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Abstract 

This study explores approaches to improving the spoken English skills of students at 

a private university in Indonesia, where many students still encounter difficulties in 

spoken English. It proceeded in two stages. The first stage used action research to 

investigate ways of improving students‘ confidence in speaking English. Based on 

questionnaires, interviews, student feedback, class observations and a teacher‘s 

journal, it found that teaching methodology which focused on students‘ involvement 

using pairs and small group work gradually improved their confidence in speaking 

English. This suggested the second stage of the study, which used quasi-experimental 

research to explore the use of cooperative learning as a means of improving students‘ 

spoken English skills, as compared to control groups using a more traditional 

approach. Data were gathered through speaking and listening tests, questionnaires, 

interviews, student feedback, and class observations. The qualitative data showed 

that both teachers and students believed that cooperative learning can be useful for 

improving students‘ spoken English skills. This was supported by a result from the 

quantitative data which showed significant improvements in students‘ speaking 

duration if not in their speaking quality. A limitation of the study was that the time 

frame did not allow the teachers to implement the cooperative learning techniques 

well. Even so, the findings of this study point to a positive role for group work and 

cooperative learning in language education, in particular for conversational English 

classes in Indonesia in the future. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

 

This thesis describes research on improving Indonesian students‘ spoken English 

ability in the conversational English class. It was carried out in two stages. The first 

stage focussed on improving students‘ spoken English by enhancing their confidence 

in speaking English using group work. From this I found that using group work was 

a major factor in improving students‘ confidence, and this led me to look specifically 

at exploring the use of cooperative learning in the second stage. This chapter covers 

the background which drove me to carry out this study (1.1), the nature of the 

conversational English class (1.2), the research questions (1.3), the significance of 

the study (1.4), and an overview of the thesis (1.5). 

1.1 Background to the study 

Having been a teacher in the Language Centre in my university in Indonesia for over 

fifteen years, I had opportunities to teach conversational English subject in several 

faculties, including psychology, law, geography, economic, engineering, medicine 

and the English department in teacher training and education. I felt that in the twenty 

years since I myself had been a student, the conversational English class remained 

the same: students were passive and found it difficult to express their ideas in 

English. When I was a student at university, I remembered that one day my 

conversational English teacher asked students to speak English voluntarily in front of 

the class before starting his material. Nobody took up that challenge except for one 

student.  Some classmates whom I knew had good English grammar and vocabulary 

did not take that chance. This experience aroused my curiosity for years and has led 

me to investigate why students from the English department were so reluctant to 
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speak English even though they were candidates to become English teachers; they 

needed to be able to use spoken English as a means of instruction.  

 

Teaching the conversational English subject, I always encountered difficulties in 

activating my students to speak English. It was hard to encourage them to converse 

in English among their classmates. Even though they had been studying English for 

six years before entering university, most students found it difficult even to speak in 

simple English sentences, such as to introduce themselves. This inspired me to carry 

out a preliminary study to investigate obstacles in speaking English among students 

(Muamaroh, 2009). One of the findings was that affective factors made students 

reluctant to speak English. 

 

I also had opportunities to teach conversational English classes to my colleagues 

from the faculties of geography, engineering, pharmacy, health, and postgraduate 

studies. They needed spoken English skills to apply for scholarships to study 

overseas, since they had to take standardised international tests, like IELTS. They 

also wanted to present papers at international conferences. In addition, since the 

university where we teach had started to collaborate with some international 

universities, they also needed spoken English to communicate with guests from 

overseas universities who visited our university. I found it difficult to encourage my 

colleagues to communicate in English. Some lecturers who had a strong English 

grammar and vocabulary base encountered difficulties in expressing their ideas in 

English orally. Through conversation with them, it emerged that they did not have 

the confidence to speak English among their friends. 
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I thus realised that there are some obstacles which make students reluctant to speak 

English in a class. They tend to be passive and they only talk when they are asked by 

their teachers (Noel, 2008, p. 80). Generally spoken English is still a barrier for 

Indonesians. A study by Sembiring (2003) found that Indonesian students have 

communicative problems in using their English. 

 

In view of my long experiences in teaching the conversational English class, I 

believed that students‘ self-confidence should be developed, since this is one of the 

affective factors important to second language acquisition. Lack of self-confidence 

leads Indonesian students to not speak English in class (Tutyandari, 2005; Mudofir et 

al., 2008, p. 76). For this purpose, I applied action research to my conversational 

English class for one semester as the first stage of the current study: I wanted to 

investigate ways to improve students‘ confidence in speaking English and factors 

which supported and decreased their confidence.  

 

Using action research I found that students‘ confidence in spoken English improved 

when they worked in small groups during class activities; see Chapter 4. This is 

because group work provided more opportunities not only to interact in English 

amongst them more but also to get to know their classmates better. This led me to 

continue my research by exploring the use of cooperative learning (CL), since this 

approach uses group work and positions a teacher as a facilitator. For this purpose I 

used quasi-experimental research in a second stage of this study to investigate 

whether CL could be effectively used to improve students‘ spoken English in the 

conversational English class. While there has been much research on CL, there is 

little available on how this method might improve students‘ spoken English skills in 
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an Indonesian context, with its own unique features. 

1.2 The nature of the conversational English class 

This study was carried out only in the conversational English class in an English 

department for teacher training and education. Such classes are just one component 

of English education for prospective teachers. The same students also study 

pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar separately, as well as education subjects. 

The conversational English subject is not designed to improve their knowledge of 

English, but rather mainly just to give them practice in applying what they have 

learned in their other English classes.  

 

As I noted earlier (in Section 1.1), in teaching the conversational English class for 

over fifteen years I always found it difficult to activate my students to speak English. 

Most of them were passive and encountered difficulties in conversing in English 

among their classmates, even such simple spoken English as a personal introduction. 

Moreover, since English is a foreign language in Indonesia, they do not have enough 

opportunity to practice speaking English outside the conversational English class. As 

prospective English teachers they have to be able to use spoken English well as a 

means of instruction, including when they do micro-teaching and teaching practicum 

at schools at the end of their study. Thus the only place to practice their spoken 

English among their classmates is in the conversational English class.  

 

Furthermore, during my profession as a teacher, I have observed some teachers who 

still used traditional teaching methods to teach the conversational English subject. 

They spent a lot of time to explain lessons; as a result students get only a few 
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opportunities to practice speaking English in the class. Students lacked practice 

speaking English amongst their classmates, and I have found this to be one of the 

weaknesses generally in the English language classroom in Indonesia. The role of the 

teacher in the conversational class should be as a facilitator, not a lecturer so that 

students can have a lot of time to practise speaking English amongst themselves.  

1.3 Research questions  

The main purpose of this study is to investigate how to improve students‘ spoken 

English in the conversational English classes. This major purpose led me to carry out 

this study in two stages. The research question for the first stage was how to improve 

student confidence in speaking English; this stage used action research to investigate 

factors that increase and decrease their confidence.  

 

The research question for the second stage was whether a cooperative learning (CL) 

approach to teaching could be applied to improve the students‘ confidence and 

abilities in speaking English. This second stage dealt with a number of issues: Can 

cooperative learning improve Indonesian students‘ spoken English skills? Can 

cooperative learning improve their participation in spoken English classes? What 

type of teachers and partners do students believe help improve their spoken English? 

What are Indonesian teachers‘ perceptions about cooperative learning? What 

problems do the teachers perceive with this approach, and what ways do they see to 

overcome these problems? What differences can be found between using cooperative 

learning (in experimental classes) and more traditional approaches (in control 

classes) for teaching Indonesian students in their conversational English class?  
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1.4 The significance of the study 

 There are many reasons why this study was important to carry out. One is because 

teaching English speaking skills is increasingly important in Indonesia in recent 

years (Mattarima & Hamdan, 2011, p. 288). Another reason is that spoken English 

ability can be a crucial requirement for Indonesians to get jobs and overseas 

scholarships.  

 

Improving Indonesian students‘ confidence is urgent because most Indonesian 

students still have confidence problems in speaking English. This study will provide 

an original contribution to the area of enquiry about improving students‘ confidence 

in speaking English in an Indonesian context. This study will also be valuable for 

English teachers in Indonesia more generally, since it suggests ways in which they 

can improve their students‘ confidence in speaking English based on a range of 

activities that were implemented during the project. The study also aims to contribute 

to finding better ways of equipping Indonesian students, who as the subjects of this 

study are preparing to become teachers of English, with better oral proficiency in 

English. This is important since the number of students in the institution where this 

study was carried out increases annually: the English department recruits about 600 

students yearly as prospective English teachers (Candraningrum, 2008, p. 27). 

 

This study is also significant for how it investigates improving Indonesian teachers‘ 

ability to employ cooperative learning methodology in the conversational English 

classroom. This study also looks into such details as student views on the types of 

partners and teachers that help improve their ability in spoken English. Finally, this 

research also benefits my university by improving teachers‘ skills in applying CL 
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techniques. Although the university has the Quality Assurance Center (QAC) and 

Pusat Peningkatan dan Pengembangan Aktivitas Instruksional/Pembelajaran (P3AI, 

Center for Improving and Developing Instructional Activities), many teachers still 

have not yet had the opportunity to undertake training held by those divisions. 

 

The findings of this study will also contribute empirical evidence on implementing 

cooperative learning in Indonesian language classrooms.  Although many Indonesian 

researchers are interested in exploring cooperative learning, most of them have 

focused their investigations on the implementation of CL in biology, science and 

mathematics classes in secondary and senior high schools (see Section 2.4.8). The 

present study is different from those since it focuses on language classrooms at 

tertiary level. Furthermore this study will also explore whether CL could be 

implemented effectively in Indonesia, since this approach was originally developed 

in a Western cultural background (Noel, 2008, p. 36)  

1.5 Overview of the thesis 

This first chapter has presented the circumstances which drove me to carry out this 

study, its research questions, and its significance. Chapter 2 presents a literature 

review that gives historical background on English teaching in Indonesia and then 

explains problems in teaching spoken English skills for Indonesians, self-confidence 

in a second language, and cooperative learning.  

