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This study is an investigation of university students’ attitudes towards three
teaching methods (traditional, LdL [learning thought teaching] and a five-
stage method by Willis, 2003). The study elaborates on the design, practices,
. advantages and disadvantages of the three methods, followed by an
Original research explanation of the aims and applicability of a WIHIC (What Is Happening In
This Class?) questionnaire for testing participants’ views of the respective
instructional method. The experiment was conducted with undergraduate
students (N=77) majoring in English Language and Literature at the South
East European University (SEEU), Tetovo, North Macedonia. The WIHIC
questionnaire was administered upon completion of a 15-week training
period during which the students were taught the English tense-aspect system
in the above mentioned three teaching methods. The results were
unanticipated to some extent and did not meet all of the expectations
previously set concerning the students’ preferences of the three instructional
settings. (This paper is a part of my PhD dissertation “The Effects of
Teaching Methodology on the Acquisition, Retention and Integration of
Tense Forms into Spontaneous Speech” completed in 2017 at the Department
of English and Center for Teacher Education, University of Vienna, Austria.)
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1. INTRODUCTION method. All three methods have been pre- and post-tested

for effectiveness and fostering integration of tense forms
The literature on teaching English as a second or foreign into speech in my dissertation, while in this study the
language offers a variety of methods which have been main focus in on the students’ attitudes towards the
tested for effectiveness in various settings. One method different teaching methods.

that has been researched and applied the most in previous
research is the so-called traditional method. This method
has been used in instructional settings longer than any 2. LITERATURE REVIEW
other method but also it has been heavily criticized as a

didactic method. A method which has been favored by a This literature review section elaborates on the
considerable number of researchers is the LdL or so- procedure, benefits and shortcomings of all three
called teaching though learning method. Finally, a third teaching methods as well as previous empirical
method, which has not been empirically tested, is the one application of the methods. This section also defines the
suggested by Willis (2003), which is called five-stage WIHIC questionnaire and its applications.
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2.1 The traditional method

The traditional instructional method assumes that
successful language learning consists of generating
sentences based on previous explicitly presented rules by
the teacher (Willis, 2003). The instructional elements that
the traditional method includes are deductive learning,
error correction, intolerance for mistakes, drills,
memorization, translation and frontal teacher centered
approach, among others. When traditional instructional
method is used for teaching the English tense-aspect
system it guides the teacher to start with the present
simple tense and not proceed to the next tense unless the
previous one has been understood (Willis, 2003).

The traditional method as the oldest method of
instruction has some advantages and disadvantages. For
instance, Willis (2003) and Boumova (2008) outline a
few benefits of the traditional instructional method which
explain why it prevails. Willis (2003) regards the
traditional method (when used for tense-aspect teaching)
convenient and forthright which is why it has been
favored by both instructors and students. Boumové
(2008) adds that this teaching method is time efficient,
has the benefit of a routine and fixed sets of activities in
the classroom, which give a sense of consistency to both
the teacher and the students.

Nonetheless, despite the long tradition and convenience
of the traditional method, numerous shortcomings have
been pointed out by previous research such as the limited
communication  element, poor  student-student
interaction, insufficient inductive approaches, and little
or complete absence of grammar or language discovering
opportunities in different contexts. Serbessa, (2006, p.
129) labels this teaching method as “chalk and talk”
which is also similarly named by Boumova (2008, p. 11)
namely, as a “jug and mug” teaching method. This in
other words means that the students are served the
grammatical forms, definitions and rules and are
expected to memorize these and produce accurate
sentences accordingly.

