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ABSTRACT

‘Davelopment and Implemsntation of a Program for Adult
ESOL Students.

- Smith, Audrey L., 1994. Practicum Report, Nova

" University, Abraham S. Fischler Center for the
Advancement of Education.

. Daseriptors: Bilingual Educaticn/adult

" Bducation/Affective Filter Hypothesis/ESOL/Second
. Language Acguisition/second Language

- Instruction/Cooperativa -

. Learning/TESOL/Krashen/Functional Language/Adult
Student Relationsip.

, This program was developed and implemented to

. increase adulit ESOL studenta’ chances to participate in
conversations with each other, thereby increasing both
their fluency and confidence. Additionally, a target
group with both low language levels and low confidence
was separated from the higher achievers in order to

- _decrease their embsrassment with speaking in front of

the entire group. The objectives were an B0 percent
success rate for the target group in the areas of how
they viewed their own speaking abilities, their
abilities according to a standardized oral test, and
their lavel of anxiety while speaking English. There
was improvement in all three areas, but the most
objective measurement, that of spclien oral performance,
not only met the 80 percent objective, but surpassed
it. Obviously, this was the area of the most
significant improvement.
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CHAPTER I

Purp.se

The target group of twenty-five adult ESOL
students attended Community School A, located in an
""hppqr ﬁiddle class neighborhood. Although the
'cﬁ&nunity itself haa:a predominantly upper-income
pbpulation, ﬁhe socioeconomic status of the ESOL class
wa:'aiddlc clﬁss;-apﬁroximately fifty percent of the
2555 students &id not live in the city where the school
is located.

Ninety-six percent of the students were from South
America, and they ranged in age from 17 to 63.
Seventy-three p» . ai of the students wers betwean the
agaes of 25 and 45. #ll students had previously studied
English in thelr native countries’ public schoels, and
their reading and writing gkills .. rpassed their
conversational ﬁkillé. The :lirector of the community

chool (intsrviewe ”ﬁgégggig to Appendix C:64) felt

T .

that most students sttended ESOL class Primarily for
the oral, socia;hugné survival skills they need o

understand the significant Americans in their lives,

1l



Fd
- such a8 husbgnds and employers, &s well as those people
:thy'gncountar during such mundane sctivities as
ihépping, fiﬁdinq th; corract bus, or making a
!ftilaphdnn call. :

e

The director of the community school provided the
e

:;fostarcher with the following general background: .
community school administration and reception area have
‘fﬁ friiﬁdly and accommodating atmospaere. ESOL
students, who speak 71 percent.Spanish, 25 percent
Portuquﬁse, and « percent German, are greeted and
'Aragiﬁtnrad in Spanish, the, language that 96 percent can
* understand. The community school director also
 interacts with the ESOL students frequently during
breaks, which are 20 minutes of the three and ona-half
hour ESOL classes. Moreover, during the class itself,
he often helps studeﬁts on an individual basis.
Additionally, at certain times of the year, the day
school coordinates with the night school by encouraging
teenage Honor SQGiet& students to volunteer at night
for ons~on-one ESOL tutoring.

: ?ha-zssL-pragzaﬁ haz heen opsrating sinpe tha
vommunity school vpened 11 years ago, and foreign

studants have oxpr-énud 4 great deal of emotional



éomfért in attending this schoocl. Theiy greatest
'ﬁénding seens to be with the dirsctor and the ESOL

3 ﬁipchars. ESOL students’ general satisfaction with the
.cnviranlgnt is svigsnced by their 75 percent return
rate from one ninc-ﬁaak.session_to the next; thare is a
ralatively small attrition rate between gessions, only
is.p‘rcnnt. This last figure is also reflected in
other adult classeé, and can certainly nct be
‘“attributed to any deficiencies in the ES0L class
itself.

The erganizatioﬁ of teachers for the four nights
of E#OL ¢lass was only slightly different from that of
other evening ESOL pfagrams; one teacher taught for t.wo
nights, ancther for one night, and a third for one
night. The variety of teachers possibly had both
positive and negative effects: 20 percent of the
students attended ali four nights, indicating a strong
desires to learn English as well as satisfaction with
the variety of three different personalities and
teaching styles. A greater percentage, though, 40
‘percent, attend ciass only un one or two hilgnta,
vhanevey their zavoritn teacher is there. Of course,

with adult students bainq mature, opinionated



' individuals, they perceive each teacher as having
éitt-rtﬂt qttiggthl,for styln#, and given the students’
;privilign of vaiuntaﬁy attendahce, they may attend at
villa .

The drawbacks of the program are few, but
'pronaﬁnc-d. Since the one ESOL class only comprises
!iv;‘pcrcont of the total ccamunity school population,
'tho E50L progran nanﬁot receive & hefty amount of the
.school budget for laécrials. Also, the size of the
'qfoﬁﬁ, usually about 24 in sttendance, precludes any
fur;ﬁ-r divisions aside from the most common one-class,
one-teacher nrrangemént. Students range greatly in the
length of time they have resided in this country, the
opportunities they h&vu to speak the language on a
daily basis, and their proficiencies in English. They
also differ in the urgency of reasons for speedy
English inprovcnent;;while some students simply want
ioro friondq, others may need the language for entering
a2 university, keeping a present job, or being promcted
to a hatter +ob. ehéiously, each teacher has to be
ouite innoustive oo gcaemggéage.a groun_nf much varisd

backgrounds and neeads.



muimam‘im

This pfopp-ul writer was committed to assisting E
-onn claqiroon tcacha? for 12 weeks, working two nights,
or a total of seven hours a week. The first goal was
Lo datgxniné the cxk@nt of students’® verbal
communication.

This writer cbserved five adult ESOL classes,
meeting two nights a week from 5:30 until 9:00. These
two nights were chosén because the same instructor
taucht, uveuslly withja similar format and strategies.

' Tﬁe purpose of the observations was to gather base-line
da.a about students';atronq and weak points, as well as
to understand the meﬁhodolnqias used to teach language

skiils.

Since a naw Q-Wéak session had just begun,
students did not know each other or their teacher.
Howaver, each studtnﬁ was reguired to stand, state
their name, their home country, and what their greatest
proklens were with English (grammar, conversation,
vocabulary, reading, writing). Almost all students
TASBSRGRE SUowly 'if"?i’u‘t‘"iﬁi‘l,""‘iii“"'”ﬁiiﬁ“i‘-’iﬁﬁ;, s She- ;
teacher’s gquestions. Very few had flowing, two or

three lire responses. There was also a lack of two-way |
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ﬁinlégui-typ- nxercisos, or examples ot.conﬁtr-ations, 1
used in the claluroém. Rather, the typical “lockstep”
method, with teacher-initiated questions followsd by é
itudcnﬁ_rotponses, Qas used.

On subseguant évenings, students spent the first ;
part of the night on individualized, SRA-type reading
ﬁﬁtnrills with self-correctable answers. One rationale
-h‘ﬁiﬂd.thil individualized approach for many evening
ESOL teachers is the difficulty that all adult students
who work different schedules have in always arriving at
mchool by $:30 or 6:30. Generally, vhole group
instructicn, or even small group or pair work, is best
accomplished after 7:00 p.m.

Initially, the group wzs very quiet during
reading, only approaéhing the teacher to submit an
anawer sheat or ¢btain a book at the next level.
Gradually, though, there was more communication, which
served to lessen the anxiety, in the classroom. When
the cbserver saw students using Spanish dictionaries,
she helped them understand the readings in Spanish, and
then choose a correct answer from two to four
compreliension cholicea. Although 21) discourse at this

time wvas prodaninlntiy spanish, it served to esase the



_ fansion of a new class situation, and establich an
' ﬁx;d:ﬁhete,ut ccopafation anong the students, the
teachsr, and the prgcticuﬁ writer. Some students with
‘liiitqd proficicncy‘cﬁan approached the practicum
| writer ;nd'initinteé lengthy conversations about
 problens findihg work ar'housing.
From observing several students acting as tutors
- for théir classmateég as well as speaking to individual
lﬁﬁdants during thezbreak. it became clear that there
.w&fc.aéﬁdents above the beginning, or even the early
‘intermediate, levels of speech. On a one-to-one level,
more students were willing to communicate with the
ocbserver in Engliah.' They were far more at @ase in a
private situation; on the other hand, when the teacher
called on students during the main conversation period,
later in the avaning; some became so flustered that
they resorted to having their native~language
clagsmates actually translate for them.

