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'_ It has been suggested for example, that learners, when mvolved in
i "'.exchanges -with other non-native speakers: (NNSs),
tensely involved with meaning riegotiation than they do
"ers (NSs) (V aroms and Gass 1985 P1ca and Doughty,

'esprté tﬁe Jack of clear-cut empmcal ewdence there
_engrai o assumpnon thaj: the greater amount of

S T ig not ur.mtentmn in this study to support or dlspute any ofthe' -
L clauns that have been made in favour of the effectiveness or otherwise
" of any given ‘classroom language task-or interaction type. Instead, we
" are" concerned wrth finding ‘out’ how, 'if at -all, learner attitudes
: rrespond o any of these cialms : Essentla]ly, thls involves
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investigating learners’ own perceptions:of what they gain from different
types.of classroom interaction: specifically; whole class; groupwork and
pairwork..In particular, - we -are’ interested: in - learners': professed
enjoyment of such activities, and how they perceive the effectiveness of
them, and whether they tend to equate enjoyraent and effectiveness; - -

The importance of how learners see the components of the learning
process should not be underestimated.  Quite apart from the long
established recognition of the role of attitude and motivation ‘in-the
process of second language learning (e.g. Gardner and Lambert, 1972;
Gardner; 1985; Garrett; Giles and:Coupland;1989); :recent -work in the
field: of Langnage Awareness has brought:to-the fore: the ‘value: of-
getting learners to reflect on ‘what they consider to be effective learning;
and their perceptions of themselves i the learning process (Holmes and
Ramos; 1992; McKenzie, 1992; Toncheva; 1992). Suchi data can be of
valie to the learners themselves; perhaps ultimately to enablé them 1o
assume greater control over their learning; or to influence ‘teachers,
course designers, materials designers etc., and thus the future direction
of their learsing. - " st b o s

We expected that beginrers (.., Students who have Studied §

or 6
months) would prefer the three activity types in the following rank
order: whole class, groupwork; pairwork. This was based on the
observation by Tyacke and Mendelsohri (1986) that lower level leatners
tend to be much more dependent on their teachers and on the linguistic
code -than higher. level  leamers. Hence, - lacking - communicative
competence, and lacking confidence in. meaning-focused activities; we
could expect them to prefer the largest groupings. (It has to be stated

though, that whole-class activities can be designed ‘which:are meaning-
focused, and that, conversely, pairwork activities can be entirely form-
focused.) '

Our expectations were also that elementary leamers (those who
have studied for 18 months) would. have the. same preferences 2
beginners, . for the same  reason,” but. the  differences. among . the
preferences might be smaller. It was expected that intermediate level
learners (30 months of study) would, however, prefer to, be given the

eedom to use their -abilities in ’OTe. communicative activities: that
allow for more creative use of language. They might be more favourable
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to: learner-centred - activities " and - less- favourable to. teacher-centred
activities.-Hence; an. order: of preference:of pairwork; groupwork and
whole class work was .anticipated: (The terms ‘beginner’, ‘elementary’;
and:‘intermediate’- which we -use here ‘are those used by the language
schools. where: this: study,was: carried -out; and relate ‘directly to the
number of months each student has studied for. At the time the study
was. carned out, there were 1o students available from lngher levels )

2Method

: The sub;ects (Ss} were: 34 Brazman adult studems of Engl:sh asa
Foreign Language (from a total student popularuon of 400) studying at
two. private language schools in:neighbouring Brazilian coastal towns;
12. were randomly. selected from each' of three’ groups: beginners (6
‘months-of study); elementary {18 months); : intermediate’ (30 ‘months).
One:student: from: eientary and :one: ﬁ‘om mtenned:a:te dechned to
parucnpaxe due to: pnor oommxtments s

Table 1 Demographxc Breakdown of Sub;ects by Group

Leve Age Range Mean Age Male Female: -
Beginmers 16-25 183, 6 6
: Elementary' : 15 35 T 23_-5 ERPRTR Ry TR, Y
:=”A!i sub_;ects : 16 52 21 6 15 19

'I'he 1denuﬁcanon of three levels of Ieamem m lme wath the length
of time “they  had “spent - smdymg was ' deemed reasonable; since: all
‘students stady for three hours per week; and go ‘through the same series
of textbooks, each of which'is paced to last a specific number of hours.
At the end of each textbook, students are tested and are only allowed to
progress to the next level if they score 70% or more on the tests