Larsen-Freeman (2000, p. 23) criticize the traditional
teaching method as it fails to equip the learners with skill
for application of the knowledge used in class into the
outside word. Others focus on the shortcoming of the
point of view of the method itself. For instance, Serbessa
(2006, p. 130) claim that lifelong learning skills cannot
be achieved if the student is not in the center of the class.
Similarly, Pfeiffer and Rusam (1992:426) stress that
specifically teaching a foreign language should not be
done in a teacher-centered environment due to the fact
that the traditional method does not provide opportunities
for exploration of the language carried out by the
students. Khalid and Azeem (2012) tackle another
shortcoming of the traditional method with is the inability
to meet the students' needs. In addition, Weaver et al.
(2001, p. 18), as well as, Schwerdt and Wuppermann
(2011, p. 1) add that "teaching traditional grammar in
isolation is not a very practical art”, as well as, "lectures
fail to provide instructors with feedback about student
learning and rest on the presumption that all students
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learn at the same pace" which can only set out some if
not all of the learners for failure.

All in all, the criticism of the traditional teaching method
can be classified into categories which tackle the nature
of the method, its teacher-centeredness, the presentation
of tense forms in isolation, and the little success in
meeting students’ needs.

2.2 The five-stage method

The five-stage instructional method, as the name reveals,
consists of the five-stages: Improvisation, Recognition,
System Building, Exploration and Consolidation. Willis
(2003) points out that this instruction method is
beneficial since it allows errors in the initial stages and
combines inductive and deductive approaches in the later
stages. Additionally, it is advantageous for teaching the
English tense-aspect system since tense forms are
presented all at once just like in real life.

The different stages have different purposes and different
approaches. For instance, while in the first stage,
Improvisation, the learners improvise with the subject
matter, in the second stage, Recognition, the focus on the
form fostering recognition of rules and functions of a
given grammatical unit. Moreover, System Building,
which is the third stage, inductively provides the students
with the prescriptive grammatical rules for clarification
purposes (in case these have not been deduced in the
previous stages).In the fourth stage, Exploration, the
focus in on discovering the subject matter in different
contexts, whereas, in the final stage, Consolidation, the
aim is integration of for example tense forms into speech
through interactive activities.

All in all, the five-stage instructional method permits
errors in the initial stage, includes deductive and
inductive reasoning, as well as, explicit and implicit
teaching, with a communicative element. Moreover, this
teaching method integrates the best features of teaching
approaches and previous teaching methods into one singe
method which takes the students’ needs, learning styles
and knowledge processing steps into consideration, as
well as, the natural stages of language acquisition, which
as a result, leads to life-long learning skills.

Hence, the combination of various teaching and learning
processes and practices doubtlessly indicates that this
method is indeed promising and could potentially be
favored by both teachers and students.

Nonetheless, since the success of a teaching method
depends on many factors, the five-stage method poses
some potential concerns. For instance, the stage of
Improvisation, which allows mistakes, could possibly
affect the learning process, since there is no feedback
from the teacher, while in the stage of Recognition there
is no guarantee that all the learners will recognize the
form of a given grammatical unit. Among other concerns
are, the exposure of all tenses at once, which might lead
to confusion. Lastly, the integration of grammatical
forms into speech in the last stage, as a goal could be
challenging to achieve during a limited number of
teaching sessions.
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2.3 Learning through teaching (LDL)

Learning through teaching as the name suggests is when
the learners organize mini teaching sessions for their
peers. Jean-Paul Martin created the LdL method inspired
by the Communicative approach in order to enable the
student-teacher to (Martin, 2002):

“acquire creativity, independence, self-confidence and
key competencies, such as the ability to work in teams, the
ability to communicate, complex thinking, the competence
to seek and find information, explorative behavior,
presentation skills, project competence, Internet skills, the
ability to structure information and generate knowledge,
punctuality, reliability and patience”. (Grzega &
Schoner, 2008, p. 169).

Martin (2000), Grzega (2006) and Grzega and Schoner
(2008) explain that learning through teaching or in
German Lernen durch Lehren (LdL), should not be
mistaken for a presentation in class on a given topic, but
rather a teaching session organized by the student with
the teacher’s guidance, for which the preparation stages
include decision and organization of materials similar to
the one of an actual teacher. In addition, Zhao et al.
(2012) see the learning through teaching method as a
distinctive instructional practice since more learning
takes place while teaching due to the fact that the student-
teacher is immersed in the instruction process.