It became the writer’s hypothesis, then, that a
good portion of the students possersed, in Krashen’s
texms (1$83), a "high affectiva filter, " or attitudes
towards English, the class situatien, or both, which
promoted anxioty. This anxiety prevented the students



‘ fffaa lééking.ncv information, or “input® (Krashen,
‘7”1?833,.iﬁd kapt studsnts on“thé détsnsive, rather than
wil;éning them to rn;gx more and use the language they
-ldi&lvayna;n;in English, roéaféltsa of possible grammar

or pronunciation mistakes.

if it were, indded, an affective filter that was
praventing more verbal responses, rather than a
'kﬁewladqc el the language, then the first task was to
| iyt;biish which students were really proficient in the
language, which were not, and whather actusl
pfoticiency waé the greatest factor in the fzar of
speech that some students displayed.

Later, before the seventh session began, three
svaiuaticon instruments were administerad to the
students. Appendices A and B required only written
rispanloa. When neceésary, guestions were verbally
translated into Spanish, and beginning students were
evens allowed to answar in Spanish. These two surveys
were multi-purpose:

A. They obtained vital statistics about the

' students, such as their home countries,

hackyround in English, and prasent
ogoupations.
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3. They asked hov students felt the class was
agr&ctufnd;or run, as well as what the é
iﬁuﬁant- were 1narn£n§,‘a- opposed to, or |
-imilar to, what the studente wanted to
learn.

e - They_&eamugad students’ opinicns of their cum

. np&nking pfoticigmciés in English.

D.. Thay asﬁcd?students about their comfort level
with speker English, both inside and out of
class (Qheétians 12, 13, and 14, Appendix
B:60).

Aiter -tudentaf;peraonal ideas were tabulated,

sach student was orally interviewed and given a

language proficiency rating. Both the examiners’
guestions and tha students’ ratings were based on

modals used for the farcign Service Proficiency Test, j
or the F8I Test (Appendix D:66) developed in 195¢.

Significant correlations, discrepanciss, or null

correlations, are summarized balow:

A. There was a null relation among the langth of -
%im-"i“stuétﬁt"ha:“ii¥§& iﬁ-%h%*&ﬁi%&é-atﬁﬁii**f
and all other variables. PFor exampls, two
racent arrivals, both of whom had studied
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English intenszively in their home country and
worked fnﬁ an Americ&h firm, feit almost no
affective filter, having "perceived affective
filters® of 3+ and 4, and correesponding FSI
scores. E
Students’ own perceptions of their English
_ proticianc& carrelates closély with their
actual FSIitest results. Therefora, their
anxiety did not stem from a miscalculation of
their own abilities.
Fourteen mgmbers of the 25-member class had
actual FSI ratings of 2+ or above, meaning
that they ﬁould communticate adequately in
elementary.cr intermediate conversations.
However, 13 class members falt high apsech
anxiety, p#rcaiving themselves as daficient
in communication. In other words, 56 pevrcent
of the original class had average or above
averags gpéaking abilities, but 55 percent

felt below-avsrAqo. In reality, only nine

1

students were functioning béIew thw 2+, or —

average, level. Therefore, 36 percent of the
class, more than one-third, exhibited a
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negative &iscrepancy between their actual and
perceived abilities.

Alnalt'all students, over 90 percent, felt a

great discrepancy between the way they were

- ¥pending their time in class and the way they

wanted to spend their time:. Most felt they
ware spending time "listening to the teacher
speak English," cor “reading guietly,® when
wnat they wanted to be doing was "practicing
speaking English.®

Ninuty-twaipercent of the students,
regardless:af their proficiency levels,
wanted to be in meparate groups and separate
rooms. As é&ults, they caamed aware that
smaller groups would decrease anxiety, as
well as inéﬂ&asa their chances for individual
attention. Moreover, in smallexr groups,
students wéuld have more opportunities to
converse with gach other, rather than simply
responding to the teacher.

Hinaty percent of students, no matter how

much pervousness they reported on the Pra-

Pust Survay, felt that practice with



§

1z
"evaryday conversations® wonld haip them the
post. '
~ Recording to thg above responses, what seemed to
: hﬁjhin¢¢ring_ntudtnta' speech production and, in turn,
.1pcroauing‘t$-££ speﬁch anxiety, was were a function of
clygaruon conﬁcnt an& methodology than students’
proficiency levels. In simple teras, they needed more
:%h&nces to speak, in smaller groups, about topics which
affégted their dailyilives.
‘ This researchey decided to concentrate on the
group of students that needed nore speech production
combined with a lower level of nervousness.

This target group was comprised of 11 members of
the original class of 25. HNine students with FSI
preficiency .atings of 2 and below wers automaticalily
placed in the group, Wext, two studants with
proficlency scores cf 2+ but “spesch anxiety"® 1uva1§
{appendix F:70) of 2 and below wers added to the group.

The cutcome objectives wars as follows:

1. over a pmriod of 12 weeks, 80 percent, or

appreximately nine students, would incroase
their actuél F&I ratinge by at least one

whole iavel.



2.

tad
!

Over a periced of 12 weeks, studentrs would
fesl more écufartable with speaking English; ;
thefofara,;their "Level of Speech Anxiety®
{Appendix #:70) would improve by at least one
whole level. Again, this would be expected
Jor BO par&ent, or nine, of thes students.
Over a pariod of i2 weeks, the Pre-Post
Survey {Apﬁendix B:60) would show an increase
of at least one lavel for Question 3, which
asked how itudants rated thely own speaking
ability. The success criteria, consistently,
Wwan axpaﬂtéd to be at lesast 0 percent
pogitive,

over a pariod of 12 weeks, all students
should chaﬁqa their answars Lo Quastions 8
and 9 on t@e Pre-Survey, so that there would
be no discrepancy between what they weras
iearning and what they wanted to learn.

At the end of the 12-wegk pericd, bhealdes %
taking the Pre~Survey again, students vould
complate an additional “Attitudinal Survay?®
{Appandix é:?l). Hapefii.ly, they would

indicate foealings of improvement from havipy
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zOYE spaak#ng within the curriculum, as wall
as vorkinggvith students in a more
houpéanauuﬁly grnupé& ¢lass, as the two maia
r&a-&nl Eoé the clacs’ increased valus to

’ then.
The haih‘purposé of this practicum project was to
' Qchcisa'th. -xtramg;uptnch anxiety felt by the lowest
Iivﬁl students. Thi; targct group, all having
proficiency levels of 2+ and below, was expected to
feel more confortnblé after intensive speech practice
on.auurydny survival topics. Moreover, when separated
‘tram-thi‘hiqhervicvel students, the target group would

feal less emharraasnént about making mistakes.



CHAPTER I1

Research and Solution Strategies

For purposes acédemic, seocial, and professional,
:;fﬁdants of ail ages and naticnalities have needed to
’itudy one or more fofeign ianguages. However, wuch to
rth@ dismay of students and faachars alike, it has

bacome apparent that traditional foreign language
classes, based mainly on textbooks, translations, and
wfittan grammaxr exaréises, have produced few students
able to orally use the target language putside of the
classroom. ‘

Consegueantly, several researchers (Krashen, 1983;
Reilly, 1988; Homack; 192920) have concurred that “formal
language learning,” ér *knowing the rules,® should be &
goal of leswsur imporﬁance than language “acguisition,®
er "picking up" the ianguaqa by communicating in
natural situations in the same way that children
ucqhirc their first languages {Krasien, 1983:18).

- Krashen feels that both voung first language learners
a8 well as older sacond language learners constantly

and subconasciously a@d new words to their vocabulariss il“

18
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hy‘r.cniving ¥comprehensible input® (1953:19{ which is
‘:iightly akovs their .present level of proficienay, or
at_th. “1+1”‘1cve1 {19283:33). New words will be

uhﬁarltoqd because they are in a context with a
n@jority of other words that the second language
. speaRer already understands.

‘ Some rnsanrchcrﬁ have disagreed with this *“Input
Hypothesis" (Long and Porter, 1985:214}, claiming that
:acond‘language {SL) ‘learners need to go beyond merely
hsaring an abundance of understandable nessages;
rather, they must alsc have the chance to produce new
language, oz "output“i{Long and Porter, 1985).
Shimatani quotes Swain and agrees that “students learn
tc use ... forms and ... meanings through
comprehensible cutput® (1988:10). This is in
accordance with sGhachter‘s idea that output, or
language production, iz of the utmost importance, for
until a SL learner speaks, he has no indication if Bis
"means of sxprassion ?arks“ {1885:249).

Since the main géals of Krashen’s "Natural
Approach® are underst;ndinq input and aahi-viﬁg fivency
in the target language, he prefers that SL lesarners

expose themselves to a great deal of input,



_ 17
Cdncnﬁtzating v¢ry little on its sccuracy, or
qrnmmaiiéal forn. In real native speaker (NS) - non-
'ﬁdtivo speaker {NNE&) conversations, Krashen feels that
thgrqqil'no time for the NNS to think about form and
Ineaning"Simultaneous;y; in fact, he feels that focusing
on £h0 farmer will iﬁpede the latter (1983:31).