 

Chapter 3 discusses the methodology of the study, which consists of two approaches, 

namely action research and quasi-experimental research. It describes the participants, 

research instruments and data analysis used in both stages. 
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Chapter 4 presents the findings of the first stage, which focuses on ways to improve 

students‘ confidence in speaking English and factors which support students‘ 

confidence. 

 

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 present the findings of the second stage. Chapter 5 provides an 

extensive account of the implementation of cooperative learning (CL) techniques in 

the experimental classes. This includes a description of the teacher training as well as 

the teachers‘ experiences in applying CL techniques in their classrooms, the 

problems that emerged during the implementation, and the solutions adopted by the 

teachers to solve them. This part also explains the teachers‘ handling of the control 

classes and their perceptions of employing CL techniques. 

 

Chapter 6 presents the quantitative results from the speaking and listening tests from 

both experimental and control classes with their analysis and discussion. Chapter 7 

presents an analysis of the qualitative data describing students‘ experiences in the 

conversational English classes, including their views on teachers, class activities, 

group work, and classmates.  

 

Chapter 8 concludes by summarising the findings of the research, followed by 

suggestions for further research.  
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Since this research is concerned with improving the teaching of English in Indonesia, 

this chapter begins with a general review of English teaching in Indonesia (2.1) and 

problems in teaching English speaking skills in Indonesia (2.2). It then deals with 

self-confidence in speaking English (2.3), cooperative learning (2.4), and then ends 

with a conclusion (2.5).  

2.1. English teaching in Indonesia 

Indonesia is one of the countries included in the ‗expanding circle‘ where English is 

used primarily as a foreign language (Kachru, 1998, p. 93). Compared to Singapore 

or the Philippines, where English is used in much of public life, Indonesia was never 

colonised by Britain or the USA and therefore there has been no foundation for the 

use of English in official or public life (Dardjowidjojo, 2003). Even so, educators 

and policy makers in Southeast Asian countries have widely accepted the importance 

of English (Mantiri, 2006).  

 

English was never taught to be used as a medium of communication in Indonesia 

(Lauder, 2008, p. 9) and English is hardly ever used in the daily life of Indonesians 

(Lie, 2007, p. 3; Siregar, 2010, p. 70). One of the main reasons is that on 28 October 

1928, the second Indonesian youth congress decided the language of unity for 

Indonesia would be Bahasa Indonesia. As a national language, Bahasa Indonesia is 

used as a tool of communication for interaction among Indonesians from the various 

islands. It has become the language of governance, politics, economics, and 

education (Paksiraj, 2009, p. 6). The vocabulary of English formally serves as a 

source for government-created technical and other terms to be used in Bahasa 
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Indonesia (McArthur, 2003, p. 21). Besides Bahasa Indonesia, most Indonesians also 

speak a vernacular as their first language to communicate in their daily life. 

Indonesia has three main categories of language, Bahasa Indonesia as a national 

language, the regional vernaculars and foreign languages (Lauder, 2008, p. 3).  

 

Historically, English has been taught in Indonesia since 1914, when junior high 

schools were established. English is now compulsory in schools (Lauder, 2008, pp. 

9-10; Yuwono, 2005, p. 1) based on the Rule of the Minister of Education and 

Culture No. 096/1967 (Komaria, 1998). English is the most important foreign 

language to be taught (Simatupang, 1999, p. 64). This makes English as important as 

other compulsory subjects for the secondary level, such as Bahasa Indonesia, 

mathematics and natural and social sciences (Wijaya, 2008). Other foreign 

languages, such as Chinese, Japanese and Arabic, are electives in schools (Renandya, 

2000 in Lauder, 2008, p. 13). Arabic, Japanese, German, French, and Mandarin are 

foreign languages that are included in Final National Examination for students who 

take a language study program in senior high school (Permendiknas 46, 2010). 

However, English is the only foreign language that is examined in the Final National 

Examination for all study programs in senior high school, vocational schools and 

junior high schools (Permendiknas 46, 2010). As a result, some English teachers do 

not teach students to help them master the language as a means of communication; 

their only aim in teaching English is to help students pass the English test in their 

Final National Examination, for which the standard score has been decided by the 

government. The Final National Examination drives English teachers solely to teach 

and drill the test to their students in their last year in high school or junior high 

school (Lie, 2007, p. 9).  
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National curriculum innovations and policy changes have been made by the 

Indonesian government to improve English Language Teaching (ELT). However, 

despite some progress, some people consider that ELT has not succeeded in 

Indonesia (Dardjowidjojo, 2003). The English curriculum which is applied in 

Indonesia has been changed many times since independence until today; see Table 

2.1 below. 

Table 2.1. TEFL across curricula in Indonesia 

 

(Adapted from Bire, 2011, p. 17) 

 

No The English 

curriculum 

TEFL components 

Objective Contents Methods  Evaluation 

1 Curriculum 

1950 and 

1958 

Reading 

oriented 

Grammar 

oriented 

Grammar & 

Translation 

Grammar & 

Translation 

2 Curriculum 

1962 and 

1968 

Reading 

oriented  

Grammar 

oriented 

Grammar & 

Translation 

Grammar & 

Translation 

3 Curriculum 

1975 

Reading 

ability 

Reading 

& 

Structure 

Eclectic 

method 

Structure  

oriented 

4 Curriculum 

1984 and 

1994 

Reading 

ability 

Reading 

& 

Grammar 

Communicative 

approach 

Reading & 

Grammar 

5 Curriculum 

2004 

Oral & 

Written 

product 

Reading Competency 

based approach 

Reading, 

Listening & 

Writing 
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Bire (2011) investigated four components of the English curriculum from 1950 to 

2004, namely the objective, content, method and evaluation, and found that there was 

no correlation among them. In an ideal curriculum the objective, content, method and 

evaluation should support and relate to each other. 

 

The newest curriculum, 2006, is Kurikukum Satuan Tingkat Pendidikan (KTSP), 

which is called the School-Based Curriculum. The Bire (2011) study did not evaluate 

this curriculum because it was still to be newly implemented when the study was 

carried out. The 2006 curriculum provides schools with the authority to develop 

syllabi based on the vision and mission of school, competency standards and basic 

competency rules by the Department of National Education. The implementation of 

this curriculum changes the role of English teachers from being ‗users‘ to 

‗designers‘. In the past teachers only implemented the curriculum and syllabi made 

by the government, but now they have authority to design their own syllabi based on 

content standards ruled by the government (Sujana et al., 2012). According to Wijaya 

(2008, pp. 2-3), the positive impact of the changes of the curriculum from 2004 to 

2006 were that students could learn both receptive and productive skills, they could 

become more active and autonomous learners, teachers could become more creative, 

and each province had the authority to design the syllabus appropriate to their needs. 

However, many English teachers lack the skills to teach this new curriculum, and 

they experience difficulties in designing each area of the syllabus. All programs for 

English language teaching ruled by a curriculum cannot run well without support by 

adequately skilled English teachers (Komaria, 1998).  
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Accordingly the change of curriculum was not really followed by a change in 

teaching methodology. The curriculum might be implemented differently in English 

classrooms because of limited resources, facilities, funding and unqualified teachers 

(Yuwono, 2005, p. 6). Many English teachers in Indonesia encounter difficulties with 

comprehending the content and principles of the 2006 curriculum (Kuswandono et 

al., 2011, p. 13). Every time Indonesia changes its education policy, the main 

problem is in its implementation (Bjork, 2006a, p. 133; Wijaya, 2008, p. 4). The 

learning outcomes for ELT are still unsatisfactory, even though changes have been 

made (Mantiri & Chen, 2007, p. 2). 

 

At the tertiary level, English plays an increasingly important role (Halim, 2011, p. 

103). Based on a decree of the Minister of National Education concerning guidance 

in setting up curriculum for universities and the assessment of student achievement, 

the subjects for developing character or quality at an institutional level are 

Indonesian, English, Basic Cultural Science, Basic Social Science, Basic Natural 

Science, Philosophical Science and Sport (Kepmendiknas 232, 2000). Some 

universities decided on English ability as one of the requirements for applicants, 

especially to enter postgraduate programs (Emilia, 2005, p. 8). In the private 

university where the current study was carried out, students from all faculties have to 

take English subjects from semester one to two to enable them to compete to get jobs 

at an international level.  

 

Thus, although many people are still unsatisfied with the results of teaching English 

in Indonesia as described above, the government has attempted to improve the 

quality of English teaching, such as through the change of national curriculum and 
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policy and the change of the centralised system into decentralisation based on the 

Regional Autonomy laws in 1999. This gives local authorities and educators the 

authority to manage their educational service, and the main responsibility of the 

Ministry of National Education shifts from direction to coordination (Bjork, 2006b, 

p. 129). This provides broader autonomy to local governments and schools to 

manage their educational service (Yuwono, 2005, p. 1). However, this policy has not 

yet had much effect on English teaching, and in particular on improving spoken 

English skills, since not all regions are ready for decentralization and regional 

autonomy in education. According to a report from the World Bank (2004, p. xi) the 

decentralisation still cannot work well essentially because of two problems. First, the 

assignment of governance and management functions is unclear. Second, 

management and technical skills are still inadequate to operate a decentralised 

education system.  

 

The Indonesian government also provides much support for improving teacher 

quality. The Law on National Education (No. 20/2003) states that the government is 

mandated to allocate 20 per cent of its expenditure to education (Undang-undang 

Sistem Pendidikan Nasional, n.d). The Ministry of Education‘s strategic plan for 

2005-2009 has three main pillars: (1) increased access to education, (2) improved 

education quality, and (3) better governance of the education sector (World Bank 

Group, 2011).  

 

To foster Indonesian students‘ English proficiency, nowadays many elementary 

schools also provide English as one of the local subjects based on the rule of 

Depdikbud No. 0487/4/1992. English can be taught as a local subject at an 
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elementary level starting from year four based on SK Mendidbud No. 060/U/1993 

(Kasihani, 2010). In some big cities, a new phenomenon has emerged: some parents 

are worried since their children speak Bahasa Indonesia poorly because they are used 

to speaking English in their schools (Onishi, 2010). This leads to a sceptical view on 

the role of English in Indonesia. On the one hand, some people admit that they need 

English as a tool to communicate at an international level, but on the other hand, they 

are also worried that mastering English will affect their national identity as 

Indonesians. Lauder (2008, p. 13) comments: 

There is some ambivalence, however, about the dominant position that English 

now has, in the minds of some Indonesian scholars and policy makers. This is 

the apparent push and pull between the need to benefit from communicating in 

English for national development and the fear that too much influence from 

English, in particular culturally, could exert an undesirable influence on 

Indonesian life and language.  

