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Abstract
The present paper reports a classroom SLA study in which two groups of Japanese university

students received grammar instruction which is thought to have matched their learning style, and

two groups received instruction on the same grammatical matter in a way which is thought not to

have matched their learning style. The study investigates the relationship between i) learning style,

i1) personal preference for a teaching style, iii) language gain, and iv) teaching style, for the two

groups. It is a replication, with modifications, of an Australian study reported by Willing (1988).

Some of the findings are:

1) The mean gain score for the matched teaching-learning group was

higher than that for the unmatched teaching-learning group; and 2) the mean personal preference -

score of the matched teaching-learning group was higher than that of the unmatched teaching-

learning group.

Introduction

Parents, teachers and other instructors are
aware that not all learners learn in the same
way. Educational psychology has attempted to
account for these differences with an array of
learning-theory models (Dewey, 1910 ; Gagne,
1965 ; Ausubel, 1968). In general psychology,
the notion of ‘cognitive style’ (Witkin, 1965)
has long been thought to account for individual
differences in learning, and has been discussed
in terms of dichotomous constructs such as
‘field dependence’ versus ‘field independence’

(Witkin, 1965) ; versus
(Peters, 1983) ; ‘data gatherers’ versus ‘rule
formers’ (Hatch, 1978) ; ‘experiential’ versus
‘studial’ (Ellis, 1989), and ‘inductive’ versus
‘deductive’ cognitive styles. (Hill, 1972 ; Har-

nett, 1981).

‘ analytic’ ‘ gestalt’

Although these individual differences in
learning modalities have become the subject of
considerable interest in second language acqui-
sition theory (Rubin, 1975; Naiman et al,
1978 ; Seliger, 1983 ;
ty, 1985, O’Malley et al., 1985

Politzer and McGroar-
Oxford,
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1989), there is still a lack of precision and a
heterogeneity which characterizes discussions
of learning strategies. One researcher has
remarked as follows:
“The proliferation of terms and concepts,
so characteristic of accounts of every
aspect of procedural knowledge, is perhaps
most evident in discussions of learning
strategies. Strategies as varied as memor-
ization, overgeneralization, inferencing,
and prefabricated patterns have all been
treated under the general heading of ‘ learn-
ing strategies’. In addition, there is con-
stant reference to the process of
hypothesis-testing, which underlies in a
rather ill-defined way the operation of the
more specific strategies”. (Ellis, 1986 :

167).

For a working definition of the term
‘learning strategies’ the present writer has
adopted that given by Ellis:

“Learning strategies account for how
learners accumulate new L2 rules and how
They
include the strategies involved in the gen-

they automatize existing ones.

eral process of hypothesis formation and
testing. These can be conscious or subcon-
scious. Learning strategies contrast with
both communication strategies and produc-
tion strategies, which account for how the
learners usetheir rule systems, rather than
how they acquire them”. (1986 : 299).

The present study is modelled on a large
scale study of the learning strategies of adult
immigrant learners of English as a second lan-
guage in Australia. (Willing, 1988). In his
introduction, Willing outlines three reasons for
investigating the concept of ‘ learning strategy’,
which he says is perhaps the most important

concept to have surfaced to date in the realm of
subjective needs:

i) The appearance of a considerable

amount of evidence “...which
points to the fact that certain spe-
cific psychological options, from
across a broad range of different
aspects of personality and learning
behaviour, do in fact tendvto appear

LI

together in a given ‘type’ ”;

ii) “There is evidence that catering dif-
ferentially for these different learn-
ing modalities does have distinct
educational advantages. An entire
branch of educational research

(Aptitude-Treatment Interaction)

seeks to document such effects”,;

and

iii) “...most teachers already tend to
behave in accordance with an (un-
conscious) conception of learning
style. ..there is usually the covert
assumption of one particular learn-
ing style as basic. What makes the
current interest in learning styles
new is that several different ways of
learning are now held to be equally
valid ” (1988 : 6).

In addition to the above reasons for
continuing the investigation of learning strat-
egies, the present writer feels that models of
SLA which attempt to clarify the role of formal
instruction in the transfer of explicit knowledge
to implicit knowledge (e.g. Sharwood-Smith,
1981) might be able to accommodate the role
of learning style as a selective input filter.
That is, if teaching style is matched with learn-
ing style, this could result in input being maxim-
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ized, which may account in part for enhanced
transference from explicit knowledge to
implicit knowledge. It is felt by the present
writer that ongoing investigation of matched
teaching styles and learning styles may help to
clarify the nature of ‘ input’ in a variable model
of SLA.