. Krashen’s "Honitor Hypothemis® states that a
ipcakaris congcious kKnowledge of grammatical rules is
only useful for "self-repair," which often happens
after speech has already taken place (1983:30). The
"Monitor," or "editof," (1583:30) checking for the
formal rules that have benn consciously learned in a
clasgroom, actually :orces the NNS to hesitate before
or during a conversation. On the contrary, if speakers
strive for maihly communication and meaning, they can
eventually achieve fiuency, after hearing enough input.
. Brumfit strongly agrees with this idea, stating that
teachers who correct students’ speech are impeding
fluency, which is thé ultimate proof of languags
scquisition (1984:56=57).

Kot all r-s&uxcﬁaru, though, feel that NNS‘s
should or want to throw away grammar, morphology, and

syntax. Shimatani (1988) points out that no studies
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'p:d?i that L2 (second language) adults learn in the
;#inq natural way as éhildrcn: VSn Patten, as quoted by

iugshiﬁgtani, has conducted studies showing that L2

_ learnars can remain at a very basic and inferior stage

: tﬁiqfkcolhﬂnicntion, or "foesilize® (1988:8) if they

‘.h$qlc¢t monitoring their sprech for accuracy and trying
'Eo‘imﬁtbvg it. In tﬁe same article, Shimatani agrees l
_with'swain'fhat Krashen’s “comprehensible input® will
no#ﬁr be #nough to produce “grammatical competence®

| {1988:10). '

Both Krashen (1§?9a) and Reilly (1988) admit that
adults can learn syntactic and morphological structures
¢aster than children. Lightbrown not only agrees with
VYan Fatten’s “tossilization" idea {1985:179), but adds
the interesting fact that adult learners, aspecially
the literate ones exposed to formal education in
foreign countries, can learn the rules of grammar more
qniily because the lessons and "processes” of grammar
instruction parnllalEthoae which they already have
experienced (1965:1751. Brown’s study, which gave

identigal lewsons to older adults and younger childwasnm,;

indicated that the adults asked For information and



explanation about aéecifis grampaticel goints, whils
children and adolescents did not (1985:280).

7 However, whether Krazhen’s Monitor Theory is
extreme o not, one of his intents in giving grammar a :
back seat is that iﬁ gives the L2 learner less to worry .
about. Krashen is in line with other researchers in

his balief that anxiety, or what he calls the

Yaffective filter," is one of the main obstacles in the
path of L2z students (19283:20b}. Accordingly, he feecls
that 12 classes ghould strive tc create n positive,
nurturing atmospheré where students can be more relaxed
and open to input. For SL acguisition to occur, the
student should be aﬁ uppinhibited as possibkble, or have a ‘
low "affective filter® {1983:1%h).

Although Shimaﬁani feels that a low stress leval
does not necessarily foster learning (1988:11), Laine
agrees with Krashen that anxiety slows the SL
acquisition process, and nervous students will try to
avoid the new language completaly by falling back on
their native languages (1987:64). Laine goas on to say
that a person with guisysl “tralt enyisty™ will have an
impsrmeable "language ego® (1387:15,51), making it
almost imposaible for that student to attewnpt using the
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;targnt language in class. Even more important, Laine
rﬁpaat-diy strasses ﬁhat intelligence andfmotivaticn
are not usually the crucial factors in second language
aéqpicition,'hut that wany other "psychological
hindrances® come intd play.

- In general, virtually every psychological trait
that retards a student’s progress socially and
prat.sniénally also makes that student less open to a
naw language, SChumﬁnn feels that an introvert in
general may be too sﬁy to practice a new language
{1986:380). Adult learners  especially, are afraid of
ridicvle, and often fevert te their native languages to
get attention #nd praise (1988:382). Reilly agrees
that the best L2 learnc+ should be outgoing and have
Yegyo permeability,” or the openness to learn both the
language ond the lifestyle of a new culture (1988:11).

Of course, all aforementioned feelinga ara usually
displayed by students with poor self-esteem. Laine
quotes Burns, and agrees that a person’s self-concept
determines, "what yoﬁ think you can de® (1987:25).
Burns ailso belleves thut the *sotiail seldf* (1387:29j,
or how a person thinﬁ- that cthers see him, can either

helip or hinder a foreign language student. Students
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:: vith poor na‘t-tltetm try to protect thenselvesz in a |
linquﬁqc classroom, which they see as "threatening” by

auuinq their native tongue as much as possible
'(1537:52; ‘ :
‘ _ Rcilly -and Laiﬁa agree that almost all students,
_ raqardlacn of their psychological traits, view the SL
:claﬁlroam as having an element of risk, with the high
1'anxi¢ty students feqlinq the greatest amount of fear.
In fact, Laine states "an zgsociation between high
anxiety ... and ...giaw performance at school™
(1967:20). Both authors agree that to be successful,
" an BL student must ﬁ& open, or willing to take a xisk.
pespite such strong innate obstacles, Womack and
Bernstein feel that ihe only remedy for a fear of
speech is more apeecﬁ practice in the classroom
situation, which a u#udent may percelve as his
¥territory® (19%0:107,109). Likewise, Long and Porter
{1985:208) attribute the slow proceas of wmany L2
iearners to the umali amount of class time thay usually
got te practice the new language. In large ESOL
. elansas . vary often ore feacher talks while 30 ilisten,
limiting a very small remainder of time to “30 seconds

per student per lesson® (Long and Porter, 158%5:208).
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: vaiouily, thaitraﬂitional‘“lockatup' classroon is
. not Qh&:dd“tbward optimum speech practice for students |
"i{whé'daiygzatgly nccé English for survival purposes.

T?iiehﬂri of these ciassas;uwnrp one-half to two-thirds

 "§f7tﬁd3c1ais-p-riodé(xong and Porter, 1985:208),

“*'1igdiﬁ§ critics swuch as Bruﬁfip’tb argue for "a

J‘-;fidu¢tibn of tiﬁchiﬁq input® {1984:51). Even worse,

'thachgru*uuually judge students’ speech by the
_ﬂ'ﬁrﬁmﬁitica;~standaid «». Of the mature adult native
‘:épakgr* {Bfumtit, 1984:76). Morsover, in this type of
.hvironment, a veryglarge group is taught the same
lasnﬁn-at the same pace, regardless of students’
individual abilities.

The renedy most often advocated to ancourage wmore
ipcaking practice id students working in small groups,
or p#ir- {Laine, 1987; Womack and Bernstein, 1930; Long
and Porter, 1985; Brumfit, 1984: Bassanc and
‘Christison, 1967). The advantages of cooperative
learning are many. First, small groups tremendously }
dacrease the potential stage fright of speaking in :
front of a large group. Contrary to the lavger
*lockstep” c¢lassroom, all students can be inveolved in

the small-group eqnﬁnr-atian. rather than vaiting for a
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short turn to speak. More isportant, students of

';flaSIlr abilities can work together at their own rate,

r;thtr than tmbarra.sing themsa;vns in front of more
uxptrianccd speakers of the language (Long and Porter,
1985:210). For ﬁhynor introverted students, a very
:Bhail group. pruvzdes an Yintimate" rather than a cold
~;ﬁlnviranmant.(bong anﬁ Yorcter, 1985:211}).

Accarding to Brumf;t the greatest benefit is the
.cimilarity of small groups to normal, everyday
conversations {1986:69), Moreover, in a large class,
g;bup work greatly increases the chances of students
‘ﬁhéth producing and receiving language® (1984:7S).
Furthermcre, students can have speedy feedback, and
more fluency should result from students correcting
sach othexr for accur@cy, rather than individually
having to wait for aﬁe teacher’s corrections (1%24:78).