 

Such concerns relate to ones about the dominance of English more generally 

throughout the world. For example, Phillipson (1992) has suggested that the British 

Empire has essentially given way to a world empire of English. Concerns about the 

impact of English (and some other major languages) throughout the world have also 

been expressed in Wolfson and Manes (1985) and by Mühlhäusler (2002). More 

recently, the XVIII ISA World Congress of Sociology (2013) has chosen ‗the 

language of inequality‘ as its program theme for 2014, with a session by Laura 

Garcia Landa to discuss how ‗The widespread use of English in specific markets 

(science, business, technologies) can be understood as a part of [a] new hegemony, 

which serves the particular interests of dominant groups on global scale‘. 
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2.2. The problems of teaching English speaking skills in Indonesia 

Teaching English in a way that fosters students to communicate in English gets more 

attention nowadays, particularly at the tertiary level. This is probably because of the 

need to look for better jobs, where an interview in English is one of the requirements 

to apply for jobs in the global era. English competence is needed to enter a good 

school, to get a better job or to be promoted in the workplace (Siregar, 2010, p. 70). 

The teaching of speaking skills has thus become increasingly important (Mattarima 

& Hamdan, 2011, p. 288). The development of tourism also boosts the growing 

number of people using English. In the past, Indonesians studied English only for 

academic purposes at the university level, but today they need it in order to 

communicate with other people from other countries at the international level 

(Widiati & Cahyono, 2006).  

 

Some authorities take the students‘ being able to produce the language to be the 

ultimate goal of the teaching of spoken language (Bygate, 1987, p. 3; Hashimoto, 

2002, p. 8; Luciana & Aruan, 2005; Rusdi, 2003) and the proof that someone masters 

another language is generally characterised as being able to speak that language 

(Nunan, 1999, p. 225). The most important thing for the language teacher to do is to 

make students able to communicate genuinely, spontaneously and meaningfully in 

the second language (Brown, 2007, p. 18).  

 

However, spoken language production, learning to talk in the foreign language, is 

often considered to be one of the most difficult aspects of language learning for the 

teacher to help students with (Brown & Yule, 1983, p. 25). One of the basic 
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problems in foreign-language teaching is to prepare learners to be able to use the 

language (Bygate, 1987, p. 3).  

 

Up to now, Indonesian students still experience difficulties in communicating in 

English. A study by Sembiring (2003) found that Indonesian students have 

communicative problems in using their English. One of the factors might be a lack of 

match between the goals to study English in formal institutions of education in 

Indonesia and the needs of students after graduation from university. The standard of 

passing competence for the English subject in the Final National Examination for 

junior high school emphasises reading and writing, while for senior high school and 

vocational school the emphasis is on listening and reading (Permendiknas 46, 2010). 

The goal of studying English is thus to answer questions and to pass in an 

examination. 

 

Thus it is difficult to achieve communicative competence in many English 

classrooms in Indonesia (Yuwono, 2005, p. 6). Proficiency in English among 

Indonesian students is generally low (Lie, 2007, p. 3; Mattarima & Hamdan, 2011, p. 

288). Some errors made by students when they speak English are errors in using 

tense, the definite and indefinite article, plural and singular, adverbs, adjectives and 

the possessive (Mudofir et al., 2008, p. 170). At the same time, after Indonesian 

students graduate from university they will be faced by a need for spoken English 

skills, such as to take standardised international tests and have job interviews in 

English. 

 

Teaching speaking skills is hard to implement in many English classrooms in 
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Indonesia because of limited resources, facilities, funding and teachers qualified in 

oral English proficiency (Yuwono, 2005, p. 6). The English teacher being low in 

proficiency is generally the only model of oral English proficiency in English 

classrooms (Widiati & Widayati, 1997). Some English teachers explain materials in 

Indonesian for English subjects, just as they teach other subjects, such as 

mathematics, biology, history and so forth. They tend to use Bahasa Indonesia as a 

medium to teach English lessons (Musthafa, 2001). 

 

A study by Butler (2004, p. 268) found that the majority of the elementary school 

teachers in Korea, Taiwan and Japan perceived that their proficiency level in 

speaking and writing skills were lower than for their reading and listening skills. This 

is also true in Indonesia. Many unqualified English teachers teach English, and 

teachers are poor users of English (Lie, 2007, p. 8). The teachers are not professional 

in their field; there are large numbers of teachers who are uncertified to teach English 

(Halim, 2011, pp. 104-105). This could be because some teachers who teach English 

do not have an English teaching educational background (Kasihani, 2010, p. 3). In 

Indonesia, since 1984, English syllabuses for secondary schools have officially 

adopted a version of the communicative approach (Fauziati, 2002). However, many 

English teachers still use more traditional approaches in their English classes. Most 

of the English teaching and learning in Indonesia is based on memorization, not 

communication (Humas UGM, 2006).  

 

A study by Martani (1996) found that some of the weaknesses of the English 

language curriculum in Indonesia were insufficient time for practicing speaking 

English in class, too much lecturing as a teaching method, and more generally a 
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teacher-centred approach. A study by White (1997) also found that the teaching and 

learning processes in Indonesia were teacher-centred, with lecturing and short 

episodes of discussion. This type of traditional teaching still exists in most of the 

Indonesian classrooms until now. A study by Supriadi (as cited in Lie, 2007, p. 5) 

shows that the majority of teachers use textbooks heavily and thus the teaching and 

learning process depends on textbooks.  

 

According to Lie (2007, pp. 6-9) there are four main constraints on English 

Language Teaching (ELT) in Indonesia. First, the number of students is large and of 

diverse backgrounds and abilities. The second is budget shortages, lack of 

educational resources, and the teachers themselves not being active users of English. 

The third is the nature of the EFL learning environment, and the last is the politics of 

policy and curriculum. Moreover, the teaching constraints of English in Indonesia 

were the English school based curriculum, understanding learners‘ differences, 

learning material resources, classroom activities, teaching methods and speaking 

assessment (Mattarima & Hamdan, 2011, p. 287). The problems in ELT in Indonesia 

are big class sizes and teachers‘ mastery of English being low (Dardjowidjojo, 2000). 

Furthermore, the greatest problems in teaching English in particular at tertiary level 

could be categorised into teaching problems, classroom activities, teaching materials 

and assessment (Widiati & Cahyono, 2006, p. 277).  

 

Cultural context and the cultural value system of the Indonesian people also play an 

important role in ELT. Indonesian English teachers face a dilemma of how to 

balance the teaching of foreign culture with the Indonesian culture of the students 

(Mantiri & Chen, 2007, p. 2). One Indonesian academic, Djiwandono, states that, ―a 
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particular method cannot possibly work equally well across different cultures and 

contexts‖ (Kuswandono et al., 2011, p. 4). Each method which is implemented in the 

class will be formed by the teacher, the students, the conditions of instruction, and 

the broader socio-cultural context (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 182). Like other 

countries, Indonesia has its own multicultural background, characteristics, 

socioeconomic situation, teaching materials, language learning environment, 

facilities for learning, teachers‘ qualifications, numbers of students, and the goals of 

national education system which are different from other countries.  

 

Students at the university level are generally not able to communicate in English 

well; one of the main reasons might be because there is not enough English speaking 

practice for students (Rahmani, 2011). According to Musthafa (2001), the reality of 

the language classes in Indonesian schools were (1) English teachers not being 

confident in using the English language, (2) the limited time allocated to provide 

each student with practice speaking in English, since classes consist of thirty to forty 

students, (3) the type of examination, which largely uses a multiple-choice format, 

(4) the absence of good, authentic learning materials and teachers having a tendency 

to teach grammar, and (5) the absence of social uses of English outside the class. 

 

The problem of not being confident in using English is not only felt by the English 

teachers. To my knowledge, many Indonesian students still have problems with their 

self-confidence in speaking English. Studies by Tutyandari (2005) and Mudofir et al. 

(2008, p. 176) found that lack of self-confidence leads to Indonesian students not 

speaking English in the class. Moreover, teaching English speaking depends on 

developing student self-confidence, which Brown (2007, p. 154) identifies as one of 
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the affective factors related to second language acquisition.  

2.3. Self-confidence in speaking English 

As noted above, self-confidence is one of the affective factors that plays an important 

role in second language acquisition. It is one of the factors needed to succeed in any 

cognitive or affective activity. Brown (2007, p. 154) describes it as ―belief in your 

own capabilities to successfully perform that activity‖.  Self-confidence is the most 

important determinant of attitude and effort in L2 learning (Clément et al., 1994, p. 

422). A study by Fennema and Meyer (in Stoel et al., 2001, p. 315) shows that 

students‘ self-confidence is more strongly related to achievement than other affective 

variables. Confidence allows students to develop what Jeffry and Peterson (as cited 

in Clark, 1989) termed ―desire to communicate‖.  

 

Self-confidence drives students to use more of their effort in completing the task. 

Dörnyei (1994, p. 277) states that ―self-confidence is the belief that one has the 

ability to produce results, accomplish goals or perform tasks competently‖. 

Moreover, self-confidence relates to motivation. Dörnyei (1994, p. 277) says that 

―confidence in one‘s abilities generally enhances motivation, making it a valuable 

asset for individuals with imperfect will power‖. He divides components of foreign 

language learning motivation into three levels: language level, learner level and 

learning situation level. The learner level covers the need for achievement and self-

confidence. The current study only focuses on self-confidence. 

 

MacIntyre et al. (1998) distinguish state communicative self-confidence from L2 

self-confidence. State communicative self-confidence refers to situation-specific self 
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confidence (p. 549). Meanwhile L2 self-confidence refers to overall belief in being 

able to communicate in the L2 (p. 551). This is more ‗trait‘ like self-confidence. 