The research questions driving the present

study are:

1) Can Japanese learners be categorized by
‘ type’, which is synonymous with ‘ learning
style’, according to their response on a
questionnaire devised by Willing (1988)?
(Using factor analysis, Willing showed that
learners could be categorized by type,
according to the pattern of their responses
on a questionnaire, as follows:

Type 1: ‘Concrete’ learners: - like
games, pictures, films, video, using cas-
settes, talking in pairs and practicing Eng-
lish outside class;
Type 2. Analytical’ learners: - like
studying grammar, studying English books
and reading newspapers, studying alone,
finding their own mistakes and working on
problems set by the teacher;

Type 3: ‘Communicative’ learners: - like
to learn by watching, listening to native
speakers, talking to friends in English,
watching television in English, using Eng-
lish outside of the classroom etc.; and

Type 4 . ° Authority-oriented’ learners: -
like the teacher to explain everything, like
to have their own textbook, to write in a
notebook, to study grammar, and to learn
by reading).

2) Is there any correlation between ‘learning
style’ (i.v.1) and ‘ personal preference’ (d.v.
1), such that matching teaching style (i.v.
2) with learning style produces a higher
(i.e. high on a scale of 5-25) ‘personal
preference’, while mismatched teaching
and learning style produces a lower (i.e.
low on a scale of 5-25) ‘personal prefer-
ence’?; and

3) Is there any relationship between:
i) learning style (i.v.1) and personal prefer-
ence (d.v.l) . and
ii) personal preference (d.v.1) and gains in
learning (d.v.2)?

Hypotheses

Concerning research question 1) above, it
is hypothesized, on the basis of Willing’s factor
analysis, that learners will fall into four distinct
categories or types: i) Concrete; ii) Analytical;
ii1) Communicative; and iv) Authority-oriented.

Concerning research question 2) above,
Oxford (1989) has suggested that in order to
be sensitive to all individual differences among
learners, teachers should first assess students’
current learning strategies, and determine
learners’ existing goals, motivations and atti-
tudes. (1989 : 244-245). She remarks that
“The rults will make the investment worth-
while” (1989 : 245), but does not elaborate.

On the basis of early studies of affectivity
and motivation (Chihara and Oller, 1978 ;
Macnamara, 1973 . Rogers, 1961 ; Spolsky,
1969) it is hypothesized that those students
whose learning style matches the teaching style
will reflect a higher score on an attitude-
questionnaire, than those students whose learn-
ing style does not match the teaching style.

Concerning research question 3) above, it
has been reported (Wesche, 1981) that when
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learning and teaching styles match, attitude
scores will be high, and may correlate with high

gains in learning.
Method

Subjects

The Ss for this study were 68 first-year
university students majoring in Human Sci-
ences, in 2 intact groups (n =30 and n=38) al-
located by class scheduling. According to the
university authorities, the students are assigned
to the class in such a way that there will be an
even distribution of students who score high,
average and low marks on the university’s
English entrance exam. The students are
required to take a compulsory course called
English I, conducted by the present writer. The
experiment was conducted during the course of
one of the regular class meetings. It should be
noted that the author had intended to conduct
this experiment with 112 subjects. However,
due to uncontrolable factors, there was a high
absence rate on the day the experiment was
conducted. Further, when students were allocat-
ed according to ‘types’, the number of subjects
available for investigation diminished to n= 62
(i.e. where there were ties, those subjects’ data
(n=8) were discarded), so that the number
available for the main comparison (n=27 and
n=18) in this study was reduced to n=45. The
sampling constraints, and their effects, will be
discussed in detail below.

Instrumentation
1. The questionnaire used for assigning sub-
jects to ‘ types’ of ‘ learning styles’ (i.v.1).

Willing (1988 : 106-107) devised a 30-
question questionnaire to investigate learner’s
" preferences according to the following cate-
gories:

i) Preferred classroom activities (questions
1-7) ;

ii) Preferred teacher behaviour (questions
8-12) ;

iii) Preferences for learning groups (questions
13-17) ;

iv) Learner’s assessment of LL priorities
(questions 18-20) ;

v) Learner’s preference for sensory

modalities (questions 21-23) ; and

activities

vi) Learner’s ‘outside-of-class’

(questions 24-30).