In other words, learning a new material with the purpose
to teach it to pears is more effective in terms of
comprehension and retention than listening to a lecture
carried out by the teacher. Hence, the main aim of the
LdL instructional method is to encourage the students to
learn for teaching purposes rather than solely for
understanding purposes. This again enables the student-
teacher to dig deeper and to make decisions about
delivering the newly gained knowledge to the peers.
Empirically, Pfeiffer and Rusam (1992:425) employed
LdL in one of their university courses with the following
results: a relaxed atmosphere and higher motivation.
Despite the advantages of this method there are some
concerns that can be raised about this method including:
the control over coverage of enough material in the
classroom; the effectiveness and the competence of the
student teacher who has just acquired a new grammatical
matter and the ability to convey this to the peers.

2.4 WIHIC questionnaire

The WIHIC (What is Happening in this Class?)
questionnaire is a survey which has 7 scales among
which:  Student Cohesiveness, Teacher Support,
Involvement,  Task  Orientation, Investigation,
Cooperation, and Equity. Moreover, for the sake of the
effectiveness of the questionnaire two to three dozens of
participant are preferred who will evaluate the items in
the survey using a five-point Likert scale with the
options: Almost Never, Seldom, Sometimes, Often and
Almost Always (Khine, 2001). Dorman et al. (2006, p.
909) point out the applicability of the questionnaire to
different classrooms and settings, which is what has been

done in the current study Khine and Fisher (2001), Khine
(2001), Dorman et al. (2006) among others, indicate that
the questionnaire provides information, as well as,
beyond teaching insight, such as: social and background
elements..

In previous studies the WIHIC questionnaire has been
used independently or has been paired with other
questionnaires testing perspectives or changes of
perspectives depending on the different factors. Dorman
et al. (2006) combined the WIHIC questionnaire with a
TROFLEI (Technology-Rich ~ Outcomes-Focused
Learning Environment Inventory); Hoang (2008)
combined it with a Test of Mathematics-Related Attitude
(TOMRA), while Roberge et al. (2011) used it in
combination with VARK which is a visual, aural,
read/write, kinesthetic inventory. Moreover, the tests that
have been used to determine the students’ attitudes and
preferences are ANOVA and MANOVA (Aldridge et al.;
2009) as well as a frequency analyses.

3. METHODOLOGY

The participants in this questionnaire were students
majoring in English Language and Literature at the South
East European University in Tetovo, North Macedonia
from the year 2011-2012. The questionnaire was taken by
the participants, upon the completion of the 15 week
English tense-aspect system training period. The number
of participants in each group instructed in a different
teaching method was namely 24 for LdL, 25 for
traditional and 28 for the five-stage method. The adapted
WIHIC questionnaire used in the current study included
all of the original 7 scales namely: Student Cohesiveness,
Teacher Support, Involvement, Task Orientation,
Investigation, Cooperation, and Equity, with 7 items
each. Furthermore, the focus of the items in the scales
was on the teaching practices in each teaching method in
order to elicit the students’ perspectives and preferences.
In addition, the scales included statements concerning
didactic choices highlighting the differences of the three
teaching methods.

4. DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

For the analysis of the students’ perspectives, a Tukey
test in one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was used,
as well as a frequency analysis test which provided more
in-depth and a one to one comparison of scales and
individual items in the scales among all three groups.
Additionally, the items were rated with the options
‘almost never’ with 1 point, whereas the ‘almost always’
option had 5 points. Table 1 illustrates the means and the
standard deviations and whether the differences are
statistically significant among the three groups.
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Sig. 495 280 522 518 055 731 558

Table 1. ANOVA Mean and Standard Deviation for
Seven WIHIC Scales for all three groups (from my
dissertation)

*LdL stands for Lernen durch Lehren (Learning through
Teaching)