There are two components of L2 confidence, a cognitive one that relates to the 

degree of mastery achieved in the L2 and an affective one that relates to language 

anxiety when using a L2 (p. 551) Whereas Dörnyei does not talk about self-

confidence on the learning situation level, MacIntyre et al. actually do, distinguishing 

this from trait-like overall L2 confidence and – how the learner feels about using the 

L2 – by calling it state communicative self-confidence.  

 

Specific situations in the classroom can affect students‘ confidence: some situations 

will make some students more confident but others may not. While teachers may find 

it difficult to change trait self-confidence, they can hope to affect state self-

confidence (Kawano, 2008). Teachers can manipulate situations to improve students‘ 

self- confidence within them. L2 (trait) self-confidence may take longer to change, 

but teachers can also hope to improve this in the long term as students repeatedly 

have positive experiences communicating in the language.  

 

Self-confidence is related to anxiety; Clément (as cited in MacIntyre et al., 2001; 

MacIntyre et al., 1998) describes self-confidence as composed of perceived 

competence and a lack of anxiety. The former refers to perceived communication 

competence as developed by McCroskey (MacIntyre et al. 2002, p. 545). According 

to McCroskey and McCroskey (1988, p. 110), ―communication competence is 

adequate ability to pass along or give information; the ability to make known by 

talking or writing‖. Spielberger (as cited in MacIntyre et al., 1998, p. 549) states that 

―anything that increases state anxiety will reduce one‘s self-confidence‖. This means 
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that the more anxious someone is, the less self-confidence he/she has. Factors which 

increase anxiety will thus decrease self-confidence, such as unpleasant prior 

experiences, intergroup tension, increased fear of assimilation and increased numbers 

of people listening (MacIntyre et al., 1998, p. 549).  

 

Songsiri (2007) investigated ways to promote Thai students‘ confidence in speaking 

English and concluded that teaching learning strategies, using authentic materials and 

presenting activities in non-threatening terms increased students‘ confidence. This 

supports one of the concepts from Clément et al. (1994, p. 418) about the 

tricomponent motivational complex in L2 learning, namely that classroom 

atmosphere affects students‘ confidence. This also supports a study by Zheng (2010), 

who found that the learning situation was one of the strong indicators of motivation 

which affected language achievement and confidence.  

 

The issue of improving students‘ spoken English by building self-confidence led me 

to consider using the cooperative learning (CL) approach in the language classroom. 

Johnson et al. (1998 in Kaufman, 1999) point out that ―CL improves students‘ self-

confidence‖. Students who have strong self-confidence were able to respond and 

answer teachers‘ questions quickly (Shachar & Sharan, 1994, p.  315). More 

generally, CL also can be used to improve students‘ spoken English ability 

(McGroarty, 1993, pp. 37-41). This is because in a CL setting, students are in group 

work, which enables them to interact more amongst themselves in English. Using CL 

to improve students‘ spoken English has not yet been explored much in an 

Indonesian context. Thus one can hope that CL might be used to enhance Indonesian 

students‘ spoken English ability. 
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2.4. Cooperative learning (CL) 

Considering that cooperative learning (CL) can promote student spoken English 

skills, this section will discuss the concept of CL (2.4.1), CL and Indonesian culture 

(2.4.2), CL and language teaching (2.4.3), its relationship to Communicative 

Language Teaching (CLT) (2.4.4), the principles of cooperative learning (2.4.5), the 

techniques of cooperative learning (2.4.6), the role of the teacher in cooperative 

learning (2.4.7), and research on cooperative learning in Indonesia (2.4.8). 

 

2.4.1 The concept of CL 

The study of cooperative learning (CL) has been growing rapidly at all levels of 

education and in many subject areas. Even by the early 1990s over 375 studies had 

documented the effectiveness of cooperative learning activities in Western classroom 

research (Garfield, 1993).   

 

CL is an instructional tool whose activities are carried out in small groups. Students 

cooperate with their group members to accomplish the tasks given by their teachers. 

A definition of CL by Slavin (1980, p. 315) states that, ―the term [CL] refers to 

classroom techniques in which students work on learning activities in small groups 

and receive rewards and recognition based on their group‘s performance‖. The small 

groups of CL usually consist of three to four students (Rimmerman, 1996 in Homan 

& Poel, 1999, p. 4) or less than seven (Oxford, 1997, p. 445). All activities in CL use 

small groups where students help each other in understanding academic material 

(Cooper, 1990; Johnson et al., 1998, p. 28; Kluge, 1999, p.  18; Slavin, 1991, p. 71). 

This approach is an example of a student-centred teaching paradigm (Dörnyei, 1997, 

p. 491).  
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   2.4.2 CL and Indonesian culture 

It is dangerous to import teaching approaches and classroom techniques produced by 

British, Australasian, and North American (BANA) countries without considering 

local context (Holliday, 1994). Thus, for example, Barnaby and Sun (1989) raised 

questions about how appropriate communicative language teaching was in the 

Chinese context of that time. Each method which is implemented in the class will be 

formed by the teacher, the students, the conditions of instruction, and the broader 

socio-cultural context (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 182), and its use is only effective 

when it is largely in accord with the set of values and beliefs that teachers and 

students have been socialized into (Hu, 2002). When teachers choose classroom 

activities, they have to consider culture, both by being aware of their own cultural 

norms and by accommodating the students‘ culture (Throp, 1991) as a part of the 

teacher-student relationship (Holliday, 2005). Like other countries, Indonesia has its 

own multicultural background, characteristics, socioeconomic situation, teaching 

materials, language learning environment, facilities for learning, teachers‘ 

qualifications, numbers of students, and the goals of national education system which 

are different from other countries.  

 

With regard to CL, however, there is some reason to believe that it should be 

compatible with certain important aspects of Indonesian culture. The key element 

using CL is using groups in classrooms. This idea is not unfamiliar to Indonesian 

students, since Indonesians have a philosophy of gotong royong or mutual assistance 

related to the obligations of the individual toward the community (Bowen, 1986, p. 

545). In gotong royong, people work together to help each other voluntarily, such as 

when there is a neighbor who is building a new house; people around him will 
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voluntarily help build it together. Other examples are cleaning the environment or 

helping a neighbor who is getting married. There are also some proverbs in Indonesia 

that agree with the spirit of cooperative learning, such as mangan orang mangan 

kumpul ―eat or not, but live together‖ and ringan sama dijinjing, berat sama dipikul 

―if it is light, it can be carried in a single hand, but if it is heavy, it should be picked 

up together on the shoulders‖. Moreover, Kuswandono et al. (2011, p. 16) 

investigated local wisdom on improving the quality of education in Indonesia. They 

found that Indonesian students prefer working in groups to studying alone. This is 

because working in groups is more comfortable and they obtain more assistance from 

them. 

 

Thus one can hope that CL can be implemented in Indonesian classrooms. Since this 

approach is almost the same as one in Indonesian cultures, both teachers and students 

may feel secure in their use. Therefore they should be able to accept the method 

more easily.  

 

2.4.3 CL and language teaching 

CL has been used in mathematics, science, geography, history and language classes 

(Shachar & Sharan, 1994, p.  313; Slavin, 1991, p. 77). Poel et al. (as cited in 

Servetter, 1999, p. 109) argues that: 

Cooperative learning (CL) is a method of instruction which many people 

consider to be new to the field of education. However, it is a tried and true 

method long used outside the ESL/EFL fields. It has been only in the last two 

decades that CL has made inroads into the foreign language classroom.  
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In the 1970s research on practical classroom applications of cooperative principles 

was begun (Slavin, 1981, p. 655). There have now been many studies on CL in 

language classrooms. Deen (1991, p. 178) compared interaction in a CL and teacher-

centred foreign language classroom and found that students are more active and use 

more of the foreign language that they learn in a CL setting than those in teacher-

centred settings do. Moreover, students also make fewer language errors in a CL 

setting than that in teacher-led instruction (McGroarty, 1993, p. 38). McGroarty 

points out that, ―students engaged in group work make no more errors than they do 

during teacher-centred interaction‖.  

 

In a CL setting, most students make an effort to participate by asking and answering 

questions in their groups, since they have an equal opportunity to do it during the 

lesson. This develops their communicative competence and provides them with 

opportunities to use a variety of vocabulary and more accurate grammar, since 

students can correct each other when they make mistakes in the progress of 

conversation. Deen (1991, p. 177) also claimed that:  

Students proportionally made fewer grammatical errors in the CL setting and 

sources of correction were more diverse. Students also used a greater variety 

of vocabulary items and repeated many words more frequently, thus 

enhancing acquisition.  

 

Not all studies have had positive results. Another study, by Lee (1999), explored the 

implementation of CL in teaching English to Japanese students at a language school. 

She concludes that the failure of CL implementation in the institution was because 

students, administrators, and teachers lacked understanding of the principles and 
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techniques of CL in general. She suggests that a key factor for success in 

implementing a new teaching method for teachers and students, such as CL, was that 

trust must be built between them before the implementation (Lee, 1999, p. 12).  

 

More generally, however, CL can be used to improve students‘ spoken language 

skills. This is because in a CL setting students are used to working in small groups, 

which provides them with many opportunities not only to interact more but also to 

get to know their group members better. As a result they will be encouraged to 

practise speaking English more. Each member can participate by engaging in group 

work. McGroarty (1993, p. 30) highlights that, ―cooperative group work provides a 

powerful tool for language acquisition because it establishes an instructional context 

that supports many of the aspects of language development...‖ Using CL, language 

learners will acquire more opportunities to practice the language and interact with 

other speakers.  

 

The advantages in using a CL approach relate to three areas of major theoretical 

importance for language development: input, interaction and contextualization of 

knowledge (McGroarty, 1993, pp. 36-37). McGroarty (1993, pp. 37-41) explains that 

in using a CL approach the term ―input‖ relates to possible abundant opportunities 

for second language learners to hear more complex language and varied input when 

they converse among themselves during class activities. Meanwhile the term 

―interaction‖ refers to students‘ opportunities to interact among group members. This 

facilitates their asking and answering questions of each other frequently and gives 

them additional practice in language use in a real context of communication. A study 

by Deen (McGroarty, 1993, p. 39) shows that in group work the number of students 
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who ask questions is significantly greater than that observed in teacher-led 

interaction. This increases not only the input they need but also their practice in using 

the language. The term ―cognitive context‖ means that students hear more language 

use in a real context during class activities.  