Willing’s questionnaire is found in Appendix 1.
For the purposes of the present study, Willing’s
questionnaire was translated, with minor adap-
tations, into Japanese, by a Japanese language
professional. This questionnaire is found in
Appendix 2. Subjects were asked to respond
to the questionnaire by circling one of four
response-options, as follows:

Question 1. In English class, I like to

learn by reading:

i) No

i) A little

iii) Good

iv) Best.
Willing ascribed scores to each question-
response such that i) received one point, ii) two
points, iii) three points, and iv) four points.
Willing found that
question-responses were grouped in such a way

Using factor analysis,

as to constitute four clusters, or types, which he
labelled as follows:

Type 1: Concrete learners: (questions 2, 3,
5, 14, 16, 17) ;
Type 2. Analytical learners: (questions 9,

12, 13, 18, 24, 27)
Type 3: Communicative learners: (questions
4, 22, 25, 28, 29, 30) ; and

8_



BREAEARERE $£5% H15 1992F

Type 4 . Authority-orientated learners: (ques-
tions 1, 6, 7, 8, 18 and 21).

Following Willing, that cluster of questions
which showed the highest score (range from 6
- 24) for an individual subject was regarded as
being his or her dominant learning strategy, or
type (Willing, 1988 : 154),

2. The pretest-posttest by which learning
gains (d.v.2) was established:

A grammar test was devised by the present
writer to evaluate subjects’ command of the use
of the active-passive form of verbs. It consists
of three parts, as follows:

Q1 : Translate the following English sen-
tences in Japanese;
(5 sentences): e.g.
grown in Hokkaido.

i) Potatoes are

Answer:

(The answers to these questions were cor-
rected by a bilingual Japanese language profes-
sional).

Q2 : Translate the following Japanese
sentences into English;

(5 sentences): e.g. i) Last week it rained
heavily.

Answer:

3: An aural-comprehension test (10 sen-
tences) as follows:

“Listen to the teacher. He will read 10 sen-
tences. Circle the word which represents the
doer of the action”. (For each sentence, only the
words representing the ‘ doer’ and the ‘ receiver’
of the action were given on the answer sheet).
The list of complete sentences can be seen in
Appendix 3.

This test was used for both the pretest and the

posttest, for each of two classes, on the same
day. It was administered over 15 minutes each
time, taking a total of 30 minutes in a
scheduled 90-minute class. The test was not
administered on the same day as the Willing-
questionnaire was administered. The test can
be seen in Appendix 4. Discussion relating to

the validity of this test is made below.

3: The ‘ personal preference’ (d.v.1) question-
naire:

The present writer devised a Lickert-type
questionnaire using an ordinal scale from 1-5
as a measure of each subject’s overall ‘ attitude’
or affective response to the teaching style.
Students were instructed as follows:

“Please answer the following (5) questions by
circling the number (1-5) which best expres-
ses what you think”:

1 = not very much;

2 = somewhat;

3 = yes;

4 = quite a lot; and

5 = very much (c.f. Willing, 1988 : 112).

The kind of question asked was as follows:

Q5 . Would you like to have more lessons like
today’s lesson? 12 345

The sum of the numerical responses to
each question (range: 5-25) was used in this
study as an index of overall ‘ preference’ for the
day’s lesson. The Personal Preference Question-
naire can be seen in Appendix 5.

4 : The teaching-style (d.v.3) ‘types’.

The present writer is unaware of any
validated studies of criterion for establishing
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‘ teaching-typologies’ This matter is outside of
the scope of Willing’s study. However as a
probe, the present writer attempted to devise
two contrasting teaching-styles, or approaches,
as follows: Willing’s four tables which describe
the six characteristic learning features of the
four learning styles (Tables 16-19, pp.156-162)
also provides contrasting learning features
from among the other three learning styles. For
the two learning styles isolated for investiga-
tion in the present study, Communicative and
Concrete, the characteristic learning features
as well as the contrasting learning features
were identified. For example, Communicative
learners, whom Willing classifies as ‘active
learners’, in contrast to ‘ passive learners’ (ie.
Authority Oriented) like to learn by talking to
friends, by using English, and by hearing Eng-
lish; whereas they don’t like the teacher to give
them problems to work on, or to learn by
playing games in class. Concrete learners,
whom Willing equates with ‘ Field Dependent’
learners, are group-conscious learners who
refer to others for identity and role definition
{Willing, 1988 : 156-162),

Although the ‘Communicative’ and the
‘ Concrete’-learning characteristics reported by
Willing seemed to provide maximally contrast-
ing features, the present study vielded only
three ‘ Analytical’ learners. Since this was
numerically insufficient, a less contrastive cate-
gory, ‘ Concrete’ (n=18), was chosen for com-
parison with ¢ Communicative’ learners (n = 27)
in the present study. These two learning styles
(see Willing, 1988 : 156-162) were used as the
basis for devising two lesson approaches for
teaching the active-passive form of verbs,
which are thought to have matched the per-
sonal learning preferences of learners in the
two categories respectively.