Researchers hav§ explored the advantages of small
groups of three or méra students versus “"dyads,.®
Ideally, students within a small group or pair should
not speak the sama 1;nguaga, allowing for more
“inﬁnzlangﬁage éalk"f(haﬂq £nd Porter, 1985}1 It is
alss best to pair aﬁ@anced students with intermediates,

and internedistes with baginners; the conversations in
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E;t ianq and Porter’s sﬁudy {1985:215) lasted longer this
vay. :

Both Womack and Bernstein and Long and Porter
~igftciﬁh&t groups should be "goal oriented" or "task-
| sgind,f and each neﬁber should need information from at
lggst one other member to complete the assignment. i
-Lpng ahd Porter refer to a previous study by Varonis
and Géss on group w;rk vefsus dyads. The most
'"haqotiatién,“ or répeated attempts to communicate with
céch other, occurred in dyads where the SL learners
spoke different native languages and were of different
proeficiency levels. ' Interestingly encugh, zll studies
done with group work concur that the ¥level of
accuracy"” maintained by unsupervised students working
together is as highgas "lockstep, teacher - monitored
responses® (Long and Porter, 1985:223). :

A great amount of research has shown that teaching !
content car greatly affect students’ motivation to
learn or pay attention. Gass and Varonis feel that
lessons should be based on "real worid knowledge" which .
_ students ars alsc "familiar® with (1984:69,74). Womack
etresses that since .the averaga student’s attention

span is very brief, it is important to give a student
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. *qu-cayﬁqged ltilulé.' or lessons of immediate
 importance to that students life (1990:108,109).
'iﬁﬁu;tit agrees that ﬁz students must ba taught so that

'.thty‘c&nifunctionhand r~mmunicate in society, do their

: :jéb-, and Iaﬁtor‘mosﬁmsacial interactions (1984:27,28).

Kt&ihiﬂ stressos thaﬁ by organizing the lessons by
'“ihtcriétinq and relevant tbpicg," rather than grammar,
two purposes can be accomplished. First, there will be
a lowering of students’ affective filters, since they
wiil be interested enoﬁgh to voice their opinions. |
Next, the goals of the class will be mainly
communicative, rathaf than grammatical (1983:20-21).
With some minorfdiftcrences of opinion, most of
the sources cited suégested the same basic causes and
tae same remedies for strategies to increase the
~speaking akilities of adult ESOL learners. First, many
obstacles to initial speech in a second language lie
within the learner himself, grounded in his own self-
congept and plycholeéical traits, with the priue
detexrmiai+ . factor b&inq his anxiety level, or

fzlfagovive fiiter.”
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In order to decrcain the reticence, or fear of

j‘aptaking. exports in the fieid have suggested that

‘1“i:tud@nt- work moras in -umll graupt or pairs.

,ﬂnopcfvlly, @ach studant can work with another student
-Tfuho npcak- & diftur-nt 1anguaq¢ and has 2 slightly
-¢i£forunt-1.vol of English proficiency. Along with
 .ftbpicl that FaYata L8 students’ everyday lives, these
' tactics together uhoﬁld improve both the quantity and
éhaﬁquliity of the language produced.
Strategies for Target Group
From the original group of 25, a target group of
11 was chosen, with tha main éoal of decreasing their
spesch anxiety laveli, or affective filters. The
following -trategias:uere useds
i. Within their mere hopogenaous, smaller,
¢las3s, the target group students each became
part of a dyad or small group of three
students, as racommended by Womack and
Btrnuttin,‘Lanq and Porter, Brumfit, and
Bassano and Christison.
2. It was not possibie to paix studehls with
partners who spoke a different language,
since almost all spoke Spanish, but they at
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lesst had partners of slightly @iffersnt
proficiency lavels. '

Students did a great deal of group repetition

. befcora pradticing diulogues in pairs, as

réquocttd by the adults in Brown’s study

{1985) .

Students had choices about the kind of class
they wanted, or the major focus of the class,
also requasted by the adults in Brown’s study
(1985). Topics studied were relevant to the
everyday needs of the students. Various
guthors in@icated that such toplcs motivated
students more. These writers were Laine
(1987), Lightbrown (1285}, Schumann (1986},
Krashen (1983}, and Womack and Bernstein
{1990).

There was pinimal correction of language for
grammatical accuracy. This was basically
according to Krashen’s Monitor hypothesis,

and Krashen’s major premise has heen

‘supporved by Brusfit {1383), Browa {1395,

and Lightbrown (1985).
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Thare wcrcfsora granmar assignments, since

. thay indicated that they I-arn‘grémmar'

casily, and enjoy it. Thiz was confirmed in
the writings of Reilly (1988), Krashen (1983,
1$79), Brumfit (1984), Brown (1985), and

Lightbrown. {(1985).
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 Methed

In‘plenning the implementation of this program, it

.,.Wai wvital to rtmambaf that the target group was guite

lcw‘in’ﬁnqlish rroficiency, contidenze, or both. When

new words, phrases, or dialogues were introduced,
reﬁatiticn was almosﬁ always the first step. 1In this
.éay; students heard tha proﬁunciaticn and copied it,
.withbut the embarrassment of possibly making 2 mistake
in frontrof the entiré gioup. &also, short, dialogue-
type’ questions and answers, even for grammatical
practice, were modeled on the board before the entire
clase prior to one student asking another student.
Weaker studentg usually took the easier parte of
guention-answer practices, and sometimes more
experienced students were called in front of the class
te ask guestic , rather than the teacher. In this
way, thare was optimai practice for both weaker and
strongei: #piw.lfers, so that the latter group did not

bscome bored.

i

-
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tht-ypaekiﬁg éeﬁiviiias were done in dyads, or
"plir:;‘ Ideally, such activities wers task~based, so
‘#hat sach painon'ncéded some type of information from
'fthg'partner, and thnra had to be communicatior. between
ﬁ fh.ﬁ.-”9£ cCourse, 1@ was best tc pair a beginning

'student_with one more facile with the language;

hﬂwévcr, this was not always possible. When the writer 8

knew that two non-gpeskers wase practicing a dialogue

; ﬁoqethnx, ghe tried to work more with that pair, giving
them érivata pronunciation reinforcement before they .
gaid their dialegyue in front of the whole class.

As Krashen mantianed, ovarus2 of the Monitor, or
correscting function, can prevent, or retard second
language scquisition. Therefore, although correction
wis used more extensively with grammar exaercises, both
in the written and éral forms, thare was almest ho E
correction by the teacher during verbal utterances that ;

the rest of the group heard. Rather, the enphasis with

students’ apeech was on {luency and intalligibiliﬁyt é '

Finer pointr, such as accant reduction, wers stressed
as little au possible, providing other students

understood the speaker.

b )
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7 éﬂfﬁfﬁ-any dYad, oy spall group, p:csenﬁed-a
" spukap product to the class, they had some time,
"ﬁ;ﬂallyxfﬂn-ninutcs, to practice. This way they had
tﬁn bpﬁortuhity to both practice, and oftsn memorize,
-f;r f;uincy, but alsb listen tc and correct each cther
_iﬁ-tha privacy of their small work unit. Howaver,
éinéa:this particular terget group spoke almost
"§xalusively the sama_nativa language, Spanish, the
teacher circulated o}ten during practice to encourage
| that £nglieh, not Spanish, was used for communicatien
within the dyads. 7

Ho matter how much this writer tried to reducs

anxiety, the act of attempting to speak a second
iunguage for almost itwo hours wvas stressful for
beginning learners. Therefore, other activities were
incleded to break thé monotony and give students the
epportunity to use cther skills which could have keen
strongsy, such as writing and hetercogenaouz group work
in tha form of games and contests. These hetercgenecus
Ggroups wers cumstimo; formed by merging with the
original class. Thcitwm snaller, homogenaous groups
wira blended and then dlvided into teams. When they

-pempeted. as groups of four, to win contests or gamas,
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veaker studente were not embarrassed, since it was the
171,§foupf§féduét whichfcauntea rather than each student’s .

"individual failures or strengths.

Rlﬁo, during such informal, game-type actiwities,

',.niwar students 1-arned from more experienced ones,

Iklimply by *picking up," or acquiring, new language in a
nﬁn-thraatening situatiecn.

A At laast once a week, some type of written work
; waa callacted from the target group. Assignments
rangtd from such simple products as lists of one-word
dictations, to full sentence dictations, or open-eanded
-santencas which the students completed. Writing was
;lways collected a2t the end of class, and returned the
following class period, with some comment in English by
the teacher. '

Tc implement all these tasks, they were broken
down into unite which the researcher hoped to
accomplish within 12 weeks, including the finali student
pust-surveys and attitudinal surveys.

The writer’s Cl;tﬁ tine wiﬁh the target group was
tee nights a wask, freom.7:00 ta $:00. Within this time

period, from 7:00 to 7:30, the students had a coffes
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-.ﬁruak; Therefore, ﬁhd total class tims per week was

. : throe hours.

The tallopinq.éas the researchex‘s 6rigina1

.flgisching plah. including materials, for the 12-week

block, aftor the Basic Data, Pre-Post Survey and oral

.Esi,tastlz

Io

Divided the original class of 25 into two
groups, taking the lower~level target group
into a sepgrate classroom. Time: 10 minutes.
Introduced:tha group to the poseessive
pronouns. Did oral practice with guastions
like: “wWhose desk is this?” or “whose book
is thiz?"  Time: 15 minutes.