**Trad. stands for traditional

Statistical significance in preference was not evident in
the survey, with the exception of the Task Orientation
scale where the alpha level of p<.05 was marginally
significant for all three groups. This means that the
students instructed in different methods had different
opinions about their involvement in tasks and hence
expressed different attitudes towards the items in this
scale. More in-depth insight is provided with the
frequency analysis where each item in all seven scales
will be compared for all three groups (see Tables 3, 4, 5).
The fact that the values for the standard deviation are
higher than 1 in the scales: Student Cohesiveness,
Teacher Support, Investigation, Task Orientation,
Cooperation and Equity, except the Involvement scale,
indicates that the students had slightly different
perceptions about the items in these particular scales.
Specifically, the perceptions of the LdL and the five-
stage groups for Student Cohesiveness scale are very
similar since the means are as follows: LdL 25.25 and
five-stage group 24.93, which suggests that they saw
similar presence of cooperation and interaction while
being taught in these two methods. The degree of
collaboration in the traditional group was perceived to be
less present or evident, since it was rated with a mean of
24. For the second stage, namely the Teacher Support
scales, the ratings of the groups are as follows: LdL>five-
stage> traditional, with a mean of 27.25>27.04>25.80,
respectively. These ratings were to be expected since
there was more collaboration between the teacher and the
student in the LdL method due to the nature of the
teaching method, while in the traditional one the teacher
student interaction is less present since the students were
addressed collectively rather than as individuals with
individual needs.

The third scale, Involvement, produced results which
were alike for all three groups. In fact that ratings were
slightly higher for some groups than others, namely,
LdL>five-stage group>traditional which was a very
predictable result since out of all the teaching methods,
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the LdL method encouraged and required the most
involvement in the teaching and learning process.

The forth scale of Investigation also received the most
positive results from the LdL group followed by the five-
stage group and lastly the traditional group with the
following means: 25.92> 25.18 >24.60. Here it needs to
be mentioned that the traditional group had the highest
standard deviation (4.848), which means that there has
been much variety in answers within the group indicating
that some of the participants in this group had the view
that they had been involved in investigating the
grammatical rules, while others did not perceive the
teaching method as such. It follows that, since the method
itself did not encourage investigation, the initiative of
investigating grammatical rules must have been taken of
the students’ part rather than initiated by the method or
the teacher.

ANOVA
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g Between 5,016 5 1p458 710 495
£ E Groups
£ 2 Witk
Tg Within 505357 72 14735
7= Groups
“ Total 1111273 76
Between 35,666 2 15333 1296 280
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@ g i 73 7
2 2 Gromps 875464 T4 11831
Total 906.130 76
g Between  o.oe5 5 y1803 657 522
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= Within 30016 74 18110
2 Groups
= Total 1363948 76
g Between  5ia06 2 10653 664 518
-5 Groups
5]
B0 s
= Within ) Ge0040 74 16053
@ Groups
S Total 1209247 76
gBE‘“'EEH 62970 2 31483 3016 035
-15.: Groups
[i]
% 2 Within < -
F £ Groupes 63 T4 10440
S
Total 835532 76
Between - S . -
= 3 p 705 3 7
£ Groups 14115 2 7038 315 731
]
g Withn ) cseae 74 22411
s Groups
“ Total 1672519 76
Between 18247 2 0123 588 538
. Groups
2, Within - -
=a M T 35
S Groups 1148420 74 15519

Total 1166673 76

Table 2. ANOVA test for the WIHIC scales for all three
groups, (taken from my dissertation)
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The means for the fifth scale Task Orientation varied in
terms  of  perceptions, namely  five-stage>
LdL>traditional ~ with  the  following  means:
28.04>26.71>25.88. Due to the nature of the five-stage
method which had the highest variety of learning
processes and tasks, the results are reasonable and
predictable, while on the other hand, the traditional group
provided tasks that were production oriented and lacked
the communication or interaction element. Precisely, the
difference of the perceptions among the three groups can
be seen in Table 2, which indicates that the differences
are marginally statistically significant because of the
alpha value which is p>.055.