The ‘ Communicative’ lesson approach:

In order for classroom activities to be
‘ communicative’, they must take account of the
following characteristics:

+ the materials must focus on meaning rather
than on form;
* the materials should create an information
gap;
*+ the materials should provide the learner
with an objective; and
* the materials should require the learner to
extemporize.

(Widdowson, 1978)

The communicative-teaching approach (d.v.3)
proceeded as follows:

1) Students were told that the topic of the
lesson was ‘ a bank robbery’;

2) Students were asked to brainstorm the topic
of ‘bank robbery’, with the teacher listing
up all the expressions, vocabulary and
notations that the students suggested;

3) From among the list, transitive verbs were
identified,;

4) The teacher then demonstrated the passive
transform. e.g.:

“The robber shot the guard” becomes
“The guard was shot by the robber”.

5) The teacher explained the appropriacy of
both forms of the verb, showing that in the
active voice, NP1 receives the major focus;
whereas in the passive voice, NP2 receives
the major focus. It was explained that this
could be important in the case of a police-
man who has to report a crime without
infering blame.

6) Next, photocopies of 7 picture frames enti-
tled ‘ Bank Robbery’ (Fletcher and Birt,
1983) were given to each student. In pairs,
the students were asked to report what
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happened 1) as told by a witness (in the
active voice); and ii) as told by a policeman
(in the passive voice).

These 6 steps of the lesson were completed in
approximately 50 minutes.

The concrete-teaching approach (d.v.3)
proceeded as follows:

1) Students were told that the focus of the
lesson was on the active-passive form of
the verb, and the transformation rule, with
practice in making the transformation.

2) The following transformation rule was
demonstrated on the blackboard, and ex-
plained by the teacher:

NP1 + AUX + V + NP2
Passive NP2 + AUX + BE +
indent + V + by + NP1

3) Using photocopies of exercises from a

Active:

Traditional-Grammar text (Spankie,
1981 : 327-329), the students wrote out
the transforms. This was done as an
individual activity, with no collaboration.
Before the end of the lesson, the teacher

read out the correct transforms from
Spankie’s answer code (pp 387-389) and
the students corrected whatever errors
they had made.

These 3 steps of the lesson were completed in
approximately 50 minutes.

Discussion relating to the validity of this vari-
able (i.e. ‘teaching-approach’) will be made
below.

Procedure
Each of two intact class groups was given
1) a pre-test (grammatical manipulation of the
active-passive transform);
2) treatment (‘communicative’ and ‘form-
focused’ instruction instruction on the
active-passive form of the verb respective-
ly); and
3) a post-test (the same instrument as for the
pre-test).
All three procedures were administered by the
present writer during the course of a single 90
minute scheduled lesson. The instructional
input comprising the ‘communicative’ lesson
and the ‘ analytical’ lesson was recorded on an

audio cassette.

Results

Table 1 shows the classification of sub-
jects according to learner types, on the basis of

responses to a translated version of Willing’s
questionnaire:

Table 1 : Classification of subjects according to learner types

Communi- Concrete Analytical Authority-

cative oriented
Present study* 64%(n =44) 1% (n=12) |4%(n=3) 2%(n =1)
Willing’s Study** 40% 10% 10% 30%

*12% (n=8) were ‘tied’, and therefore rejected from the present study;
**10% were ‘tied’, and therefore rejected from Willing’s Study

Table 2 presents the summary scores for
performance gains on a post-test. ‘ Matched
gains’ means the gains by students whose learn-

ing style is thought to have matched the teach-
ing style (n=18) ; ‘Unmatched gains’ means
the gains by students whose learning style is
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thought not to have matched the teaching style
(n=27). It can be seen that the mean gain score
for the matched teaching-learning group (X =

1.0) is higher than that for the unmatched
teaching-learning group (X =0.185), Discussion
is made below.

Table 2 : Performatnce gains for matched teaching-learning style (x:), and unmatched teaching-learning

style (xz)
X1 : Matched gains

Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error: Variance: Coef. Var.: Count:

1 1.138 .268 1.294 113.759 18
Minimum: Maximum: Range: Sum: Sum of Sqr.: # Missing:
—1 4 5 18 40 9

X: I Unmatched gains .

Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error: Variance: Coef. Var.; Count:
185 1.665 .32 2.772 899.076 27
Minimum: Maximum: Range: Sum: Sum of Sqr.: # Missing:
-3 5 8 5 73 0

Table 3 presents summary scores for stu-
dents’ affective responses to the presentation
(the teaching style) of the lesson. ‘ Matched
effect’ (Table 3a) is the response of the group
(n=18) whose learning style is thought to have
‘ Unmatched
affect’ (Table 3b) means the response of stu-

matched the teaching style ;

dents whose learning style is thought not to

Table 3a: Responses to a questionnaire rating personal preference for a lesson

have matched the teaching style (n =27).