 

Kagan and McGoarty (1993, p. 57) state that ―cooperative learning provides a means 

for placing into practice the principles of language acquisition‖, as presented in Table 

2.2. 

Table 2.2. Cooperative learning and language acquisition 

Cooperative 

learning 

Language Acquisition Principles 

Input: Output Context 

Varied, Redundant, 

Meaningful 

Interaction, 

Negotiation, Practice 

Supportive, 

Nonthreatening 

Positive 

Interdependence 

Students are 

motivated to 

explain and ensure 

comprehension 

among teammates, 

because success of 

the team depends 

on each individual 

All must contribute 

for the team to be 

successful. Rewards 

for groups are based 

on achievement of 

all, leading 

teammates to help 

those who need 

practice. Negotiation 

is necessary to 

complete projects. 

Teammates are all 

on the same side 

– ―We sink or 

swim together‖. 

Thus, they offer 

support, 

encouragement, 

tutoring, and help. 

Gains by one 

individual are 

perceived as gains 

by all 

Individual 

Accountability 

Teammates know 

where to direct 

help to ensure 

understanding and 

task completion. 

Each student has a 

unique contribution 

to the team, 

necessitating 

interaction and 

negotiation. 

Teammates are 

motivated to give 

each teammate 

help and 

encouragement, 

and they know 

where to direct it. 
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Social Skill 

Development 

Linguistic skills 

associated with the 

social skills are 

taught directly. 

Roles are 

displayed, charted, 

and modelled. 

Gambits associated 

with each skill are 

introduced 

Students practice 

linguistic functions 

(polite disagreement, 

praise, or 

paraphrasing) 

associated with 

social skills. 

Social skills 

increase peer 

support, and the 

group becomes a 

safe arena for 

practicing 

unfamiliar 

language forms. 

Simultaneity 

interaction 

As students work 

simultaneously in 

pairs and small 

groups, they adjust 

speech to the 

listener, increasing 

comprehensible 

input 

Students in pairs and 

small groups ask 

questions, negotiate 

meaning, and 

practice language. 

Simultaneity 

increases language 

production – pair 

work produces 15 

times the language 

as does whole class. 

To speak to one, 

two, or three 

others is less 

threatening than it 

is to speak before 

a group of 30 

(Kagan & McGroarty, 1993, p. 63).   

 

CL provides helpful techniques for second language teaching (Cohen, 1994; 

Dörnyei, 1997, p. 491; McGroarty, 1993, p. 47; Szostek, 1994; Wan, 1996). All CL 

activities focus on having students interact among their group members as much as 

possible. This is very helpful to foster their spoken English ability.  

 

2.4.4 Communicative language teaching (CLT) 

In language teaching CL is not as well known as communicative language teaching 

(CLT), which may seem quite similar, and which has been promoted in Indonesia 

since 1984 (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2 earlier). Accordingly this section will make 

clear the differences between the two approaches and why I chose to use CL in the 

present study. 
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The main aim of CLT is communicative competence, which thus becomes the goal 

of language teaching (Harmer, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Richards & Rodgers, 

2007; Thompson, 1996). Like CL, this requires students to become actively engaged 

in the classroom; students need to practice the language frequently in order to master 

it. Savignon (1991) claims that practicing is a way of developing communicative 

skills, therefore CLT puts the focus on the learner. Brown (2007, p. 241) identifies 

CLT with the following four interconnected characteristics:  

1. Classroom goals are focused on all of the components of CC and not restricted 

to grammatical or linguistic competence. 

2. Language techniques are designed to engage learners in the pragmatic, 

authentic, functional use of language for meaningful purposes. Organisational 

language forms are not the central focus but rather aspects to language that 

enable the learner to accomplish those purposes. 

3. Fluency and accuracy are seen as complementary principles underlying 

communicative techniques. At times fluency may have to take on more 

importance than accuracy in order to keep learners meaningfully engaged in 

language use.  

4. In the communicative classroom, students ultimately have to use the language, 

productively and receptively, in unrehearsed contexts.   

Savignon (1991, p. 265) discusses CLT in more general terms:  

 CLT thus can be seen to derive from a multidisciplinary perspective that 

includes, at least, linguistics, psychology, philosophy, sociology, and 

educational research. The focus has been the elaboration and implementation 

of programs and methodologies that promote the development of functional 

language ability through learner participation in communicative events. Central 
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to CLT is the understanding of language learning as both an educational and 

political issue.  

 

While CLT has been employed successfully worldwide over the last twenty years, it 

has no monolithic identity and has been implemented by many different instructors 

in different ways (Mochida, 2002). It is a very broad approach that is sometimes 

misunderstood by teachers when they try to implement it in classrooms. According to 

Thompson (1996), four major misconceptions about CLT are: 1. CLT means not 

teaching grammar, 2. CLT means teaching only speaking, 3. CLT means pair work, 

which means role play, and 4. CLT means expecting too much from the teacher.  

 

Some people consider cooperative learning (CL) and communicative language 

teaching (CLT) to be almost the same. Certainly CL helps students to practise more 

frequently to achieve communicative competence. Coelho (in Dörnyei, 1997, p. 491) 

argues that CL can provide the foundation for communicative language curriculum 

design, and indeed, cooperative learning activities are frequently applied in 

communicative language teaching (Liang, 2002). Both CL and CLT are student-

centred instruction and position the role of the teacher as a facilitator.  

 

CL and CLT are slightly different, however, CLT is very open because teachers can 

use not only small groups but also whole class instruction. The implementation of 

CLT seems flexible, based on the context. Larsen-Freeman (2000, p. 179) claims that 

it varies from context to context. On the other hand, CL activities are always in small 

groups (see Section 2.4.1). Another difference is that CLT is specifically for teaching 

language, as described above, while CL is also used for other subjects, such as 



33 

 

biology, science, mathematics and so forth (Section 2.4.3).  

 

I decided to use CL in the present study in order to limit the approaches to just those 

that involve group work. These approaches could also be considered to represent 

CLT but they are not as broad as all the options possible in CLT. Constraining the 

techniques to just those used in CL makes the approaches clearer, more definite, and 

more systematic than a more general CLT approach would be.  

 

2.4.5 The principles of cooperative learning 

To guarantee that the implementation of CL will run well, teachers have to 

understand and follow its principles. According to Johnson et al. (1991, pp. 1-2), the 

basic elements of cooperative learning are: 

(1). Positive interdependence: students perceive that they need each other in 

order to complete the group‘s task (―sink or swim together‖).  

(2). Face-to-face promotive interaction: students promote each other‘s learning 

by helping, sharing and encouraging efforts to learn. Students explain, 

discuss and teach what they know to classmates.  

(3). Individual accountability: each student‘s performance is frequently 

assessed and the results are given to the group and the individual.  

(4). Interpersonal and small group skills: groups cannot function effectively if 

students do not have and use the needed social skills.  

(5). Group processing: groups need specific time to discuss how well they are 

achieving their goals and maintaining effective working relationships 

among members.  
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Cooper (1990) provides an expanded account of positive independence and 

individual accountability and adds two other elements: 

(1). Positive interdependence: teachers need to make it clear that each student 

is responsible to himself/herself and to his/her team and that each student 

has an obligation to learn the material and to try to ensure that all 

teammates learn it, too.  

(2). Individual accountability: students appear to be most motivated to learn 

cooperatively when they are assured that their test and course grades will 

remain a true reflection of their individual effort.  

(3). Appropriate rationale for grouping: the composition of the learning teams 

needs to correspond to the instructor‘s learning goals for students.  

(4). Structured student interaction: the instructor should design and structure 

practice activities which result in the following: a focus closely aligned 

with desired learning outcomes for the course; maximum student 

involvement and participation; and opportunity for teacher supervision 

and feedback.  

According to Slavin (1981, p. 659) cooperative learning has four positive 

characteristics: 

(1) The cooperation required among students prevents one student from 

doing most of the work for the others. 

(2) In spite of the cooperative nature of the groups, each student must learn 

the material in order to improve his or her own score and the team score. 

(3) Even low achievers who may not contribute greatly can receive 

recognition since scores are based on individual improvement, however 

small, over past performance. 
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(4) Students are motivated to cooperate since they receive not just a grade on 

a piece of paper, but public recognition from the teacher and the class.   

Oxford (1997, p. 445) describes the principles of cooperative learning as follows: 

(1) Positive interdependence: gains for one person are associated with gains 

for others; can be attained through structuring the goals, rewards, roles, 

materials, or rules.  

(2) Accountability: every person is accountable through individual grading 

and testing; the group is accountable through a group grade; 

improvement scores are possible.  

(3) Team formation: teams are formed in various ways – randomly; by 

student interest; by the teacher using specific criteria (heterogeneously, 

representing different characteristics such as aptitude or gender; or 

homogeneously). 

(4) Team size: groups of smaller than seven members usually work best. 

(5) Cognitive development: this is often viewed as the main goal of 

cooperative learning. 

(6) Social development: development of social skills such as turn taking, 

active listening, and so forth can be as important as cognitive 

development. 

 

The implementation of cooperative learning must be carried out in accordance with 

its principles to ensure it will run well in language classrooms. Johnson and Johnson 

(1999, p. 68) state that, ―to ensure that a group is cooperative, educators must 

understand the different ways cooperative learning may be used and the basic 

element that need to be carefully structured within every cooperative activity‖. They 
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describe the outcomes of cooperative learning in terms of the following diagram:  

Figure 2.1. Outcomes of cooperative learning 

 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1999, p. 72) 

Figure 2.1 shows that based on the basic elements of CL, cooperative positive 

interdependence among students leads them to interact more among members, which 

then in turn determines instructional outcomes.  In CL all students help each other to 

understand academic material and this motivates them to work hard in accomplishing 

their tasks. Moreover, in CL students are accustomed to cooperate with each other 

and this builds positive relationships among them. The last effect of CL is in regard 

to psychological health and social competence. Johnson and Johnson (1999, p. 73) 

point out that ―cooperative efforts with caring people tend to increase personal ego-

strength, self-confidence, independence, and autonomy‖.  

