.

Approximate phonetic value of the OCS jers. Drill questions on

pp. 1-3 of Lunt's introduction.

2. All other single letters except for :t; and~. Approximate

phonetic value of OCS £, .~, Q{> .&I, ~ and 15.'. Drill questions

on pp. 4-5 of Lunt.

3. The letters I
IO, rR. and y.
of 'j plus vowel'

and S. The use of 1:: in the degraphs rA,
Approximate phonetic value of S. Spelling

combinations after vowels and consonants.

Nominative singular, dual and neuter Of hard two-fold nouns.

Nominative of numeral .'two'. Third singular, dual and plural of

present tense.

4. Accusativ<;>, genitive and locative of hard two-fold nouns and of

numeral 'two'. Replacement of velars in locative singular and

plural, naninative dual, and nominative plural.

5. Dative, instrumental and vocative of hard two-fold nouns. Dative

and instrumental of numeral 'two'. Replacement of velars in vocative

singular. Second singular, .dual and plural of present tense.

6. Inflection of soft two-fold nouns with stems in a consonant

other than -j-. First dual and plural of present tense.

7. Soft two-fold nouns with stem in -j-. First person singular

of present tense. Substitutive softening of stem-final consonants

in 1.s.

8. Basic-stems of OCS verbs. Partial restatement of present-tense

inflection in terms of basic-stem approach. Representation of

stems ending in· -j-.

29



Deadjectival adverbs.

-t~-. Forms of 'to be'

9. Restatement of remainder of present-tense rules in terms of

basic-stem approach. Imperative ~ood. Two-fold forms of present

passive participle.

10. Present active participle. Feminine two-fold nouns with nominative

singular in -i-. The infinitive.

11. Productive aorist tense and supine.

12. Non-productive aorists.

13. Imperfect tense. Review of verb forms.

14. Past active participle. Drill on verb ,forms.

15. Resultative participle. Review of verb forms.

16. Past passive participle. Drill on verb forms.

17. Simple nominal declension. Begin hard pronominal declension.

18. Remainder of hard pronominal declension. Soft pronominal

declension. Forms of 'he, she, it', etc.

19. Irregular and :'mixed' pronominal forms. Begin anomalous declension.

20. Rerr~inder of anomalous declension. Mixture of anomalous and two­

fold declensions.

21. Inflection of 'eye' and 'ear', Two-fold forms of neuter -es-

stems. Personal pronouns and -sebe-. Hard compound declension

of adjectives.

22. Stem-consonant alternations in compound declension. Soft

compound forms. Compound forms of active participles. Productive

comparison of adjectives.

Non-productive comparison of adjectives.

Second and third singular aorist forms in

and 'to have'.

24. Athematic verbs. Forms of -iti-.

a vowel. Remnants of old 'U-stems'.

and lax jers.

Foreign nouns with stems in

Strong and weak jers. Tense



Appendix 8

Copy of Final Examination

21 ~;ar c h 1973

SLAVIC 211

FI<IAL EXMIINATION

Do I and II and at least ~iO other sections.

I. Translate each passage into English.

II. For each underlined word,
A. transcribe the form using either Lunt's or my La~in

transcripts.
B. identify the form in question as completely as pcssible

(e.g., for nouns, give declension, declension variant,
if any, case, gender, number~ for verbs, give tanse;
person, number, etc.)

C. note any deviations in the 'liven form from the oes •ideal'
form and explain them in so far as this is possible.

D. give in ~le same transcription you chose for A,
1) for nouns -. the nominative sinqular
2) for adjectives .... the nominative singular masculine
3) for pronouns '.- the nominative. singular (masculine

if there are gender I differences I
4) for participles _ .., the l'0minative sinq'ular masculine

and feminine, shQrt'and compollild, and the basic
stem of the underlying verb'

5) for other verb forms ,-- the basic sten. of the verb
and the first person singular of the tense in
which the given verb occurs.

III. Translate the passage into English.

IV. a) Form the l.s. and 3.p. of the present, aorist and imperfect
and then.s. mas. and fern., comp.and non-·comp. of the active
participles of any two of, the following' A't AAI . BeA
tUt3/-\. IhDf'. ) )

lfllere more than one aorist· exists, give both the productive
and the non-productive .forms.

b) Decline in all three numbers, n )j\ T bJAb H bJ

A ?, lJJ T /lL N1.5i>:;.K b
V. Identify the following theoretical forms. c;ive every possible

combination of categories. Indicate all possible declensional
types or underlying basic stems.

a) nouns, 5 A 4 10 I eM T £: I 11,0A 0 y)
TA V1,



51. 211

2.

Final F.xamination

b) . verbs: nO H vt WA\TA C.T~}
}

BpAlr7,Wc I nt=CTv1.
c) adjectives: /) 0 '/ C~) l;- flo r 0'j eMOjl
A VI S tMIo} -rE I\~ VI.. .



51. 211
3

Materials for parts I and II

. vt~7<_. /o(4.f0A-V\

cA~" ,"'.....y rli\",,:
.... \-1 TIC' 0C:T-"?o

... a j; "I<!-

(,roDb
~

C... IJJ6.A.1>WOY »{6. -(;-MoyC.., rOf"",
2. .