Did oral practice with location words, such
as "on, in, undeyr, over, in the cornar, ate.®
For eral practice, studesnts broke into two
teams, One team asked where an object vas,

and ths other team responded in ssntences.

- Time: 50 minutes.

Had atudents, in pairs, complete thrae

exercises on possessive proncuns, from Bakty



 Azar‘s Basic English Grammar. Corrected two

-

exarcises on thae bontd, ¢one orally. Time: 35

minutas.

2.

Reviawed, ofnlly, posseuasive pronouns and
lcéza‘tion words. The group was divided into
two parts, yith one part asking guestions and
the other part answering. Time: 30 minutes.
Introducad ?ontractions, such as "I’m, she’s,
he’s ...* Did oral practice with guestions
and stntam@ntu. Answers vwere “"Yes, I am, No,
she isn‘t, ;tc.“ Time: 20 minutes.

Did oral pfacticc with thesa2 contractions angd
location words from Side by Side, Level 1,
Chapter 2. Time: 20 minutes.

Bid a short oral reading from the same
chapter. Students completed & check-up true-
false quizrnt the end. Teacher collected the
quiz and, for homework, assigned the Side by
Bida pages ﬁo have written aneswers.



2.

3.

35

pid oral pfnctica fovi-w with location words,

po.stsliv.gpronpuns, and contractions.

Teachar in;tiilly asked the guestions,

gradually érunnforring both guestions and

~answers to students. Time: 30 minutes.

Introduced, and had students take notes on,
the prasené progreésiva verb tense, with -ING
endings. 616 oral practice, asking students
to respond to "What am I doing?® as other
students p;ntonimed. Tipe: 20 minutes.
Bistributeé picture seguence from Picture It.
Had students write the yverb only for each
picture. Time: 20 minutes.

Had students repeat whole sentences for each

picture, using the present progressive tense.

Hesk Two, Semsion Two:

Students repeated, orally, sentences from
gig;u:g_;;iﬂequ&ncc. Time: 20 minutes.
Students practiced, in pairs, whole sentences

about pletures.  Tims: 15 minctes.
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3. Piirs roci#qd: in front of the claas, their
— sentences for the pictures. Tipe: 25
minutes.
4. Teacher put open-ended sentences on the
board, uliﬁq verbs from story seguence.
Students finished those sentences, which wvere

collucted.: Tine: 30 minutes.

Heak Three. Session One:

1. Students did a task-based interview in dyads,
answering guestions about each other’s
favorite bocks, music, nobbies, etec. Each
student completed a gquestionnaire (Appendix
H:72) about the other, then reported to the
claeas.

2. Teacher dictated sentences with the word

‘ “favorite,” such as "My favorite hobby is
sae® Time: 10 minutes. Sentences and

questicnnaires were collected.

Heak Three, Session Two:
1. Studenta finished raporting on their
partners’ intornltl and personal preferances.
Time: 3¢ minutes,
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Students did oral repetition practice on
present cohtinudut tense. Material was from
Side by _Sida, Chap. 3. Time: 30 minutes.
Studenf:, in pairs, practiced guestions and
answers to this chapter. Time: 20 minutes.
Students wrote and subaitted answers to the
chapter. Some finished it for homework.
Tina: 20 minutes.

M&m

Students received labelled pictura of a car
and its paéts (Appendix I:75). Thay repaat
names of parts. Time: 20 minutes.

Caxr parts were combined in sentences with
phrases "doosn’t work® or "isn't working.®
Studasnta rvepented sentences. Time: 10
ninutes.

In pairs, students role-played a mechsnic
with a custower, who reported a problem with
his car. ;mxngs 20 minutes.
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¥eek Four, Session One:

The sntirs briqinnl class, together, revieved
names of tﬁﬁ car parts in a repetitiom drill.
Time: 15 -fnutca. .

Stﬁdontl !fan the target group were paired
vith more advanced students, and they
practiced guestions and answers abou: car
problens. ‘iiln: 20 minutes.

Individual pairs presented their dialogues in
front of tﬁ. class. Tipe: 15 sinutes.
Students received pic 'ure stories from
Bicture It about a ma.. getting a flat tire.
They ropnaéud s:tences, and then copied
varbs only on each picture. Time: 40

minutes.

Heak Five. Session Ope:

1.

J.

Entira original group revieved aentences for
the tirc-cﬁanqihg story. Time: 20 minutes.
Students copied sentences on a separate piece
of paper. On each picture, though, they had
only the varb. Time: 15 minutes. '
In hetercgeneous dyads, pairs practiced

explaining how to change a tire, with each



4. Each pair told the story in front of the

clags. ﬁi‘t: 30 minutes.
!;Ax_lixnﬂuanntieamzxa

1. Target qrnup reviewed perscnal pronouns,
location words, and present progressive tense
orally. Time: 30 minutes.

- Four different students rezd two short
stories orally from Side by Side, Level 1.
Time: 15 minutec.

3. Students t%ok short reading and comprehension
gquizzeg on the stories. Time: 15 minutes.

4. Assigned a short story using the present
proqrowsiv§ tense, based on a picture in Side
by 8ida, Lavel 1. ™ize: 30 minutes.

5. Collectad stories to correct.

i. Orally rov;uw personal pronouns lng prasent
progressive tense. Time: 30 minutesm. _

2. Had students complete an exercise on ér-attﬁqif

, 19
studse:. - titing alternating sentences.
Tima: 25 miputes.

questions and answering them in the prasent Bl
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‘ ‘&0
praqr.msiﬁi tense tfop p. 38 of Azar’s Leval
Cne book. ESinc. the exercise is difficult,.
students could read the answers as they wera
resd aloud by the most advanced tudent.
Time: Sﬁ‘igﬁﬁiil.'

Had Itud-nﬁs orally answer guestions about a

picture in tha Azar book, p.45.
Next, thcy!could uritq the answers and subumit
them. Time: 15 minutes.

Thzauwpart%formntive avaluation.

a) Ten dictated sentences.

b) Ten written answers to oral gquestions.

c) Thirt;cn vocabulary words. Teacher
pointed to classrcom objects and
students wrote the words. They couid use
dictipnnria-. Test time: 35 ;inuta-.

Introduced vocabulary words, on the

blnﬁkholrd£ for ailments and illnessex.

Practiced ér@nunaintian. Tire: 20 minutes.

ni-tribuhtq Unit 17 on health problems froa

Lifalines, Xevel 2. Did oral repetiticn
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practice. ?Fcr homevork, students wrote the

preblems in sentences. Time: 35 minutes.

-

i,

- Had all students together from original

ci#ul; Put them in approximately seven
groups of three g@ach, with at least one
advanced -%uéant in each group. Time: 15
mlnutes.

niatributed s vecabulary list of
approxi:nt;ly 50 words. Studants got
moanings of unknown words from dictionaries
or clasamates. 7Zime: 25 minutes.

Gave each ércup a pi ture card with eigh:
pictures, and played binge, calling out words
from the vocabulary list. All students in a
group helped each other lccate the pictures,
and the group covering all pictures first won
BINGO and # prize. Timpe: 52 minutes.

Heak Sevan. Session Twe:

1. orsily reviewed parts of bedy and comeen

sliimants from week misx. Sian: 2% wminutee,
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Made np.-i;plc eight-line dialogues for
students to practice in pairs. They role-
piayed a péticnt and a doctor. Time: 15
minutes.
Listenad fo zome veoluniser students in pajra.
Time: 15 ninutus.
pid 20 dicﬁation sentences on parts of the
body and pfoblans. Had a student read the
dictntion.; Tima: 25 minutes.
RHad a student vwrite correct gentences on the

board.

¥esk Eight. Session Ons:

Orally introduced pronunciation of past tense
verbs trnn‘sjd;*nzﬂsjg., Level 1, p. 129,

Had -tudenﬁl repeat single words, then make
sentences. Time: 25 minutes.

Did repetition drills, with five atudants
together piaying each charscter, for a
dialogue about health problems. Time: 20
minutes.

ggd.stuﬂeaéa in paire, write original
dialcgues dn the board, modeled on the one in
the baok, p. 131. Zise: 20 minutes.
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Had atudcgt- come up individually and
volunﬁnri?y and read their dialogues to the
class. céllcctod the written dialoguer for

corractions.

Wesk Eight, Session Tvo:

1.

B

i

Returned corrected dialogues and had students

reheaflarghen in pairs. Time: 20 minutes.
Had volunﬁecr pairs do their dialoguves in
front of the class. Time: 20 minutes.
Reviawed time expressions for the pas%t, such
am: "twujw-ek- ago, last week.® Tims: 15
minutes. : '

Studente worked in pairs on grammar sxercises
with past tense, Azar book, p. 120-121.
Collected papsrs. Time: 30 minutes.