3 Matmals

Smce the data mn’ thxs prehmmary study was to be. coilected ata
distance,"a questaonnmre and a covenng letter- were compiled: These
‘were administered in Portuguese. The covering letter. introduced the
‘study,-showed Ss how 1o Tespond 1o the items (e.g. by t:ckmg the box
of their cho:ce) and assured anonymny a.nd conﬁdermalxty
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The questionnaire (see Appendix) . listed, described:and . gave
examples of the three types of classroom organization under
consideration: ‘pairwork; groupwork; whole: class activities. Ss were
asked if they had experienced such activities in class, although, ‘in fact,
through earlier interviews with the teachers, it had already been
ascertained that they had. “Two further items asked them to rate these
activity types on five-point scales according 16 how enjoyablé and how
effective they found them. Open items ther followed in which Ss were
asked to explain their ratings. It should be noted here that the class
sizes for these students nsually averages out at about 15, with 20 as the

maxirurm, and 10 as the mirimum

A female colleague (R) resident in Brazil was responsible for
collecting the data. She was a NS of Portuguese, also fluent in English.
She was not known to Ss before the study, and was introduced to them
by the directors of the schiools (who were ot themselves present during
the data ' collection). ‘Written™ instructions were supplied ‘to Ss ‘in
Portiguese and English. These ‘were tead out by R, 'who'checked ‘that
all Ss understood. The data were collected ‘over ten days, with Ss
attending at times that suited them, either singly or in groups.

5 Results and Discussion of Quantitative Data

Practically 100% answered yes to the quiéstion whethier ‘siich
activities had been used in class. It has already been noted that this had

been checked in advance ‘i’ interviews with“the ‘teachers.  This ‘has
importance Tegarding the second part of the questionnaire, wheré Ss are
asked, for ‘example, how ‘much -they” DO/DID/WOULD enjoy” such
activities. Strictly speaking, three questions were being asked. and one
of ‘them" 2" hypothetical ofie (WOULD), which ‘is known to elicit
different ‘responses ‘I comparison” with- non-hypothetical giestions
(Baker, 1988). However, i is unlikely that this affected results in our
study, ‘since, by ensuring that 'S§ had experienced all such activities. the
hypothetical WOULD alternative was in effect eliminated. The semantic

difference between the remaining DO and DID is arguably negligible in
this context.



378 o DELTA: 7

Table 2: Mean Scorec for E&"ectiveness

“ievel e Pan' work Group work: Whole class :
Beginners: =+ ©3:58 =3 33 i F4ET
: Inte!medlate 455 4 00 R A

Tabie 3 Mean Scores for En]oymenx'

Level 7 Pairwork ‘"'“"Group werk Whele'élkés o
Elementary 400 4.18 4. 55
Intermediate 455 - 391 364

:_Tables 2 and 3 that, mtetms ofrank
orders of preference ons - were largely fulfilled, . apart . from
begnnem ranking. groupwork rather than pairwork least: ﬁvourably for
reasons which are apparent below in the discussion of the. open—ended
data. As expected, 1oo;. the, differences between these mean scorm is
smaller for, the elementary iearners than the begmners P

A two~way ANOVA showeé mgmﬁcant eﬂ'ects, in the cases of
both effectiveness (p =0.028): and enjoyment (p. .= 0.026), for
interactions between classroom organization and’ student levei 'I‘ukey
tests revealed no significant differences between any. of the. pairs of
‘means. So, for. example, the rank order results set. out above are 1o
_some. extent. academlc since there are no. mgmﬁcam differences. between
the. rankmgs, there are eﬁ‘ectwe'iy no. rankings 1o consider,. From Our
analysis, we are thetefore only able to conclude that the. three groups of
learners respond with 2 slgnﬁcantly different. pattern. of preferences. for
the three types ¢ of activities. A glance.at Ptgures 1 and 2 enables one to
see that it is the intermediate learners that have the most differing
pattern. It is possible to speculate from this. that, if an advanced group
had been meluded, more sxgmﬁcaxrt dlﬁ'erences would have emerged
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Figure 1: Perceived Effectiveness of Classroom Activities. |
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Figure 2: Professéd Enjoyment of Classroom Activities
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. - There, was also. a near-significant result (p. =.0.055) for the
perceived effectiveness..of  classroom. organization . alone . (not . for
enjoyment), The student sample as 2 whole (without regard to the three
different levels) perceived.whole class. work zs. being. more effective.
But here perhaps (considering the results for the intermediate learners),
if advanced students had been included, this result would not have