 

2.4.6 The techniques of cooperative learning 

There are ten modern methods of cooperative learning, as listed in Table 2.3 

(Johnson et al., 2000, p. 3). 
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Table 2.3. Modern methods of cooperative learning 

 

Researchers-Developer Date  Method  

Johnson & Johnson Mid 1960s Learning Together & Alone 

DeVries & Edwards Early 1970s Team-Games-Tournaments (TGT) 

Sharan & Sharan Mid 1970s Group Investigation 

Johnson & Johnson Mid 1970s Constructive Controversy 

Aronson & Associates Late 1970s Jigsaw Procedure 

Slavin & Associates Late 1970s Student Teams Achievement Division 

(STAD) 

Cohen Early 1980s Complex Instruction (CI) 

Slavin & Associates Early 1980s Team Accelerated Instruction (TAI) 

Kagan Mid 1980s Cooperative Learning Structures 

Stevens, Slavin, & 

Associates 

Late 1980s Cooperative Integrated Reading & 

Composition (CIRC).  

     (Based on Johnson et al., 2000, p. 3) 

 

Each CL technique has its procedures in its implementation. Some of them are 

similar in their procedures, such as in learning together, Student Teams Achievement 

Division (STAD) and Team-Games-Tournaments (TGT). In learning together, a 

teacher explains the lesson then students work together in small groups on a single 

worksheet. In STAD after a teacher explains materials, then each group has to 

discuss and understand it before they take individual quizzes on the material. In TGT 

the quizzes are replaced by weekly tournaments (Slavin, 1981; 1991).  

 

Other CL techniques are slightly different from the above, such as Group 
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Investigation (GI), constructive controversy, Jigsaw, complex instruction, Team 

Accelerated Instruction (TAI), and Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition 

(CIRC). In the GI technique, there is no teacher presentation, and each group has to 

do a project. They have to plan, investigate resources and present the results in a 

class (Slavin 1991, p. 75). Meanwhile, in the constructive controversy technique 

developed by Johnson and Johnson (1993), students are divided into groups. Then 

each two groups are paired to take opposing positions on a certain topic of 

discussion, such as group A with a positive opinion and group B with a negative 

opinion.  

 

In the Jigsaw technique each group member has to cooperate with his or her peers to 

understand the complete materials (Aronson, 2002, p. 215). First the members of 

different groups who obtain the same section of the material have to come together in 

an ―expert group‖ to discuss and understand the material. After they understand it 

they then have to return to their original group to teach the other group members 

what they learned in the ―expert group‖. At the end students take individual quizzes 

(Slavin, 1981, p. 656; Slavin, 1991, p. 75). 

 

In the complex instruction (CI) technique a teacher assigns open-ended, 

interdependent group tasks to students. Students are organised to interact with each 

other maximally (Cohen et al., 1999). In the TAI technique, students have an 

individualized sequence according to a placement test and then proceed at their own 

rates. In general, team members work on different units and then check each other‘s 

answer sheets and help one another if they face any problems (Slavin, 1991, p. 74).  
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Kagan (1989) developed cooperative learning structures which include a set of 

similar techniques that emphasise structure. He states that: 

The structural approach to cooperative learning is based on the creation, 

analysis, and systematic application of structures, or content-free ways of 

organising social interaction in the classroom. Structure usually involves a 

series of steps, with proscribed behavior at each step (Kagan, 1989, p. 12).  

According to Kagan (1989, p. 14),  the variations of CL structures are Roundrobin, 

Corners, Match Mine, Numbered Heads Together, Color-Coded Co-op Cards, Pairs 

Check, Three-Step Interview, Think-Pair-Share, Team Word-Webbing, Roundtable, 

Inside-Outside Circle, Partners, Jigsaw, and Co-op Co-op. The details of the 

structures are in Appendix E.6. 

 

The last CL technique is Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), 

which is designed to teach reading and writing (Slavin, 1991, p.74). In this 

technique, students are divided into small groups to learn reading materials. Each 

reading group has to accomplish a task, then they also have to write what they have 

discussed. Each member takes an individual quiz at the end of the class. 

 

2.4.7 The role of the teacher in cooperative learning 

The role of a teacher in a CL setting is different from the traditional one. In a CL 

setting, a teacher is a facilitator, and when he/she applies CL, he/she has to 

understand this (Cooper, 1990). Using CL it does not mean that a teacher only places 

students in small groups. A teacher in CL setting class has to monitor and ensure that 

each group member engages actively in class activities. They also have to ensure that 

each student understands the lesson by giving individual quizzes at the end of the 
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meeting (Davidson, 1990, p. 54; McGroarty, 1993, p.54). Cooper (1990, p. 19) points 

out that in cooperative learning ―here is an opportunity for the instructor to assume 

the role of coach. Teachers should intervene only when the team has run out of ideas 

and cannot proceed without external prompts‖.  

 

With regard to group members, Johnson et al. (2000, p. 8) divide cooperative 

learning into three types with regard to the composition of groups and the period to 

work in groups. The group can work together for only one meeting (informal 

cooperative learning), for several meetings (formal cooperative learning) or even for 

a whole semester (cooperative base groups) to finish their tasks.   

 

Johnson et al. (2000, pp. 16-17) describe the role of teacher in applying cooperative 

learning in more detail as follows: 

Make pre-instructional decisions 

 specify academic and social skills objectives 

 decide on group size 

 decide on group composition 

 assign roles 

 arrange the room 

 plan materials 

Explain task and cooperative structure 

 explain the academic task 

 explain the criteria for success 

- structure positive interdependence 

- structure intergroup cooperation 
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- structure individual accountability 

- specify expected behaviours 

Monitor and intervene 

 arrange face-to-face promotive interaction 

 monitor students‘ behavior 

 intervene to improve task work and teamwork 

Evaluate and process 

 evaluate student learning 

 process group functioning   

According to Davidson (1990, p.55) the roles of teacher in implementing CL are: 

 initiating group work 

 presenting guidelines for small-group operation 

 fostering group norms of cooperation and mutual helpfulness 

 forming groups 

 preparing and introducing new material 

 interacting with small groups 

 tying ideas together 

 making assignments of homework or in-class work 

 evaluating student performance  

 

These are unfamiliar roles in the Indonesian context, where the role of teachers is 

still as the central figure in their classes. In many places, particularly in some rural 

areas, teachers are the only resource for explaining materials. Their teaching tends to 

be teacher-centred, placing them as the only person who is able to talk in the class 

while students just listen passively (Koesoema, 2009, p. 55). The word ―teacher‖ in 



42 

 

Indonesian is ―guru‖, which stands for the ―gu‖ in ―digugu‖, meaning he/she must be 

listened to and obeyed, and for the ―ru‖ in ―ditiru‖, meaning he/she must be 

followed. 

 

A study by Taylor (1995, pp. 251-252) found that one of the obstacles in the 

implementation of CL in South Africa was that many teachers are unskilled and do 

not possess the pedagogical background to implement a complex teaching approach 

such as cooperative learning. This is also true in Indonesia. Therefore teachers need 

training in CL before implementing it in their classrooms, and this was provided to 

the teachers who participated in the present study; see Section 3.2.2.  

2.4.8 Research on cooperative learning in Indonesia 

Some studies carried out by Indonesian scholars have explored the use of CL in 

science, biology, and mathematics; see Table 2.4 below. Most of them investigated 

the use of CL in relation to achievement, motivation, students‘ interest, memorisation 

and creativity. To my knowledge, not many studies have investigated the use of CL 

in Indonesian foreign language classrooms, as done in the current study in relation to 

improving students‘ spoken English skills. A study by Tamaela (2010) investigated 

the implementation of cooperative learning in developing students‘ spoken English 

ability for senior high school. Moreover, Lambe (2011) explored the use of learning 

together strategy to improve students‘ reading ability and Dewi (2007) investigated 

the use of CL in teaching English for Specific Purposes (ESP) at tertiary level. This 

current study is different from those studies because this focuses on improving 

students‘ spoken English ability in tertiary level. 
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Table 2.4. Some studies on using cooperative learning in Indonesia 

 

Author  Year Field of 

study 

Specific 

interest  

Summary of the finding 

Karnasih 1995 Mathematics  Achievement 

and affective 

behaviour 

CL had a positive effect on 

students‘ achievements and 

it reduced their mathematics 

anxiety.  

Dewi  2007 English 

language  

English 

teaching  

CL is applicable to teach  

English  for Specific 

Purposes (ESP)  

Septiana  2009 Science  Achievement 

and  

memorisation  

Using STAD affected 

students‘ achievement and 

students‘ memorisation.  

Harsono 2009 Science  Achievement 

and students‘ 

creativity  

CL technique using problem 

solving and task-based 

method affected students‘ 

achievement but it did not 

affect students‘ creativity.  

Muhfahroyin  2009 Biology  Cognitive 

achievement, 

critical 

thinking and 

process skills 

The use of STAD, TPS and 

STAD and TPS integration 

improved students‘ 

cognitive achievement in 

biology, critical thinking 

and process skills  

Muldayanti 2010 Biology Achievement  

and students‘ 

curiosity and 

interest 

Using TGT and STAD 

affected students‘ 

achievement but they did 

not affect students‘ curiosity 

and interest. 

Fadloli  2010 Science  Achievement  Using STAD improved 

students‘ achievement.  

Handayani  2010 Biology Achievement 

and  students‘ 

interest and 

learning 

discipline 

Using GI and CIRC did not 

affect students‘ achievement 

but they affected students‘ 

interest and their learning 

discipline.  

Tamaela  2010 English 

class 

Students‘ 

spoken ability 

CL provided students to 

work in groups and they 

motivated to speak English 

amongst them.    

Lambe  2011 English 

class 

Reading 

comprehension   

Using Learning Together 

strategy improved students‘ 

reading ability 
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2.5 Conclusion 

This chapter began with a general review of English teaching in Indonesia (Section 

2.1). English is the most important foreign language in Indonesia since it is examined 

in the Final National Examination senior and junior schools. It is also taught from the 

primary school to tertiary level. Problems in teaching English speaking skills were 

discussed in Section 2.2. Most Indonesian students have problems in using their 

spoken English ability. 