The sixth scale of Cooperation was mostly favored by the
LdL group with a mean of 26.00 followed by the
traditional group with a mean of 25.32, while the
perceptions of the five-stage group produced a mean of
24.96. While in the LdL teaching method cooperation
was fostered and therefore the students felt more
comfortable to cooperate with a student-teacher than with
the actual teacher, it is surprising, on the other hand, that
the five-stage methods’ participants would generate the
lowest ratings.

These perceptions could have been caused by the variety
of the activities which were designed to tackle the
students’ individual needs which could have created an
atmosphere where the students were more engaged with
the tasks than with their peers.

Additionally, another reason for this could be the fact that
not all participants liked all five stages of the five-stage
method. This could have led to the impression that the
tasks they favored less did not enable them to cooperate
with their peers.

Finally, the seventh scale of Equity, shows these results:
five-stage>traditional>LdL with the following means for
each group respectively: 29.64>29.40> 28.50. These
results can be explained with the fact that, the students in
the five-stage method, received a similar amount of
student attention and assistance of the teacher’s side,
while the same elements similarly lacked for all students
equally in the traditional teaching method. Finally, this
attention of the teacher was the least evident in the LdL
groups since the class was taught by the peers who
approached the features of equity in different ways.
Since the fifth scale Task Orientation was the only scale
that produced marginally statistically significant
outcomes among the three groups where the alpha level
was p>.055, there is a need to dig deeper and evaluate
each item separately in order to gain more insight into the
perceptions of the participants for all three groups. This
will be achieved with a detailed frequency analysis
elaborated here for each scale focusing on the most focal
items of each scale. Since frequency analysis of
individual items of the WIHIC questionnaire provides
more specific insight into the attitudes of the students
among the three groups as well as within a certain group,
this facilitates drawing conclusions about their
perceptions of the methods. In fact, the items that carry
most importance and value are discussed for each scale
in the following lines. Even though the ANOVA test

didn’t show statistical significance for the scale called
Student Cohesiveness, the frequency analysis indicated
that for item 4, regarding ‘peer correction’ (see
appendix), over 45.8 % of the participants in the LdL
group chose the ‘sometimes’ option while in the
traditional group 47 % chose the options ‘almost never’
and ‘seldom’. This is only logical since the first method’s
aim was to encourage peer correction while this practice
was not fostered in the traditional method.

Traditional WIHIC questionnaire results i percentage (%)

Ttem f;:ltr_mst Seldom  Sometmes  Often A]Ir{us_t

Newer Always
Ttem 1 0 11.8 233 38.8 3%
Ttem 2 i] 38 647 235 38
Ttem 3 1] 11.8 328 204 38
Item 4 235 235 23.3 17.6 11.8
Ttem 3 i] 11.8 204 333 233
Item 6 0 235 233 471 3%
Ttem 7 i] 38 17.6 204 471
Ttem 3 0 1] 17.6 17.6 647
Ttem & i] 38 1] 58.8 333
Ttem 10 0 ] 11.8 471 412
Ttem 11 0 i] Sk 204 6d.7
Item 12 11.8 64.7 1] 11.8 11.8
Ttem 13 0 0 ik 2335 0.6
Item 14 176 204 324 0 1]
Item 13 1] 1] 17.6 204 328
Item 16 0 38 3% 333 32148
Ttem 17 38 38 471 333 38
Ttem 18 k] 0 17.6 471 204
Item 19 176 235 471 38 38
Ttem 20 0 0 412 204 204
Ttem 21 0 235 17.6 412 17.6
Ttem 22 11.8 38 204 528 1]
Ttem 23 11.8 38 333 204 17.6
Ttem 24 38 i] 11.8 204 328
Item 23 0 38 17.6 204 471
Ttem 26 11.8 38 647 11.8 38
Item 27 0 11.8 0 528 333
Ttem 28 i] i] 38 17.6 765
Ttem 28 0 ] 38 471 471
Ttem 30 0 38 204 5.9 11.8
Ttem 31 i] 38 17.6 204 471
ITtem 32 11.8 471 233 11.8 38
Ttem 33 38 11.8 3248 17.6 11.8
Ttem 34 0 11.8 233 17.6 471
Ttem 33 11.8 38 11.8 333 333
Item 36 11.8 38 233 17.6 412
Ttem 37 k] 176 11.8 11.8 52.9
Item 38 0 17.6 233 333 233
Ttem 39 1] 38 11.8 204 32.9
Ttem 40 11.8 471 23.3 11.8 3%
Ttem 41 38 11.8 3248 17.6 11.8
Ttem 42 0 11.8 233 17.6 471
Ttem 43 i] i] 38 17.6 785
Ttem 44 38 1] 0 38 232
Ttem 43 i] i] 1] 11.8 882
Ttem 46 38 1] 11.8 38 165
Item 47 0 1] 3% 17.6 76.5
Ttem 48 38 i] 0 38 282
Ttem 49 0 1] 1] 11.8 882