380 YU DELTAL

approached significance. -

Further analysis was conducted to investigate whether learners
made any overall distinction between enjoyment and perceived
effectiveness of activities: ¢.g. "If 'm enjoying the work, I'm more likely
to be learning something.” or, "I felt I was learning something, so I really
enjoyed it." There are reports in the literature of learners drawing 2n
important distinction - between these: e.g. learners commonly expect
some aspects of language learning to: be frustrating and. discouraging
(Naiman, Frohilich, Stern and Todesco, 1978: 12f). - Table 4 shows that,
in this study, - enjoyment. and perceived  effectiveness were indeed

Table 4: Correlauons(Pw:sou's r) between Enjoyment and -

Effectiveness Scores ~
Pair work enjoyment vs. effectiveness 0.99
Group work enjoyment vs. effectiveness 0.65
Whole class enjoyment vs. effectiveness =" 7% it 93

All three correlations are significant at-p = 0.01. Why should this
association come- about? - Possibly, - learners - themselves make the
connection in the way indicated in the previous paragraph, or it.could be
the case that teachers make the associations and then project their own
conceptions onto those of their students, B

6 Results for other variables

Information was also collected,: on' the questionnaire, regarding
respondents' gender, occupation and age.- No.relationship: was found
betweenigender or occupation and students' ratings.. However a
significant” negative correlation. was found between the age of the
respondents and their ratings. This is very much in line with Toncheva {
1992:144). "Adult leamners usually have their own ideas and beliefs
about language leamning and the ways in which they personally learn
best"  Our results showed that older’learners were less Tikely to
consider whole-class activities enjoyable or effective. - 77

" In addition; prior to the student survey; tmhemhadbeen asked
what proportion of teaching time they spent on&ch typeof _;Iassroo_m
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orgamisation.. This information is set out in Table 5. -

Téfilé SMeanPercentageT'une for Classroom Organizations " :

Level Pair work Group work " 'Wholeclass
_Beginners 13% 14% 71%
Flement ary HEE 200/0":':_ I e I QR e s 619457

T what extent i leaer preferences reflot these proportons of
time spent on the activities? Pearson's t coefficients were 0.73 for the

association between the proportion of classroom time and the learpers

perceptions ‘of enjoyability, and 0.82 for the association between the

proportion of classroom time ‘and the learners' - judgments” of
effectiveness. * Hence thé associations are indeed strong Why should

One ‘possible * explanation’ ‘could ‘be that” commonly performed
activities are uppermost in the minds of the students. Another is that,
since these" are “commonly performed, the stidents are giving the
answers they feel are expected of them. It is even possible that teachers
are ‘themselves sensitive ‘to" the preferences of their students; and
respond to themm unconsciously in their lesson and course planring. The

open-ended data included in this study do'not resolve this question.”™

7 Results and Discussion of Open-ended data ™~~~ =

" “Above, we saw that, when thé different levels of the stidents were
taken out “of the “equation,’ there ‘was' an “overall ' near-significant
perception across the board for whole-class work ‘being most effective,
However, ‘we also saw that the intérmediates pattern of preferences
differed significantly from'the other two, For examiple, Figures 1 and 2
illustrate how the clearly cominon judgment of whole class work by the
beginners and elementary learners diverges from the judgment by the
intermiediates. - The open-ended items on'the questioriaire give ‘sofme
insights into these preferences. -~ 1 L s T
- “As-regards whole " class’ ‘activities, ‘four ‘begimers and " thrée
clemerntaty. learners” said" they found' them -enjoyable and’ effective
because they were all forced to participate, while two other beginners
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and three other elementary learners felt their English: improved because
they had to pay close attention to their teacher. Intermediates felt
differently, though. with two stating- that-whole: class work; ' especially
repetition work, was monotonous and something they had already been
doing for a mumber of years. e SR e