Yask Nine. Session One:

i.

Students read story, aloud, from 8idg by
Side, pp. 132-133. They then listed all past

tanse verhs, dividinglthnn into two columns,

_ regulsy and {rregular, Tima: 35 minutes.

oral practice with past tense guestions and
did-aidn’t answers. Timas: 15 minutea.

b



4,

€4
Each stuﬂcnt rcpottad to class about their
partner. 21;1 25 iinutel. _ _
Honowork a-signadf rast tense sentences with

‘, 11 irregular verks. Time: 10 minutes,

MMW

3.

Hatarogcnaout, whole c¢lass, worked together.
Pairs ware'creatad with stronger and weaker
students. jﬂ&n@: 10 minutes.

Frém mm, Levael 3%, all students
repeated the-namea of common housshold
appliunens; Time: 10 minutes.

Thae whole élaas repeatad short dialoguas
invelving #uporting appliance problems.
Tima: 20 ninutes.

Practicum ;tuﬁunt composed a 10-line dialogue
on the board, and assigned each pair of
studants a;diffnrent appliance. Tima: 10
minutes. j :

sStudant paﬁrs practiced their dialogues.
Time: 15 hﬂnutut.

Paire vnrﬁiliaéd aiiiogu-s in !rdntrof the
class. Tise: 25 minutes.



= W foriqina_l target group)
e ' Reviewed names of household appliances and

5.

85

how to state problems.  Time: 20 minutes.
Had ttud-nti practice asking each cther what
the problems wers with their appliiances.
gighz-ls‘ni?utas,

Brought in ?icturos of household appliances
and furniture. Students, in pairs, helped
aach other ?rita about their pictures
acceording to color, size, function, and
price. Time: 25 minutes.

Each student stood in front of the class with
his picturcf Other atudents asked guestions,
ard the ntu&ent angwered. Tima: 30 ainutes.

#Wiritten summaries wers collected and checked.

¥ask Elaven. Sassion One:

1.

Using Li;;l;ngl, Level 2, Chapter 14, had
students repeal necessary vecabulary and
sentences for reporting housing problems.

Tipg: 25 minutes.

‘Had stua-nt; ractice dialogues in ?@xr-,

role~playing a tenant and a landloxd.
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Assignad i@ch'pgir‘a different problem.
xiﬂns zu,ninutagq .
Bnch pair époke in front of the clasz. Time:
15 linutau;
For pages 67 and 68, had students write
sentences about the household problems they

see in each picture. Tigpe; 30 minutes.

MWMQ

1.

combined b&th levals into a whole class,
forming high-low ability dyads to work
together. | A

Show-d.stuéents how t¢ form comparatives of
comuon adjectives, such as sunny-sunnier,
hot-hotter. Had students take notes in a
chart form:. Time: 25 minutes.

Gave -tudaﬁtu a guestionnaive fork, had them
answer guestions about their own country,
with the reeponses including the comparative
form of adjoctivaa. Time: 20 minutes.

Had aach p;ir ef stndents practice asking and

‘responaing to guesticns about their own |

gountry, with the responses including the



- 47 Vé
coupqrativg forms of adiectivea. Time: 20
linufns. , _
5., Had pairs %{ students begin speaking in fronmt
of the cl&ém. Timg: 10 minutaes.

6. Collect 511 questionnaires.

- ;.j ‘Re~interview each of the eleven students for
Ca possible new rating on the FSI Test.
2. Rn—adniniﬂfar *Pra-Post Survey," Appendix
B:60.
3. Administer "Final Class Attitudinal Suxvey,®
Appendix G:73.

Two sasaions wﬂie set aside bhecause the forms were
not in Spanish, and most students neaded translations
of the guestiona. The practicum writer tested and
helped pairs of students outside of the ragular
‘elassroom, whera thef.ntirg originai group was having
the sams lesson with?itl instructor. ;

This original gian went mostly according to :
scheduls, but the ressarcher had to devote more tiwe i

probles areas. caniaqucntly, small parte of the
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| genersl plan had to be omitted. Specifically, the
: WK’?"‘“ plan ves #ntirdy ﬁnitt.&.

- students indlnhitﬂ that thiy needesd more time with

"igaksﬁitllki, such a? wvhole~class repetition and

- dislogus practice in dyade. Luckily, the individual

;iaiiﬁﬁl!hiﬁ:hcan ptructured with written exercises,

invuivihg grn-nir and dictation, at the end.

Sometimes, there Vn;;na tine te assign a grammar

iitrcilo. and if the group complated it, the time

olclnhﬁ -Adarit impossible to correct the exercise with

the entire group. Ihatoaﬂ. the rasearcher collected

' the exercises, corraciaed any errors, and returned them

st the next ciass meating.



CHAPTER IV
Results

5 The. 1nitinl testing and assessments had been done
. durirj a mk enrollment perisd for adults, tne
: buqinning of the w;nter term. Given the open-entry,
'iapanmoxit nature of the adult ESOL program, thrse of
l_tha targtt grnup weré not longer in attendsance by Week
Tﬂll?i, and although approwiuataly four new students
'Ljoinod the group, thern was no tima for aithar the
H'rmzoaxﬁhar 2r the regular classroun teacher to
édninistor the rsz'Tﬁst or the PFre-Post Survey to these
- four students. Theyininply entered the lower group,
approximately lidwaylthroujh the twelve wesks, based on
a guick verbal ausesimant by the classrcom teacher.
Therefore, when the final evaluaticn instruments were
takbulated, the researcher bazed ths resulis on the
tclainihé aight, rather than the original elesven, v‘)
studente. Expectations, though, already mentioned in
Chapter ¥, ruseined the same. A numerical summary of
tha results is l‘ntiénud in the *Post Survey® (Appendix
F176).
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Of the eight -tédgntd, !ive»imprcved by one to one
and onc-half levels én their "Perceived FSI,” as
;-jmiisurqd by Qu-stioné 3 and 7 on the "Pre-Post Survey"®
{gﬁpnndixAE:GO); This was a total of &3 mnercent.
‘Seven fmproved on their actual FSI oral test, a total
‘of 88 percent. Six, ér 75 percent of the students,
reported gains of at%leabt one lavel in speach anxiety,
- a8 msasured by Quaatians 42 anu 14 on the ®*Fre-Post
survey” (Appendix B:60). As compared with the original
objnctivns, the actual FSI scores were more pogitive
. than -xpeaﬁf the *Level of Speech Anxiety" goal was
vary close te the tax&gatad 14 psax—:can){_;} and although the 4}0@*"
"Perceived FSI® did not reach the 8& percent mark, tweo 'S?Thﬂ
studente had isprove by half a level, go, according to
the original nriteris, could not count towards the 88 j
pafu‘nt goal. |

All eight students agresed, on the anonymous
satcitudinal Survey® (Appendix G:71), that the class
had become better gince it began in Februscey. In
answer to Question 3 on the survey, seven students felt
thnt chy opportunity to sprak thawmselves, rather than
resd oy listen to a teacher, was an important
improvesent. All eight listad the smaller class mize
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3 ‘as wery helpful, andflix replisd that their spelling

- -#na'wiftinq ﬁ!d 1g§révgd. Pbut students mentioned that ;

' they hed made friends, and thres that they liked the |
'."‘;ﬁdﬁ;f:hcr." For the ﬁurpolae o7 this study, the last )

tvo ro;péns.ﬂ ware na:t significant, since they were not

p&ft_ef the obj-ctivéa or original assessment

instruments.



CHAPTER V

Recommendations

Research has ahﬁwn that adults’ abilities to
acquire a sacond lanéuaga is not )inked solely ¢o their
inttlligonc-. Rather, it is closely tied with igqu"‘
th-ir porscnality traits, such as risk-taking and
_;xtrovcfsion, and their comfort level in the laarning
sigggtion.