Table 3. Traditional WIHIC questionnaire results in
percentage (%) (taken from my dissertation)

In the Teacher Support scale Item 9 regarding the
‘presence of the practice improvisation with tenses’
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produced the following results: five-stage group 66.7%
‘almost always’; LdL group 62.5% ‘almost always’;
traditional group ‘often’ 58%. These results only mirror
the teaching method where improvising with tenses was
one of the actual stages in the method so it was to be
expected that they would rate this item like such.

L4l WIHIC questionnaira results in parcantage (30)

where the results of the pre- and post-tests both spoken
and written showed significant statistical improvement
during the training period for all three groups.

Item 21 was investigating the students’ perceptions on
the importance and effectiveness of student presentations
or teaching sessions on grammar topics.

The LdL group was the one that saw most benefit in this

Ttem fIJ:J_lﬂﬂ Seldom  Sometimss  Often -:Jlrr_lﬂft practice since this practice was part of the LdL method,
T = Efﬂ = — therefore, 45.8% of them rated it with ‘almost always’.
2m - o -k i e
[tem 2 J 12.5 438 _IS 16.7 Five-Stage WIHIC questionnaire results in percentage (%)
Ttem 3 41 8.3 333 458 B.3 N ~imom
Ttem 4 83 42 458 235 16.7 Item Never Seldom Sometimes Often  ,,
[tam 3 4.2 4.2 L D b Tem1 37 74 37 407 11.1
Item & 0 16.7 4:.8 23 123 Ttem 2 3.7 ] 44 250 148
Ttem 7 a a 12.5 29.2 38.3 Ttem 3 14 18.5 481 18.5 14
Item 2 a 4.2 4.1 333 583 Ttem 4 74 14.8 40.7 296 74
Itam 9 0 0 83 192 62.5 Ttem 3 37 37 234 37 206
Ttam 10 0 il 16.7 208 62.5 Ttem & 0 74 333 333 239
Ttem 11 41 0 208 208 541 Trem 7 37 37 11 159 556
Ttem 12 54.1 41 13 0 16.7 Ttem § 0 0 74 25% 66.7
Ttem 13 0 41 375 113 438 Ttzm © 3.7 37 74 133 661
Ttem 14 0 12.5 208 458 20% Item 10 o 0 37 333 63
Ttem 15 0 0 0.8 23 T Ttem 11 0 37 11.1 333 3le
Ttem 16 0 0 167 458 375 [tem 12 06 227 22 148 11.1
Ttem 17 ) 132 7921 458 125 [tem 13 3./ 0 148 212 293
T = Ttem 13 0 0 18.3 206 1.9
Ttem 19 20.8 B.3 19.1 23 16
11:2*-3 0 17 T 3 T Ttem 16 3.7 74 21 185 481
T—— = 3 ST a5 15E Ttem 17 37 37 81 196 143
— = = RO Ttem 18 74 74 122 444 183
I:-m::- 5 11'; 1: - :EI T 1;': Ttem 19 11.1 11.1 407 148 222
am 2 22 RN 232 Ttem 20 74 0 48 444 333
Ttem 24 0 0 125 292 82 Ttem 21 37 185 81 122 74
Htem 22 J J e N Ttem 22 7 111 06 158 106
Item 26 4.2 £.2 4L7 2 208 Ttem 23 3.7 111 37 333 148
Item 27 0 B3 458 333 125 Ttem 24 37 1] T4 0.7 A91
Ttem 28 ] 12.5 37.5 20.8 292 Ttem 23 0 3.7 14.8 333 431
Item 29 0 41 12.5 333 30 Ttem 26 0 11.1 206 444 14.8
Ttem 30 0 0 41 191 66.7 Ttem 27 3.7 1.1 206 2590 206
Ttam 31 42 0 8.3 16.7 70.8 Ttem 28 37 11.1 37 333 14.8
Ttem 32 41 16.7 12.5 50 16.7 Ttem 20 0 37 74 18.3 704
Ttem 33 4.1 13 25 45 16.7 Ttem 30 ] 0 11 358 &3