 

Section 2.3 discussed the concept and role of self-confidence as an important aspect 

in second language acquisition. Building self-confidence led me to employ 

cooperative learning as a tool to improve students‘ spoken English ability, because in 

CL students obtain more input and are provided with more opportunities to speak. 

Section 2.4 looked in more detail at the concept of cooperative learning (CL), as well 

as at the interaction between CL and Indonesian culture, and CL and language 

teaching, in particular communicative language teaching (CLT). The principles, 

kinds of CL techniques and role of the teacher in CL classes were also discussed in 

this section.  

 

The relationship between CL and CLT is close. Both approaches are student-centred 

and the role of teacher is as a facilitator. The only difference between CL and CLT is 

that CL always involves group work and includes specific procedures for using 

groups. This makes it more constrained and specific than CLT. This led me to 

explore the use of CL in this thesis, especially since there have been few studies of 

CL in relation to language teaching in Indonesia (Section 2.5).  
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CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This study aimed to investigate ways to improve Indonesian students‘ oral English 

proficiency, in particular for students in a teacher training and education faculty who 

will become English teachers for schools in Indonesia in the future. The study 

consisted of two stages. The first used action research to investigate ways to improve 

students‘ spoken English by enhancing their confidence (see Section 3.1 below). 

Based on the findings of that stage, the study was extended to a second stage, which 

used quasi-experimental research to investigate the applicability of one particular 

interactive approach, namely cooperative learning, to similar Indonesian classrooms 

(3.2). This chapter also discusses issues of translation (3.3), ethical considerations 

(3.4), validity and reliability (3.5), the limitations of the study (3.6), and the 

presentation of the findings (3.7). 

 

3.1 The first stage: Action research 

This stage applied action research in my normal conversational English class in order 

to improve students‘ spoken English by enhancing their confidence in speaking 

English. It proceeded in cycles in four steps: planning, acting, observing and 

reflecting (Grundy & Kemmis, 1982; Kember & Kelly, 1992; Kemmis & 

McTaggart, 1988), each of which involves action and critical reflection (Dick, 2002), 

with earlier cycles used to decide how to conduct later cycles (Dick, 2000).  

 

3.1.1 Participants 

The subjects of the study were twenty-eight students in my own conversational 

English class in an Indonesian University who agreed to sign a consent form 
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(Appendix A.2). They had passed the conversational English subjects in the previous 

two semesters. All participants were at an intermediate level, since they had also 

completed at least six years of English language studies before entering the 

university. 

 

All data obtained from participants were coded. Based on students‘ results for their 

conversational English subject in the previous semester, I coded them as a number 

followed by S (strong), M (middle), or W (weak) for their spoken English level, e.g. 

1S for the first student, who was strong in spoken English ability. In questionnaire 

and interview data, any detail that might identify a participant was replaced by a 

bracketed expression to guarantee confidentiality; e.g. ‗(student‘s name omitted)‘.  

 

3.1.2 Procedures 

The duration of the class was 100 minutes a week for twelve weeks. The class was 

conducted every Wednesday from 8.40 am – 10.20 am. With regard to the research, I 

distributed a plain language statement to each student and explained it in detail 

(Appendix A.1). I also explained that their position would not only be as students but 

also as collaborators in this study (Dick, 2002; Grundy & Kemmis, 1982; O‘Brien, 

1998). Twenty-eight students agreed to participate in the research and all 28 students 

signed a consent form. I then administered a questionnaire to obtain initial data on 

students‘ confidence in speaking English and to use the data as a basis for planning 

activities to be implemented in the following week. Students were also told that a 

video would be used to record class activities and that they would be asked to give 

suggestions and comments on the activities on feedback forms at the end of each 

class meeting. 
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Reflecting on students‘ feedback, notes from class observation, my teacher‘s journal 

and the initial questionnaires (see Section 3.1.3 below), I planned activities for each 

successive meeting. When those activities were implemented (see Sections 4.2.2 – 

4.2.7 and 4.4.1 – 4.4.5), I then observed how they were carried out, taking notes to 

monitor their effects and to evaluate them. I again obtained student feedback, notes 

from class observation, and wrote in my journal to reflect on the activities. If most 

students suggested that a class activity was interesting and they were happy to follow 

it, I kept applying it. On the other hand, I modified or stopped an activity when most 

of them commented that it was not interesting and they were not happy with it. These 

steps cycled again and again, and thus it was like a spiral which in every cycle 

involved those steps. Data analysis was a continuing process because action research 

proceeds in cycles of planning, action, observation and reflection to identify 

strategies to improve students‘ confidence in speaking English 

 

3.1.3 Instruments for gathering data 

Five different instruments were used to gather data: questionnaires, student feedback, 

interviews, class observation, and a teacher‘s journal.  

 

3.1.3.1 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire contained of closed items (Appendix B.1). Closed questions were 

used to learn about students‘ confidence in speaking English, judging from how 

frequently they believed they used English, feelings of anxiety when they spoke 

English and their perceived communicative competence. The closed questions were 

based on the Self Perceived Communication Competence scale (SPCC) developed by 
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McCroskey and McCroskey (1988) and the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety 

Scale (FLCAS) developed by Horwitz, et al. (1986). Both scales were modified to 

suit the foreign language learning situation in Indonesia and the aim of this study. All 

statements in the questionnaires were reviewed by my primary supervisor to promote 

content validity. These closed questions used a Likert-type scale with five possible 

responses to each of the questions, from ‗never‘ or ‗strongly disagree‘ (1) to ‗always‘ 

or ‗strongly agree‘ (5).   

 

The same questionnaire was administered at both the beginning and the end of the 

semester to investigate changes in students‘ perceptions of: 

 Their frequency of speaking English in class 

 Their anxiety in speaking English in a class 

 Their communicative competence in speaking English 

 The factors which affected their confidence in speaking English. 

In order to compare each student‘s results on the two questionnaires, they were not 

administered anonymously. The questions were in Indonesian to avoid 

misinterpretation from students since all participants were Indonesian speakers. A 

lecturer from the Indonesian Department in my university checked the questionnaire 

and made suggestions for language clarity and understandability, and I made 

adjustments based on his suggestions. The questionnaire was also trialled before 

distributing it to respondents to see how well the statements in the questionnaires 

work. Forty students who were not participants of the study participated in the trial. 

Based on their answers, it seemed that they did not have problems with what was 

being asked. 
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3.1.3.2 Interviews  

All twenty-eight participants were interviewed in Indonesian in groups of about three 

to four in order to get more detailed data about their confidence in speaking English. 

The type of interview that was used was a semi-structured interview (Appendix B.2). 

The interviews also attempted to elicit more detailed information about the students‘ 

experiences with the class activities, including: 

 Students‘ opinions about the activities that had been conducted in class 

 Whether or not the activities promoted their confidence in speaking English 

among their classmates 

 What a teacher had to do to improve students‘ confidence in speaking English 

 Factors which improve or decrease students‘ self-confidence in speaking 

English. 

Because of time considerations, the interviews were conducted only twice, namely in 

the mid-semester break after students had completed seven classes and at the end of 

the semester before they had their final test. All 28 participants could be interviewed 

in the first interview but one student – 22S – could not be interviewed in the second 

interview because she did not come on the scheduled day for the interviews and I 

was unable to arrange a subsequent time with her. All interviews were carried out 

outside of class time. Eight groups were interviewed, and I provided two days for 

this to allow them to choose the day and the time when they could attend. All 

interviews are presented in Appendix D.1 and D.2, but only statements quoted in the 

thesis were translated into English.  

 

3.1.3.3 Student feedback  

At the end of each class meeting, students were asked to fill in feedback forms 
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related to the activities conducted (Appendix B.3). The feedback form was 

administered anonymously to encourage students to be free and honest in expressing 

suggestions or comments about class activities. I asked them to return it by putting it 

on my teacher‘s table in the office. The feedback form was very simple and used 

Indonesian. They were just asked to circle one of the options provided and write 

reasons for their choice. The information sought from their feedback was: 

 Whether they were happy to come to class  

 Whether they thought that the class activities were interesting  

 Whether they saw any ways in which the teacher could improve class 

activities. 

At first when students filled in feedback forms, some of them just circled one of the 

options provided and did not give any reasons for their choice. Where it asked them 

to comment and make suggestions for improving class activities, most of them just 

wrote one or two words, such as ―continue‖ or ―very good‖, and some of them left it 

blank. A possible reason could be that this was the first time for them to do this, and 

they might have been uncomfortable about commenting on what was going on in the 

class. In the following meeting, I explained again that their feedback on their 

experiences in the class was important for this study, and I asked them to give critical 

comments and opinions on class activities. I assured them that I would be happy to 

receive and would appreciate whatever they wrote, and that their feedback was 

confidential. Later some students wrote some critical and good comments as well as 

reasons for their opinions regarding class activities (Appendix D.3). 

 

3.1.3.4 Class observation  

Class observation was used to monitor students‘ behavior during their interaction in 
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the class, such as how much they interacted in English, and for that purpose I asked 

students‘ permission to video the lessons. The class is equipped with camera and 

there is a small room used to operate it. One of my friends helped me by operating it 

while I was teaching my students. Most of the students were worried about being 

videotaped at the beginning, but later they became used to being videotaped. The 

class was videoed four times, in weeks two, six, ten and eleven, to obtain samples of 

class activities.  

 

I also asked students for permission to use a tape recorder to record their voices to 

find out whether they discussed things in English, Indonesian or Javanese. 

Regrettably the result from voice recording was poor, since most students spoke very 

quietly. This could be because they were still nervous and the class was crowded, 

and many groups were talking at the same time. In any case the results from the 

videotapes and audiotapes were used to support findings of this study. 