Table 3a; Responses to a questionnaire
rating personal preference for a lesson presen-

tation,

(X1), and unmatched teaching-learning style

X2)

matched teaching-learning style (xi), and unmatched teaching-learing style (x.)
X; : Matched affect

for matched teaching-learning style

presentation, for

Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error: Variance: Coef. Var.: Count:
13.889 3.376 .796 11.399 24.3096 18
Minimum: Maximum: Range: Sum: Sum of Sqr.: # Missing:
9 21 12 250 3666 9

Table 3b :

X: : Unmatched affect

Mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error: Variance: Coef. Var.: Count:
11.852 4.007 771 16.054 33.807 27
Minimum: Maximum: Range: Sum: Sum of Sqr.: # Missing:
5 19 14 320 4210 0

It can be seen that the mean personal prefer-
ence score of the matched teaching-learning
group (X=13.889) is higher than that of the

unmatched teaching-learning group

(%x=11.852).

12 —
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Table 4 shows the results of a t-test analy-
sis of scores on the posttest for learners whose
learning style is thought to have matched the
teaching style, and learners whose learning

®5% H1F5 19924

style is thought not to have matched the teach-
ing style; and the affective responses (Table 4b)

of the same groups respectively.

Table 4a :
Paired t-Test X; : Matched gains Y. : Unmatched gains
DF: Mean X-Y Paired t value: Prob. (2-tail): j
17 1 1.886 0.765
Note : 9 cases deleted with missing values.
Table 4b :
Paired t-Test X, : Matched affect Y, . Unmatched affect
DF: Mean X-Y Paired t value: Prob. (2-tail):
17 2.333 2.116 0.494

Note : 9 cases deleted with missing values.

Table 5 shows a correlation matrix for i)
gains on the posttest made by the matched
teaching-learning group (left column and upper
row), and ii) the affective responses of those
learners in the matched teaching-learning group
Although
extremely low, it can be seen that there is a
positive correlation (r=.184) between the
gains on the posttest made by the matched

(right column and lower row).

teaching-learning group, and the scores on the
affectivity test by the matched teaching-
learning group. Discussion will follow below.

Table 5 :
Correlation matrix
Matched | Matched
Matched gains 1
Matched affect |.184 1
Discussion

The expectation of the present writer was
that, on the basis of responses to Willing’s
questionnaire, a high percentage of students
would fall into the ‘authority-oriented’ cate-
gory. This expectation, based on an unresear-
ched cultural stereotype, was shared by a num-

ber of EFL instructors. It was surprising to
find, however, that the percentage of authority-
oriented learners in the present survey (2%)
was considerably less than in Willing’s survey
(30%). Conversely, the percentage of Japanese
respondants in the ‘communicative’ category
was unexpectedly high (64%), quite higher
than in Willing’s survey (40%). The first analy-
sis of the data, related to research question #1
(p.4), shows that there is a range of learner-
types among Japanese EFL students, with the
majority (64%) falling into the ‘communica-
tive’ category. Current teaching practices in the
Japanese secondary education system, as well
as in the tertiary system, are quite apparently
failing to meet (‘' match’) learner’s expressed
learning-style preference.

Concerning research question #2, Table 2
indicates that there is a positive relationship
between ‘learning style’ (i.v.1) and ‘personal
preference’ (d.v.1), even though this relation-
ship does not quite reach statistical significance
at the p > .05 level. As well as the suitability
of the instrument used for assessing ¢ personal
preference’ (Appendix 5), the whole question
of whether it is reasonable or possible to make
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an assessment of ‘ personal preference’ on the
basis of a one-shot, on-the-day probe on-the-day
probe is debatable. A validated instrument
applied over a considerably longer period of
time, would give stronger support to the con-
cept of a measure of personal preference
towards a particular teaching-learning style.

The question of most importance to the
present study, relating to the relationship
between ‘ preference for the lesson’ (d.v.1) and
‘ gains in learning’ (d.v.2), research question
#3, is at the same time the most problematic.
The criteria by means of which one lesson-
presentation is designated ‘communicative’,
and another ‘ form-focused’ must be improved,
perhaps by making use of an observation sched-
ule such as COLT (Allen et al., 1984) - before
research of the present kind can proceed. One
approach may be to devise instruments with
which to contrast discreet components of les-
sons rather than whole lessons. (See Ellis’s
“Sample Materials (2) : Refusing an invita-
tion”, TUJ, 1990) ; and in applying the partic-
ular ‘ type’ of lesson-presentation diachronical-
ly, not just on-the-day.