This practicum concentrated on making adult
students first willing to speak English at all, and
later enthusiastic about learning and using the
language. To supmarize, the basic strategies uszed ware
dividing the whele claas into two ability levels, uzing
-cont-nt lessons pertaining to students’ deily lives,
and giving atudents more cpportunities to speak in
situations that caunéd considerably less embarrassment
or stress than lpanking alone in front of a
heterogensous group éf over twenty students. Such
cpportunities wers pfovid.d by having ctudents ask and
aisvar e@ach other’s guastions, interviaw sach other,

practize dialogues in dyads, and perforam that dialogue
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witﬁ & partner in frqﬁt of ﬁhe ¢iass, rather than
‘alcne. |
In the whelcfelgin situation that was coriginally

nhﬁfrvsd}nsnma of these methods wers difficult because
of sc many levels of:sucond-langunga speaking ability
éanbincd with_only one teacher. In the near future,
thoﬁ@h, this oituatién may or not be alleviated.
Th-r-far., recommendations for implementing these
teaching methods should be practicable with or without
extra personnel.

| 0f course, a voluntesr or practicum student would
be ideal as extra manpower and a way of separating
students of varied abilities. However, if the class
must remain one unit, pairing a more experienced
speaker with a new speaker will help. Additionally,
groups of three and four students can bz assigned
projects together, such as describing what is happening
during seguences of pictures. The same lesson can also
be alterad for dittcfnnt students. For exanple, an
advanced student can write sentences in the present
perfect tens«, whilc?a beginning student can ansver

with the far sispler prasent tenss.
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It is slways pﬂlslbln to teach a content unit

:;whcro‘glx Btddent- can loarn new ~vocabulary, such as

the plttl of & car or houanhold appliances. Both units !

.Lﬂclndi'ﬁocabulary very technical for most ESOL
‘students.

| At all costs, the ESCL teacher should have
itudtntsido most of  the speaking, rather than being in
the pgdiivc role of listening. 1If teachers are
uncomtortable in changing the traditional "lockstep®
rols, tlsen more in-service workshops can be organized
‘thrcugh the County.

Above all, wheﬁ students indicate both

satisfaction and prégress with their ESOL class,

enroliment will not:unly gtabilize, but increase., With

H

more money from thesqovernment provided per student, it .

could be possibie for the school to hire an additional
ESOL teacher and divide the class into at least two

lavels,



REFERENCE LIST

Batsano, Hary'x.p and Mary Ann Christison. "Daveloping
Succasezul Communication Groups.® In Michael Long
and Jack €. Richards, Eds. Mathogdology in TESOL.
New York: R.wbury House, 1987.

e {17 Charyl *R&quests for Specific Language Input:
: Difrortnc-s Between Older and Younger Adult
Language Learners.® In Robin C. Scarcella and
Michael H. Long, Eds.
Resenrch: Cambridge, Ma: Newbury House
~,.Publishar:, 1985,

Brumfit. Christopher. [ i
. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1984.

Dudley, Sid, and D. Shawvar. "The Effect of Homework
on Students’ Perceptions of Teaching

Effectiveness.”  Journal of Education, Cctober,
1991, pp. 21—25.

HpsY Proficiency Ratings" Appendix A. In Michael H.
Long and Jeck C. Richards, Eds. Methodology in
TESOL. New York: Harper Collins Publishers, 1987,
p. 407, =

Gass, Susan, and Evangeline M. Varonis. “The Effect of
Familiarity on the Comprehensibility of Nonnative

Speuch.” Lﬁnauaag,hggxniug. Vol. 34, No. 1, 1984,
ppi 65=87.

Krashen, Stephen D., Michael A. Long, and Robin C.
Scarcella. “Age, Rate, and Eventual Attainment in

Bscond Language Acguisition.” TESOL Ouarterly,
December 1979, pp. 573-582.

with Tracy D. Terrell. The Natural Approach.
Englewoed cliffe: Prentice Hall Rngantl. 1883,

B3



56

Lains, Eero J. '&ffﬁct;va Factors in Poraign Langnuge
Laagning and Teaching: A Study of the ’Filter’.w

Exic Clearinghouse ~Language Studies,
1987. ERIC ED 292 302.

Lightbrown, Patsy M. "Great Expesctations: Second
Language Acguisition Research and Claasroom
Teaching.* Applied Linguistigs, Vel. s, No. 2,
1285, pp. 173-178.

Long, Michael H., and Patricis A. Porter. "Group Work.
Interianguage Talk, and Second Language

Acquisition.* 7TESQL QOuapierlv, June 1285, pp.
207-228. ‘

Maley, Alan. "I Got Religion! Evangelism in Language
Teaching.® Studies in Landuage Learning, Vel. 4,
pp. 77-B4.

_Raiily, Tarey. "Hairtaining Forexgn Lawﬂuage Skxllﬁ.

1938."£R1L ED 266 573+

Shimatani, Hiroshi. “An Examination Qf the chitor
Thﬂory. R Cleas :
Linguistics, 1933. ERTC ED 297 592,

Schultz, Resnate. "Sacond Language Acguisition Theovies
and Teaching Practice: How Do They Fit?%®

Medern Language Journal, 75, i, 1991, pp. 17-26.

Schumansn, John H. FResearch on the Acculturation Model
fQ‘ Second Laﬁqu&gn Acguisition.”® Journai eof
; - Bevelonne)

7, Na,'$,41935, pp.°379~392;'

Swain, Werill., "Comwunicative Competaence: Some Rolas
of Comprehensible Input and Comprehunsible Output
in Ite Developrment.® In Rabin c. S¢azcal1a ana
Michaeli H. long, Eds. Jasy Becond ‘ ™

. Canbridge, MA: anbury Housa
Punlishars, 10R5E. pp. 238-248%,




¥ilds, Claudin, P. "The Oral Interview Test.” In
Zesting Lancusge Proficisncy, Randall Jones and
Barnard Spolsky, Eds. Arlington, VA: Center for
Applied Linguistics, 1975, pp. 2%2-44.

Womack, Moxris M. and Elinor Bernstein. Spe2ch for
Foreisn Students. Springfield: Charles Thomam
Publishers, 1990.



APPENDICES

58



2.
3.
4.

5.

7.

8.

10.
11.

12.

APPENDIX A
Bpsic Student Data

Name

Country of origin

Native language

Age

leaphone number

Address ‘

Length c!étime in the U.S.
Amount of time in ESOL class
Main r&asﬁn for learning English
Job, at present, in this country
Jocb goal for the future

outside of school, with whom do you speﬁk
English?

Do you have any American frie¢nds?
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APPENDIX B

Pre-Survay, Adult ESOL Class

- Nama.

Number of ﬁightn attending class, average.

How do you ratu your English speaking

abllity, on a scale of 1 to 57 One is the

worst, five is the best. Circle a number.
1 2 3 & s

This class bagins at 5:30 and ends at 9:00,
What time de you ysvally enter clasa?

th do youjarrive at this time?
Circle your pain goal in this class:

A. Spoaking English to communicate on the
job and socially.

B. Readiﬁq Engligh to understend it.

C. Listening to English and being able to
understand it.

D. Writing English in better sentences,
with better gpelling.

E. Undoritandinq diractions at your job.
How do yeufrato yourself as an English
speaker compared to the other students in
this class, or yecuy classmates? Circle the
1, Terrible.

2. Slightly belaw the average student.

3. Average, comprrad to tha rest.
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1.

61
i. Abév@ average.

5, Bxcplient: I can help almost all the
other students.

How do you spend most of your time in this

ESOL class? (Circle one latter only)

A, '?rnctlcing speaking.

B. Raadibg guietly.

c. Reading cutllouﬁ.

0. Listéhing to the teacher speak English.

' E. Listening to othor students speak

English.

F. Listening to other students speak
Spanish.

Look again:at Question B. How do you want to
spend your: time in this ¢lass?

Hrite the letter:

If the school had more teachers, would you
1ike the class to divide into two groups,
with ona group an upper level, and tha other
group a lower level? <ircle your choice:

L, Yes : B. No

If the school had more teachera, would you
like two groupa, in two separate rooms, or

two teachers helping all students in the same

rocm, &5 you have mow? Circle your answer.
A. Two groups in separate rooms.

" ALl grouns in tho sane room,

el
A

Wik
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13.

14.

1s.

. 62
How nervous are you when you speak English?
1. Very nervous.
2. A litﬁle Nervous.
3. Not at all nervous.

4, Confident, but conscious of mistakes in
speach.

5. Very confident.

If you are}nervous about speaking English,
what would help you the most? (Circle only
2) '

A. Reduction of accant.

B. More vocabulary.

C. Grammar exercises.

D. Listehing comprehension exercises,

E. Practice with speaking in everyday
conversations.

F. Practice speaking alone in front of the
class.

G, Practicve speaking with a partner in

Iront of the class.

Are you nervous when the teacher calls on you
in class?

Circla one: Yes Hu

Do you prefer to have papers oollected and
corracted by your teacher, or to keap all

vour papers without corrsctions? (Clrele

one)

A, Keep all papers.
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B. Have papers reviewed and corrected by
' ths teacher, and then get the papers
back with teacher comments.

‘Would you like some short homework

assignments from the class? (Circle one)

A. Yes ) B. No

83
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APPENDIX C

Background Interview with Site Administrator

s R

it
b
L 3

ey
™
-

at Community Schoel A
How long hﬁs the ESOL program bean in effect
at this school?