JVI"b"'o S '" - L (.(, 71f" '<";">1(.""". 'ITt'" c.TAt!,.b kA<l.N 'G-<U6.

r'H, <\w,6. x.."yJ6.UH', MOltL6WV1 JVI.j\ "1'I'h<.-'-'" T""

D~~ \-1C."b KOl.}I.-f. ", r':A""" x.O'"l1~: ""If'"'''''''''' <.;?
I 4--
"'P"''''T''' c.~ 0,"1> ,rf0l<-A~"J," "L ('''I-'' .G.Moy ,,(,.... ~ tll-1,....../11>

"""I<OMOY""o ,,~ lTOlli;'>K.<!.b, "',. .ut-A.1> , ltOI<..).lt<.'" ,~ ~rx.."'6.feoe""

w N~(,."1 2~fb \-1*(:- 1l08el\"1; !,,1o<""lA B'D c.bar.4-tN"'~ \.1M"'.

S 130 ...."..1-" lUoy ll<o 6. ",oy ",kil", In K41fe p"",aoy M1»"fV\.(.:r~,1r'"
Ko'D WeM..-i' c:..OT'b'N\I\).:;,o, N\l>I\4. ~ "rA/t.. ~ .~. f"~J 07f0l(".~ MtH..,-A(;)-"'\'\'T"-'b \ ~~b ,dOl"',OY O.'-A~\bA~ND I Atorf; ti)c..o (.."f~.~.d..,.f\.:

46. l G{; 110 TPh.fh. Ab.lICX""':. osp'liTocT6 I S1;I. u,p"hK"lI.Ke'
.. ,-'"' .......-.-.

c:kAA\UlTb. • no CP-RAt O'ilJIIT6~~ t lIo.C:ACOrpJdlN.IUTd tX"b. • t &"knp".

mAIK.word Ilo\. 47. O\"iKdCdtlX.T\. a:e c'" c.elf .. nOCi\o1(Uldl~lUTe el"'o

o Pd30YM·k .. t 0 OT1:I.&'kT'~X·h. €ro . 48. L &H,:.\"kR'h.UJd I AlI&UCTG

CR\ • t p611S K"b. licl\\o'( '~\d1;'11 61'0 • qd\.AO lI~TO 'T'c'OPH t1J~\\d Tcl.KO·

C"G m TROll· t dB"1\, CKP"hCII\I1ITd • lCKdXOG"k TeCS ,. 49. t pell€..

K"h liUi\\d '. lIb..TO -kKQ. tCI~,lW6Td ....'el;~-:·"~· .....~~C·rd AU -kKO {;i'''€

C.'1i.T'hOII,<\ to\Oere • &b. ,"'kX1l. AQC'NlT"h. ,\\11 G'WTII· 50. t Td 116

Pd3CY'M'kCTG rAJ ,me pelle 11\\,\ •

1. U"blC'1'"b. iKe K"b. Ahllll T"hI • {sHA€ nOReA-kuII8' OT"h. IThcdPd
7'

dR"bro(cTd .. U,UlHCNfH &b.C;i\ &llC€t\'8n"'IN.' 2. ce Ildll'CdllllC G"bl-

&A"",Il.;;,\WTfO c'VPII€IN.· Kvp'Hmllo, 3. l HA-EdXlIi. KcH K'NKb.Ao, IId-.
~_"'. ,', 'II.
n'c~Tu cA\ &'h C&QI'rp"A"b.· 4. &h.31f,:.\~me t ocn~"Il. ,'o'r'k rdAUlIfH,1\·

rp"J\d IId3dp'CThCKd. &'1\ {IOA€I,Y. s .... rp"NI~, M5 . liKe IIJ(l1l1~J6T~

C/,\ &IIT'll/leeM'h • 3d !L~ G-k,;,w~ . OT1\., AO,\\O\". t OT4CT&WR mil'
5. IMIICJ'1'II e/.\ C'h i\\dpIl61ifl.. (l1ijl;'\lICU;r.I"~e ....\Or iK6UOIK.· C.1\W~~

IlGl1Pd3A11.1101.", •

,
1-.c..,,-. Il OfVl

1C::~,:i1i; 1\ 1.
<

l or M'" 1$.. C/,\.

"> ..I':'-b7' 0 .... .. Cc'/'l, _
\.

II . 011, 7g(; t1.J 7'A

bf'NIA(,
,..

'A...... 13"1>/Vl.tA I

)l<.C '" M "'Y I

l:rt C::;i\., k 1>,s,

01' M "£,\

,<,. r·{,-<LJ/iI."-',".

,
L

-I. ..
13 .. 1'11-
-',

OYIIl . MIA,

".
'r' Ie:.b

lIJ6

_.
lIf'O"3bf't x t.. I'

- "{'Aa.
•

•
t. pI' "'G,

·iTDM<\a~:
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-,!Jot', ."i.n 'LJ.:J'v'1I 'u --omll'L.L'.Aou '1.:'1

Il.L\I'mV II ,\l..L\y,:JV tl.l.ll":nV IIV 'L.L~3

-V.L'~3n (\]~.xm.1 -q,J.O ~tmV3 'tvnAOJ
-ou II '\1.\1'»0 O..L~' I~.\\'n ('l.'V:l 'L.L

-0 "~'MI~h I'J.~I V :~!J "Kun ~h"..UldlJ

'1WHt1 'MI ~~ 3MJ S 'j," '!•.L'q. ",VillI

'1.3 . ~I "\l.J,wwmdu 1'q.~llI"'1.lTnl.dJ '1'" ~

~!I~I. :JJ,fnW~~J II'nml'q.~I~tlll'\LlI·n· II~.,

-lIdl)~~ ·W..\\lV.LU~d II' <:; ·OJ3 '1•.I.1'[0.A0\,)

-~II ·1I~III1I'Lrrl!l.dJ' If ~dV';)ol'1.\V 113"'l3 '8'
:J.UIIWI\J:I~flvmld'J.Aowm ','MI ~~r. WXI1!J.S·l

III 'l""d

HZ "18