Ttzm 24 41.7 16.7 292 125 0 Ttem 31 0 3.7 3.7 23 104
Ttem 35 0 175 EE 0.8 417 Ttem 32 ] 11.1 333 333 22
Ttem 36 43 12.5 16.7 373 1912 Item 33 1 3.1 183 336 2212
Ttem 37 47 437 12.5 375 41.7 It=m 34_- 206 259 3%3 74 3.7
Ttem 38 4.3 0 08 542 308 ftem 33 0 148 EEE NN EX N
Ttem 39 42 12 167 417 333 frem X0 3] L Bl #s Ul
- = = = - Em 3 .l 1.5 . Al
Ttem 40 4.1 16.7 417 16 20.8 r— N = T == oS
Ttem 41 0 12.5 25 208 41.7 - - o >
v h s R a—— Ttem 39 0 37 96 400 59
T 3 3 I Ttem 40 3.7 1438 44 74 29.6
tem & — - — - — Ttem 41 1] 14.8 239 148 444
Ttem 44 J 0 125 16 08 Trem 22 37 74 481 206 L1
Item 47 4.2 4.2 20.8 333 37.5 Tem 45 0 i) i) T4 036
Ttam 48 ] ] 12.5 16.7 70.8 Ttem 36 1] 0 111 18.5 704
Item 49 2 23 23 23 T0.8 Ttem 47 0 17 111 74 778
Table 4. LdL WIHIC questionnaire results in percentage Item 43 o o 0 111 88.9
Ttem 49 1] 0 0 74 02.6

(%) (taken from my dissertation)

In the Involvement scale, for item 15, all three groups
with more than 50%, acknowledged their improved
knowledge of tenses regardless of the method they were
taught in. This was also evident in the dissertation itself
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Table 5. Five-stage WIHIC questionnaire results in
percentage (%) (taken from my dissertation)

On the other hand, the five-stage group thought that
presentations could ‘sometimes’ be useful with 48.1%,
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while the traditional group was least in favor of item 21,
namely, 41.2% chose the ‘often’ option.

In the scale of Investigation the three groups displayed
different preferences to item 22 which tested the
‘willingness of exploring tense rules and usages in
various contexts’.

Contrary to the practice of serving the rules in the
traditional teaching mode, 52.9% of the participants in
this groups rated item 22, as a practice that they would
like to occur ‘often’.

On the other hand, for the five-stage group the votes for
item 22 were divided between the options ‘almost
always’ and ‘sometimes’ each with 29.6%, while 45.8%
from the LdL group rated this item by selecting the option
‘sometimes’. The preference for knowing the rules
before diving into practice was tested in item 24 and was
evaluated in the following way: ‘almost always’ with
58.3% by the LdL group, ‘almost always’ 52.9% by the
traditional group and ‘almost always’ with 48.1% by the
five-stage.

These findings clearly indicate that the majority of the
students regardless of the method they were taught in
have a preference to knowing the rules before being
involved in any kind of activities. The conclusion that can
be drawn here is that the LdL group which involved a
presentation, practice and production methodology, was
actually in favor of the method they were actually
exposed to.