Beginners were negative about pairwork, with three saying their
proficiency was too low for them to be able to: sustain conversations in
pairs, and two adding that pairwork often lapses into native language
dialogues, The first of these observations was echoed by two
elementary  learners, and the second by three: others. However, the
elementary. leamers were. 2 little. more divided, with two. of them
maintaining that pairwork encourages the individual to speak out. This
lack of agreement among the elementary leamers is also reflected in the
high standard deviations of 1.612 for both enjoyment and effectiveness
of pairwork. The intermediates were relatively positive, of course, with
three saying that they thought pairwork was effective and enjoyable
because it allowed learners to use the English they already know. -

.. For three beginners, groupwork.was "not very enjoyable or
effective. as- only one or two members of the. group were able to
participate effectively”. Two elementary learners added that groupwork
was 100 _uncontrolled. Two. intermediates,. on_the other hand, felt

These open-ended data are revealing: -Intermediate learners report
the gains in involvement and practice that are so often claimed to arise
from pairwork and groupwork:. (see- Doff, 1988:140). In contrast,
however, beginners and elementary learners tend. to feel more involved
and able to give more attention in whole class activities: Strong's (1983)
observation is supported. here; some beginners and elementary learners
report that they are unable to sustain pairwork activities in the second
language, and, in their monolingual groups, often switch: to the first
language. It is possible, of course, that teachers. are not.implementing
pairwork and groupwork in a satisfactory way in the classroom: (see for
example, Byrne 1986:77), but here our concerns. are with the realities
experienced by leamners. In practice, it is questionable how far learners
at these levels are benefiting from meaning. negotiation, the exception
being: the few. learners who reportedly . dominate - these groupwork
activities. . .. P T S
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8 Conclusions

The study we have repoxted above is an 1mtlal foray w1th a smali_
number of Ss and a somewhat blunt instrument. For example, ‘the’
categories...of  classtoom . organization  were rather. imprecise.
Nevertheless, this early: work casts some light on. the developmem of
new preferences at different stages of learning, and on some mismatches
between learners' judgments about classroom organmnon, and some of
the claxms oﬂen made:” ' We cannot maintain that the learners: are
correct, or incorrect in their perceptions of effectiveness.. We.do feel.
though, that direct insights into student perceptions and preferences are’
an essential component of second language pedagogy. " Information
from such msaghts is‘important to teachers who want to use approaches :
which take account of the needs of their students, to materials writers .
and course—desxgners ‘and. to the learners themselvos who “want to
coutribute acuvely 1o thelr own learmng processes.

Our research programme will build on tlns pilot: study by obsemng a
and recording at closer ‘quarters, aiming at more specificity regarding -
activity types, and with direct observation and immediate data gathering
in classroom activities in progress. For the time being, we hope that we .
‘have shown that there is mich more in the voice of the learner that is’
worth listening to. * e

(Recebido em '17;05/93 - Acsto em 210694)
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‘Survey of Attitudes to Classroom Activities

Type ofAmwnty

Pairswork Activitics” ’
'Ihsmvo{msmdemsworhngm
pausonamagnofmwhcs

dmgnodtohamvocab-duyor 3

grammy;: orbuildﬂumcy and i

may include ...

| s s tindor -
‘used/has it been;: -

| How much. -

| doidid/would you'

enpythuhndof'-'-

tsed in-your class? | activity

How cﬁ'ccm'c
do/did/would: you

- find-this kind of

cDucnsswnmdpﬁcuoc.ofm:.v_v_

vombulaxyormmnr

-Pmcuocofmbookdmlogm
readings and exerciscs
« Creative conversation and
information exchange
ronal activit

) O Not very
7 effective o

Whole Class Activities

This involves the whale class
.being involved, with the teacker, ..
in.a range of activitics designed

tohclpm&duﬂsknmmbuhry. i o
orgmmarorb:ﬂdﬂuencymd BRI

may.include o0
.Tmnslauonofvocabuhry
gmmmnrorlmpmgﬁ
Py tion of vocabulary or
grammarmﬁnghsh
= Repetition with grammatical
e . of
into present, past forms, ¢te.
» Question and answer sessions
with teacher and students

50 Alet

| 30 Somewhat 1 ¢

1 O Not very
much

SDVu'y

(30 Somewhat e

1 O Not very
effective




SHORTALL & GARRETT 385
APPENDIX (commued)
TypcofAcnmy e B
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