#hat do you feel is the sociceconomic status
of most students?

What is the average number of ESOL students
registered per quarter?

 What is the attrition rate during a typical

nine~week session? lease answer by nhumber
of students or an average percentage.

What is the approximate carry-over percentage
of students from one nine-week session to the
next?

What percentage of students attend fer all
three teachers on all four nights?

What percentage of students attend for only
one teacher?

On what level are the majority of students in
the program? (Beginning, Intermediate,
Advanced)

What do you feel is the overriding motivation
of most students in attending ESOL ciasa?
{communication with spouse or family, job
purposes, social reasons)

How 4o you feel this program is batter than
other ESOL programs?
Huat acse the dfawbashks of this nrogram?

Kow would you like te improve the program?
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) 1‘-

is.

65 |
What p@rcahtaqa of all night school students
are ESOL?

Dd you feel that students havsa the
opportunity to recaive individual attention?

Do you feal that the students could benefit
from guest speakeras? What kind? (of
speakers)
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| APPENDIX D
‘Model PSI Test Questions

Wilds, Claudia, P. “The Oral Interview
Test.® 1In Testirg language Proficisncy.
Randall Jones and Bernard Spolsky, Eds.
Arlington, VA: Center for Applied
Linguistics, 1375, pp. 30-31.

At least oﬁn of the two axaminers should be a
native-speaking language instructor.

The oral interview *appears as a relaxed,
normal conversation.®

To deéetermine what lasvel of difficulty to use
for the guestions, the interviewer becgins
with Ysimple social formulae ... [such ag)
introductions and comments on the weather,
guestions like "Have you just coms back from
overseas?’ or ‘Is this your first speaking
test here?’®

Depending on how the gtudent, or "examiner,®
who could be a government employee, answars
the opening questions, the examiner can
guickly plan the rest of the test
accordingly. In other words, the axamines
who has trouble with the beginning gusstions
has a "ceiling” so that the guestions will
not get more difficult.

The low-laval learner is asked to provide
information as simply as he can about: his
family or his job. This is impromptu
conversation.

Progreseing satisfactorily beyond this levael,
the next lsvael of proficiency could reguire
giving streat directions, or playing a role,
such as renting & house or taking a telephone
nessage.
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: At the final Invcl, thc exaninee can talk
.about current events on the very "detailed

aspcct- nf ‘his job*

: Aftﬁr a student has clearly passed, the first -
“two ratings of an interview, and can both o

understand and give communications, then he
is guided into a natural, free-flowing
conversation during which grammar,
vocabulary, and corversation can be

' simuitaneously ch&cked

.xparlnnccd pair of raters can decide on

. an approximate scoye within five or ten

minutes, and the rest of the interview is
spent narrowing the score down to an exact
one. '
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APPENDIX E
F8I Test Questions

:¢? ;Q:ij]g'x.;mg;hzz

A. Fluency
B. Crammar
C. Vbcdhulary:
D.  Comprehension
ﬁ.- Accent
QxilJ2sli_9nlnSiRn1ﬁilllw1Qmhzwaaﬁgaxﬁguia_ﬁnlszkﬁn&l
1. What’e your nama?
2. Where do yau live?
3. How long héva you been in this country?
4. ¥hy did you mave to this country?
5. Do you have any relatives in this ceuntyy?
Who arae they?
8. What pxegrém do.ynu like to watch on
television?
7. How long have you atudied Engliish?
8. What war your job in your country?
9. What is your favorite sport?
10, What is your favorite rood?
11. Tell me what you like about this country.
{several aspects) :
2. Tell me what you do not liks about this

country. (sevaral aspects)
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‘14,

15.

Tell me what you miss about your country.

Tail me about your ideal husband/ wife/
boyfriend/ girlifriend.

¥hat de you usually do whem you are not
working?

&3 |



' APP’ﬁD]fI P

: s.ltctid Results of Stud-nt, Pre-Survey
: ¢ and FSI Tast

gm 11 .tud-nts Jho bm*m the turqct qroup are ».h.ckwnr}cod}

o, ; : : Length of
P‘-rccivod a.ctual ) Lavul of Tima in
. Student __FSZ_ P8I _ Speech Anxisty S 48 P
; {mr- .(ui ‘thwe (as 2 3 ~ worat ;
“student teachers 5 - best, most
% ,z.itudmt- perceives parceive confident
5 to’tll) his own student’s
£ lavel) leval)
e &+ 24 2 1 yr.
v’ = 3 i i 1% yves.
ey 1 o+ 2 z wke.
S A 3+ 4 1 3 mos.
Lo 8, i 3+ 1 L yr., 6 mos.
B 4 4 7] 3 mos.
T 3+ 3+ 3 2 mos,
8. 4 3+ 4 2 mos.
9. % 3+ 4 2 mos. ;
10. 2+ 2+ 2 & mos,
11, 2+ 2+ 2 3 yrs.
2. 4 3o & 7 ¥EB.
i3. 3 2+ 2 % mom.

vid . 1 A 4 S yrs.
15. 4 34+ ) s yrs.
W6, 2 i 3 2 mos.
LT, 2+ 1 1 6 yra.

.- v18. » 1 5 2 wks.
Tl A% 3 24 2 10 yre.
10 'l 1 2 1 mos.,
S v, 1 2 3 3 mos, |
o e 2 34+ 3 & yes.
vas, o 1 1 1 wo.
3 3+ 4 s yre.
- & r Ly 3 \




:  APPENDIX G
Final cialﬂ Attitudinal Survey

Has your class changed at 2ll since February? circiér
onm answer. ; i

Yes No

Has your class become better, or more useful to you?
Circle one answer.

b

Yes No

Try tc list three changes in the class which you feel
have helped you to learn. Please list them in order of
importance. If you would like to add more than thres,
you may.

A.
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APPENDIX K

Twc—Pcrscn;Interviiw, Entire Class

_;gjgﬁhgiigggigng . LISTEN TO, READ, WATCH, SEE, SING, DRIVE,

Ull tha v.rh- above to help you complete the guestions!

s Rl

B

-HAVE, EAT, DRINK, PLAY, LIVE IN, BUY, HANT
: What k‘nd of !rult do you gat?
Hn gats paarl

Th- qulltion iz asked in the second person, YOU, ditectly to
your partner. However, the answer is answered in the third
person, “hs, she,” because the answer will later be given:
‘orally to the class,

1.

S,

6.

7.

-

What kind of music do you

He/She __ music.
What kind of house do you ?
He/She ; a (an) .

What kind of magazines do you ?

He/She magazines.
songs do you _ ?!

He/She ; sSONQS .

fopd do you &at?

food.

What kind of newspapers do you __ ?

. L newspapers.
What kind of ca£ do you ___ ¢
‘ a (an) .
What kind of boéku do you ?

H‘lsh. 5 v it
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BT T

1.

G

7o

' He/She

Hﬁét kird of restaurants do you

He/She _

73
o 2 i

restaurants.

W ;

What kind of sports do you

and s

ﬁé;shh

ﬂﬁat kind of men/women do you
He/She ‘ ;

‘menjfwomen.

What kind of T.V. shows do you

. Eavorites
What is your favorite food?

His/her favorité food i=s

and L

“What is your favorite car?

His/her favorite is a

Who is your favorite singer?

His/her faverite singer i=

What is your : T.V. show?

T.V. show is 5.

What is your subject in schoonl?

—— subject is . (Math,
Engiisnh, Science, Art, atc.) i
What is your favorite color? |
His/her favorit; wolor is .

Who | person? !
His/her person is his/her jt

What is your ' sport?




T

1g.

1i.

; ‘ ;74:2
iﬁat is your _ ____ time of day? '

ﬁiaih&r favorite time of day is . (the

‘ Iorninq, afternoon, evening, niqhttinu)

Hh-t is your tavoritc thinq about Community School A?
His/htr : is .

What. is your major conplaint about Ceommunity School A?

Hil]hcr major co:plaint is 3
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APPENDIX J

Selected Results of Student, Post Survey
and Second FSI Test

{Student numbers corrulati o their nuabers on tha
original Pre-Post Survey [Appendix F:70})

' Length of
Porceived  Actual Level of
Student FSI__  _ESL . .. Speech Anxisty
{Bumber) (as the @ {as 2 i - worst
student teachars 5 - best, most
perceives  perceive conf idant
his own  student’s
lavel) . leveal)
24 A+ 24 3
5a 2+ . 34+ 3
i4. b | 2+ £
i6. 3 2 4
17. I+ ’ 3
2%, i+ 3
23 - l+ 2‘:" 2
25, 3+ T4 4