Of critical importance to any study of this
kind is the instrument by means of which ‘ lan-
guage gains’ is established. The instrument used
in the present study (Appendix 4) attempted to
incorporate reading, writing and listening in the
assessment of grammatical competence; but the
test itself was somewhat deficient in that it
failed to spread the students responses suffi-
ciently. Scores on the posttest were in many
cases no different from those on the pretest.
Such paucity of data made the use of ANOVA
and regression analysis impossible. In several
cases, students simply refused to attempt whole
sections of the posttest (e.g. the listening com-
ponent). This resulted in several cases of nega-
tive integer ‘ gains’! These outliers had to be

removed from the data, which reduced the
sample size further. It is felt that performance
on the test instrument was not sufficiently (if at
all) tied in with active participation in the les-
son. In other words, it is not clearly shown that
what was necessary for an improved perfor-
mance on the posttest was contained in the
lesson presentation.

Conclusion

The present study, using Willing’s (1988)
study as a point of reference, attempted to
investigate the relationship between various
learning styles, teaching styles, attitudinal
response, and language gains. Though conspic-
uous more on account of its limitations than its
merits, indications are that even in spite of the
crude instrumentation and analysis employed in
the present study, there is sufficient reason for
proceeding along these lines of inquiry. It is
immediately apparent that such inquiry is con-
tingent upon improved design and validation of
the instrumentation for assessing language
gains, and the credible differentiation of vari-
ables such as ‘ teaching style’ and ‘ attitudinal
response’ If the present study has done little
more than to clarify the contingencies of this,
and ongoing research of this kind, then it has
served a purpose.
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APPENDIX 1
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
HOW DO YOU LEARN BEST?

In English class, I like to learn by reading. no
In class, I like to listen and use cassettes.

In class, I like to learn by games.

In class, I like to learn by conversations.

In class, I like to learn by pictures, films, videos.
I want to write everything in my notebook.

NS g e

I like to have my own textbook.

*®

1 like the teacher to explain everything to us.

9. | I like the teacher to give us problems to work on.
10. | I like the teacher to help me talk about my interests.
11. | I like the teacher to tell me all my mistakes.

12. |1 like the teacher to let me find my mistakes.

13. | I like to study English by myself (alone).

14. | I like to learn English by talking in pairs.

15. |1 like to learn English in a small group.

16. | I like to learn English with the whole class.

17. | I like to go out with the class and practice English.

18. | I like to study grammar.
19. |1 like to learn many new words.
20. | I like to practice the sounds and pronunciation.

21. | I like to learn English words by seeing them.
22. | I like to learn English words by hearing them.
23. | I like to learn English words by doing something.

24, | At home, I like to learn by reading newspapers etc.

25. | At home, I like to learn by watching TV in English.
26. | At home, i like to learn by using cassettes.

27. | At home, I like to learn by studying English books.

28. | I like to learn by talking to friends in English.

29. |1 like to learn by watching, listening to Australians.

30. | I like to learn by using English in shops.

little
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE continued

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

4.

When I don’t understand something in
English, I ask someone to explain it
to me.

If something in English is too difficult for
me, I try to listen to some part of it.

I watch people’s faces and hands to help me
understand what they say.

When I'm reading, if I don’t understand a
word, I try to understand it by looking

at the other words.

When I am not in class, [ try to find ways
to use my English.

1 am happy to use my English even if 1 make
mistakes.

I think about what I am going to say before
I speak.

If I don’t know how to say something, I think
of a way to say it, then I try it in speaking.

When I am speaking in English, I listen to my
pronunciations.

If I learn a new word, I try to put it into my
conversation so I can learn it better.

If someone does not understand me, 1 try to
say it in a different way.

I like the sound of English.

I try to find special problems in English, and
I try to fix them.

1 ask myself how well I am learning English,
and I try to think of better ways to learn.

I try to understand the Australian way of life.

no

n

N

sometimes

often

”

"

n
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE continued

What country do you come from?. . . . . . . . . . . . o Lo e e e e e e e e e e
Your 1anguage? . . - . . . o . . e i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Other language(s)? - - - -« « o ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Your age? 15-20 21-24 25-29 30-39 40+

‘Sex? M F

How many year education? (school, college, university). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...

Did you go to school in your country in:

a village (about 500 people)

a town (about 5,000 people)

a city (about 50,000 people)

a big city (about 500,000 people)
Which language(s) did you study in your country? . . . . - . . . . . . . .. ... Lo
Did you study English in your country? YES NO

If YES, where did you study English? at school

at university

other . . . . . . . . . .o

If YES, how many years did you study English? . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... L

What is your teacher’s given name?. . . . . - « « « o e e e i e e e e e e e e e
How many English courses have you had in Australia?. . . . . . .. . . .« . . .. . . . ..