In the last scale of Equity, there was a great deal of
agreement among and within the three groups. More
specifically, items 44, 45 and 46 exploring equality in
treatment, opportunities and praise were rated very
favorably which can be observed in the following
percentages: traditional 94.1%, 100% and 82.4%, five-
stage group 100%, 100% and 88.9%, LdL 87.5%, 79.1%
and 77.5% respectively. What can be noticed here is that
even though the LdL group rated these items with high
percentage, the numbers are still lower that the other
three groups. This indicates that not all students were
given the same opportunity, equal treatment and praise
all the time, since the teaching was carried out by student-
teachers who were more concentrated on delivering the
material rather than the above-mentioned elements of the
seventh scale. In addition, these ratings could also be
attributed to the actual teacher who involved the students
in this teaching method, who did not deliver the same
treatment to the student-teacher and the other students in
a given session since the focus was mainly on the student-
teacher.

5. MAJOR FINDINGS AND OUTCOMES

This study used a one-way ANOVA in order to test
students’ perspectives towards three teaching methods
they were taught in over a period of 15 weeks. The
analysis of the means and the standard deviations
indicated that there was no statistically significant
difference in the preferences regardless of the method
with the exception of a marginal significance for the scale

of Task Orientation. This was to be anticipated due to the
different types and variety of tasks in each method.

The analysis of variance and the frequency test showed
that the groups had different preferences with regards to
the different scales and particularly some of the items in
these scales. For instance, the traditional group provided
the least favorable ratings for the Student Cohesiveness
scale since there was almost none in their group due to
the method, they were taught in. In addition, the majority
of the participants for all groups agreed that the method
they were taught in helped them improve their knowledge
of the English tense-aspect system. Furthermore, there
was some preference to discovering the grammatical
rules, while there was more favorism towards knowing
the rules before participating in activities expressed by all
three groups. The final unanticipated outcome was that
the mutual perception among all groups expressed in the
Equity scale, while this wasn’t similarly distributed
among the teaching methods due to their nature. In other
words, the students claimed that they have been treated
with the utmost respect and equality in all three methods
regardless of the practices in the method.

6. CONCLUSION

All in all, it can be concluded that the students preferred
cohesiveness within the group, almost all agreed that
during the training period their knowledge has improved.
Surprisingly, a greater percentage in all groups favored
knowing the rules to discovering the rules on their own,
which favors the traditional method, rather than the five-
stage method which fosters recognition and exploration
of rules. Statistically, the only marginal significance was
revealed for the Task Orientation scale among all three
teaching methods. Finally, the Equity scale was rated
with the highest percentage and illustrates that the
students felt that they were being treated in a similar way
in all three methods. As a final point, what follows from
the ANOVA test and the frequency analysis is that all
three methods were rated similarly despite their different
nature, methods and student centeredness. As previously
mentioned, the only scale in which the attitudes towards
activities in class and the importance of tasks that involve
tense, as well as, the way and timing of introduction of
these tasks, varied with marginal significance among all
three groups was the Task Orientation scale.

7. SUGGESTIONS

Several suggestions can be made for investigative
scenarios of similar nature in the future. Indeed, better
results can be obtained if the sample is bigger and the
participants’ attitudes are assessed over a longer period
of time. An additional idea would be to have participants
take the same attitudes questionnaire before and after a
longer treatment period, namely longer than 15 weeks.
Correlating the results of the pre- and post-treatment
questionnaire would give insight in the effect of the
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teaching method on the changes in attitudes in the
WIHIC questionnaire. Furthermore, it would be
intriguing to conduct this experiment with participants,
who aren’t aware of the three teaching methods and do
not have prior information about the group they belong
to.

8. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE
WORKS

In future investigations, similar to the current one, further
tests of correlation can be carried out to see whether any

Previous types of teaching methods the participants have
been exposed to can also be factored in in order to see
whether these might have influenced the results in the
study.
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