How many brothers and sisters do youhave? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. e
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Appendix 2 : Translated version of Willing’s questionnaire.

Student Number : 2 B R NAME : .
Bl DR, KEMTEZ EPFETT, Z98Bbw SLEIRS 2RV EIES FEECEIES

(BHDERICRELIRCELE—0BU, OTHATTFEWw,) |

1. EEEOBRETIE., RIZFRATEZ E01FE 23 8Bbhv SLEIERS »ANEIES FECESRS
T¥,

2. EFEOBETIE, MBI LR b F5Bbhwv ALEIES »EWE585 FEEICEIES
G 2 EDFETT,

3. EFEOTETIE. RiI7—2TREIEFF Z58Bbikv LLEIRT »20VZF585 FEICFSES
ETT.

4, EFBORETIZ. HIBLETEI LT i Bbh ALEIES »ARNVEFSES FEEICESES
3,

5. EFEOEETE., FTEClE 74 % Z3RBbEkv LLEIERS »RVEIRS FEIESES
o THEBET B EPFETT,

6. RIXEFTD ) — MNZEBWETBELWE ZIBbLwv SLEIRY »ENVZEIR FEEICEIES
B,

7. MIBSEROBERELRL V. ZIBbhv PLEIERS »HVZFIBS FEEICESERS

8. Rid. B RHAATIORVERS), Z3Bbhv LLEIERT »20DZ585 FEI-ESES

9. i, BRI SD IO LHEEETN  ZHBbhv HLEI3EIY »LEVFIRS EBIIESIERS
HRWERS,

10, . FWRAHIBOCERNHBEIICD ZI8bEv SLEIBY »LVE58B5 FEEICEFSIRS
WTETE, BT T NEERVERT,

1L #i3, #FEIROEEWELETCEL TN ZHRbEw SLZHIEY 2092587 FEEHIES
BERWVWERS,

12, iz, HEIRICETOER VIR & Zi3Bbiw SLEIRS »ROZIES FEEICEIES
EIIZER B RENEES,

13, R, BHAUV & ) TEELZMEL 2\Wv, ZiBbhw HLEIEY »ROVZIET EECEIES

14, R, ZATHIC > THREBEMRL Vv, Z258b%v 2LESIBRS 202585 FEICZFS5ES

15. ®iz., 2AED 7N —7TEELZMEL 2 ZI9Bbw ALEIET »NZEHB5 FECEIES
W,

16, Bk, 7 7 ALK TEELMEEL 22, Z58Bbhw ALEIRS »LNZEH585 FECEIES

17. Bix. 7T ADAE S HTEEBLZHEEL Z5Bbhv SLEIBRY »uVEIRS FEECEIES
v, (Bl SEAD —TF 45—z BT
3)

18, ®id. XEEEULW, ZIBbhw SLEIR) »RVZSIES FECESES

19, R, FLWBFELL{ ZAEI Y, 5 Bbiy SLEIRS »RVEZ5ES FEECEFIES

20. #iz, BEOEZH»L 2w, ZIBbhv SLEIE) »L0E585 FEEIEFIESD

21, R, EHFERFHTRTEI W, ZIBbay SLESRI »EVZIRS FEECESIES

22, R, REFEZHZMWTELZY, ZIRbE HLEIRY 2uNZIBI FHCEIES

23, F3. EHFEZITEIZEL TRV W, ZiBbhv SLEIRS »EVEZIRES FECEFIES

24, RTIX. RIL, FRL EEMATEE 2 ZH5Bbov SLESREY %0258 EEKZEIES
WY HNHFETY,

25. KTk, B3, ZFOTVEEHZRETHE 25Bbiv SLESBI 2402585 EFCEFIES
WY 2NNEETT,

26. KTid. B, ey F2EAHLTE®ET  Z5BbLwv SLEFIBY 2402585 FECEIERS
P2ONMFETT, :

27. KT Bt KFEOETHRERT 200  F5Bbhv ALZES5EI »402585 FELCEIES
&9,

28, i, FEXEFBTHEL THELODFHENE o RbLy SLEIRS »ENZIRES FECEIES
B,
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29, 3. EEYBEFLITIAZENILER 25 Bb%hwv SHLEIES 2LV Z585 FEELZIES
BV L TEROPRWERS,
30. i3, HEAECERCHEER2FIIEY 25 Bbhv SLEIRS 2ENZI8T FECEIES
Buwilligic s &5,
31, R, EFBETHLLWIESFHL L, EPICHBL TN L) BT & v Badbsb LITLiEH 5
PHNET,
32, B3, EETHLBELIEFH-TE, W(LPTLHERZ L IIZEN v Eradbhd LITLIEH D
LT,
33. ®it. AEAFSET L 2RBFHNCL 20T, TOAOERBERLHFED £ L[ v Bxrxdpsd LIELIEHS
REY,
34, Rid, FA TV IS ST WSE/ BT, R HHBIL 27 v Babd LiITLIEHD
35, Fiz. BELSOETCL, EEEHEI LIICLTET, Tw EBxkd LIELIEDS
36, FAI. TEiTES UL, EFRERES L HBRLATY, v HrdHd LiIFLiEds
37. #id. ETHIC. HEVMEEBIEL TN EL(FEZET. v Beebhd LITLIED S
38, Bz, HLEWHISL LT, ETEZCZArLMEPFETLICL v Babd LITLiEHS
9,
39, Fi3, HEFBLETHIC, HoOREFEHWTvIY, v Babd LiIZLiEhB
40, BT, FHLVWEEZEZI 2L, 2FNRTHESTRET, 29755, &< v Babd LIILIEDS
B2 HNET, .
41, OEI e MELEVEE, BoSWHTETIICLET. Tw Brbs LIFLIEHS
42, Hi3. EFOBEIFFETT, v Bebhd LIFLIEHS
43, FlI. B L > CERENFELHEYF H b L 25K L. BT LILLT v BeH5 LELEHS
wET,
44, Fix, HEEPFEREIC, B Lo TEINRBVHEN TR EEZTWET, 4w B2HE LIELEHD
45, Fhi. EEFBEZLTAIAENEEFLZERL L) L BHTVET, v Badbsb LITLIESHS
Appendix 3.
Sentences to be Read Aloud by The Teacher for Question #3 of The Pre-PostTest
1) The lost book was found by Peter.
2) A big earthquake destroyed the town.
3} John lent Peter ¥5,000.
4) The warm milk was drunk by the kittens.
5) This sketch was drawn by me.
6) Mother made a delicious cake for my birthday.
7) Thieves stole John’s money from his locker.
8) Haruko told the story in both English and Japanese.
9) The Children were delighted by the story.
10) Haruko was admired by the children.
Answer key :
1) Peter 6) Mother
2) A big earthquake 7) Thieves
3) John 8) Haruko
4) the kittens 9) the story
5) me 10) the children
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Appendix 4 :
Pre: NAME :
Post : STUDENT NUMBER :

Grammar Quiz . Active/Passive Voice
1 : Translate the following English Sentences into Japanese :
1) Potatoes are grown in Hokkaido.
2) Madame Curie discovered Radium.
3) It is thought that Prime Minister Kaifu is Popular.
4) The Students gave the teacher a gift.
5) Taro beat Jiro, but Taro was beaten by Saburo.

2 : Translate the following Japanese sentences into English :
6) FlT 5 & U WA 2,
7) WIZEEIRBENCTEA I
8) L2AD Az s EEITHFINIZ,
9) £BrenEiEr i,
10) kN DFEITERIC L - TREL N2,

3 : Listen to the teacher. He will read 10 sentences. Circle the word which is the Doer of the action
(i.e. the ‘ agent’=1T.5%).

11) The lost book Peter

12) A big earthquake the town

13) John Peter

14) The warm milk the kittens

15) This sketch me

16) Mother a delicious cake
17) Thieves John’s money
18) Haruko the story

19) The children the story

20) Haruko the children
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Appendix 5 :
TOTAL : Student Number :

Student Name :

Attitude Questionnaire

Instructions .  Please answer the following questions by circling the number (1-5) which best expresses what

Ql:

Q2:

Q3:

Q4 -

Q5:

you think.

1 =No very much (%) Bh%iv)
2 =Somewhat (&)

3 =Yes (&:@)

4 =Quite a lot (% 1)

5 =Very much GF¥icZJ/85)

Did you like today’s lesson?

(BUTESBORENC)FEFE Lo EBwETh,) 1 2 3 4 5
Did you like the way the teacher taught today’s lesson?

(b#iziz. SHORETHHEMORZ FEHFE L WEBVETH,) 1 2 3 4 5

Do you think that you will be better able to use the active/passive
voice in your spoken English, better than before, as a result of
today’s lesson?
(A HOBENRER. bUl3REFTETCORBE SEENEFHH ) 1 2 3 4 5
I BVETH,)

Do you think the lesson improved your understanding of the active/passive

voice in English?
(5 BNRERI S U 2NEBORERESHRICHNT IBER 2RO & 12 3 ¢ 5
By i,)

Would you like to have more lessons like today’s lesson?
(BDEZEFEADE I BBRERZ L EZT 2V EBBETH,) 12 3 4 5