 

3.1.3.5 Teacher’s journal  

I also wrote about what occurred in class time in a journal (Appendix B.4). Basically 

I noted interesting events which happened during class activities in each meeting. For 

example, when students were videotaped for the first time, some of them were happy 

but others looked uncomfortable. In another meeting, I found that students tended to 

choose classmates that they knew when they chose their group‘s members. I also 

found that some weak students seemed passive when they were mixed with strong 

students in one group. I used my journal as a basis for evaluating class activities and 

for reflecting on what occurred in class, particularly in relation to improving 

students‘ confidence in speaking English.  
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3.1.4 Data Analysis 

I compared the questionnaires I distributed in the first and last class meetings to find 

out whether students had changed their perceptions regarding their confidence in 

speaking English. Their reactions were traced individually to compare their initial 

ratings with final ratings and thus determine how their confidence changed over time. 

These data then were compared with those from student interviews which were held 

after seven meetings and in the last meeting. The class observations taken at different 

times during the semester were also compared. I then cross checked those data with 

my journal and students‘ feedback. I read and reread all data several times and then 

analysed them qualitatively to draw conclusions about strategies which improved 

students‘ confidence and factors which improved or inhibited their confidence in 

speaking English (Chapter 4).   

 

3.1.5 Results of the first stage 

The complete findings for this stage are presented in Chapter 4. One of the findings 

was that students believed their confidence in speaking English improved when they 

worked in small groups. They perceived that their frequency in practicing speaking 

English improved through group work. This is because in small groups, they 

obtained more opportunities to get to know their friends better and they could 

practice speaking English more among them. In addition I found that the teacher and 

conversational partners could increase or decrease students‘ confidence in speaking 

English. In view of those results, I carried out the second stage of this study as 

described below.  
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3.2 The second stage: Quasi-experimental research 

In view of the results of the first stage, I decided that it was worthwhile to investigate 

whether the particular approach of cooperative learning (CL), as described above in 

Section 2.4, could usefully be implemented in Indonesian classrooms to improve 

Indonesian students‘ spoken English skills. For this purpose I employed a quasi-

experimental design, namely pre-test - post-test with nonequivalent groups (Mertler 

& Charles, 2008, p. 276). Four classes and two teachers participated in this study. 

Each teacher taught two classes, one being an experimental class where he/she 

implemented a cooperative learning approach and another being a control class 

where he/she used a traditional approach. This was done to see if there would be 

different results when the two different teachers implemented the new teaching 

approach in classes after they were trained in it. The study also considered how they 

implemented the two different teaching approaches in the different classes, what 

problems they perceived when they implemented them, and how they solved these 

problems. The design can be diagrammed as follows (Figure 3.1):  

Figure 3.1 The design of the quasi-experimental research 
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In addition, quantitative data was also taken to explore what students thought about 

their teachers and classmates when they experienced these approaches, whether in 

relation to the difference in approaches or whether in relation to more general 

questions of how to help students speak more English. 

 

3.2.1 Participants 

The participants for the second stage were again Bachelor degree students in the third 

semester majoring in English in the English Department Teacher Training and 

Education faculty. There were ten classes in conversational English; four were 

selected as samples for this study. One hundred and twenty-seven students from 

these four classes agreed to sign a student consent form (Appendix A.4) and join this 

study. Ten students did not sign the consent form from these classes because they did 

not come to classes on that day, and therefore they did not participate in this study. In 

addition, two of the three teachers (here called AF and BM) who taught the 

conversational English subject were voluntarily participants of this study and thus 

were given a plain language statement for the study (Appendix A.5) and signed 

consent forms (Appendix A.6). 

 

3.2.2 Procedures 

The four classes that were involved in this study were taught by two teachers, with 

each teacher teaching one class as experimental and another as the control. AF taught 

classes XA (experimental) and CA (control), while BM taught classes XB and CB. 

Each class lasted approximately 100 minutes a week for a total of twelve meetings 

throughout the semester. The teaching materials for both groups were based on the 

syllabus used for the conversational English subject in semester three. The control 
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classes were taught using a traditional approach while the experimental classes were 

taught using the cooperative learning approach.  

 

Both teachers who participated in this study were trained in the cooperative learning 

approach in sessions held before they taught their conversational English classes, as 

will be detailed in Section 5.1. To monitor the implementation of the teaching 

techniques in classes, the researcher made field notes as a participant observer 

(Section 3.2.3.5). A video was used to record class activities in each class to study 

students‘ reactions during class activities. Each class was videoed twice, in weeks 

four and nine, to obtain samples of class activities. Students were also asked to fill in 

a questionnaire (Section 3.2.3.3), be interviewed (Section 3.2.3.4) and fill in 

feedback forms (Section 3.2.3.6). At the same time, both teachers were also 

interviewed (Section 3.2.3.4) and filled in an open questionnaire (Section 3.2.3.3) in 

Indonesian; only statements that are quoted in the thesis were translated from 

Indonesian into English. 

 

The experimental and control students also took speaking and listening tests under 

similar conditions at both the beginning and the end of the semester. I used the 

speaking tests to measure students‘ improvement in both their duration and their 

proficiency in speaking English. Their proficiency in speaking would of course be 

affected not only by the conversational English class but also by the other English 

subjects they were studying, but even so it seemed worthwhile to see if there would 

be any measurable difference between the experimental and control groups. Since the 

rating of speaking proficiency may vary somewhat with different raters, I also used a 

listening test, since conversational skills also involve listening skills. The latter are 
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somewhat easier to assess in a consistent way because all students can be given 

exactly the same listening test under similar conditions, with multiple choice 

questions reducing reliance on subjective judgment. Both speaking and listening tests 

were held in the language laboratory (Sections 3.2.3.1 and 3.2.3.2). 

 

All data obtained from participants were coded, the code for each student consisting 

of S (speaking) or L (listening) followed by either X (experimental) or C (control), 

then the letter A or B (relating to the class), and then a number, e.g. LXA1 for a 

student who took the listening test from the experimental class A, and the first such 

student, SLXB1 for a student who took the speaking and listening tests from the 

experimental class B, and the first such student. The code for interview consisted of 

X (experimental) or C (control), then the letter A or B (relating to the class), and then 

a number, e.g. XA1 for a student from the experimental class A, and the first such 

student. In quoting interview data, all details that might identify interviewees were 

replaced by expressions in brackets to ensure confidentiality; e.g. ‗(teacher‘s name 

omitted)‘.  

 

3.2.3 Instruments 

The instruments used to gather data included speaking and listening tests given as a 

pre-test and post-test, questionnaires, interviews, classroom observation and student 

feedback. 

 

3.2.3.1 The speaking tests  

As described above, I used the speaking tests to measure students‘ improvement in 

both speaking duration and proficiency. A special speaking test was devised (see 
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Appendix C.6) because there was no satisfactory criterion to assess English speaking 

proficiency at the university. All university subjects are assessed using scores from 0 

(lowest) to 4 (highest), which are then converted into letter grades (Kepmendiknas 

232, 2000). Thus the results can vary for different subjects and different lecturers. To 

assess speaking quality the speaking test for the current research used the public 

descriptors of the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) 

examination (IELTS speaking band descriptors, n.d.). For the purpose of this study, 

scores were given to the nearest half point.  

 

The questions for the speaking pre-test were different from the post-test to avoid 

effects from students remembering the questions. They were reviewed by my 

primary supervisor to support content validity, and I made some revisions that he 

suggested. 

 

The language laboratories where both listening and speaking tests were carried out 

still use cassette tapes, so the audio recordings could not automatically be saved as 

mp3 files. I had to record on cassettes and then transfer them into mp3 files. One 

cassette was used for each student. There were forty headsets with microphones to 

record students‘ voices for the speaking test in the language laboratory.  

 

The questions for the speaking test were trialled before they were used in the real 

speaking test to see how well the test worked. This opportunity also served as 

training for me, since I had never carried out a speaking test for a whole class in the 

language laboratory. At the same time, students also never had experienced with this 

kind of test. 
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One of the teachers who knew the language laboratory well helped me to carry out 

the trial and the tests. We put every cassette in its place to record the students‘ 

voices. Fifteen students who were not the subject of this study participated in the 

trial. I distributed a copy of the questions to each student so they could read them 

before hearing the relevant passages (Appendix C.7). All students had to wear 

headsets with microphones properly to record their voices. They had to answer all 

questions directly in English after I read each question loudly. I read the questions 

and translated them into Indonesian to avoid students‘ misinterpretation, since it was 

a test of speaking rather than listening. From their facial expressions, they seemed 

surprised when I did this; perhaps they understood the questions since they were in 

the third semester. Their teacher had never translated the questions into Indonesian in 

their conversational English test before. 

 

In the test students first had to answer warming up questions, including telling their 

names, where they were from, their student numbers and their hobbies. These 

questions were preparation before they answered two main questions. Students were 

given two minutes to think and prepare before answering each main question. They 

were provided five minutes to answer each main question. They could make notes if 

they liked before answering a question, using a piece of paper and a pen that I 

distributed to each participant at the beginning. Regrettably nobody started to speak 

when the time to prepare was over. All of them were busy making notes and writing 

in complete sentences exactly what they wanted to say. Nobody talked, although I 

had reminded them that the time to prepare was over and they had to start speaking 

English. I had to be patient waiting for them to talk, and after a while, one by one 

they started to talk. In the cassette recordings that were transferred into mp3 files, 
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students‘ voices were not clear and their speech was very slow. Possible reasons 

could be that some students were nervous and thus spoke so slowly, and some of 

them may not have put the headset with the microphone on properly.  

 

I learnt valuable things from the trial and accordingly I revised some steps for the 

real speaking test. I used PowerPoint to show the questions to help students to 

understand, rather than distributing a copy of the questions to each student. I decided 

not to allow them to make notes, and therefore did not need to distribute papers and 

pens in the real speaking tests. However, I still gave them time to prepare mentally. I 

decided not to translate the questions into Indonesian, since they seemed to have no 

problem with the questions in the trial. To overcome the problem of poor recording 

quality, before the test started, I gave all instructions about taking the test in 

Indonesian to help them understand them more easily. Again, before starting the test, 

the teacher who helped me to carry out the test and I checked each student to ensure 

that he/she put the headset with the microphone on properly. Each student had to 

write his/her name and ID number on the attendance list before doing the test for the 

purpose of assessments to cross-check in case they did not mention their name 

clearly when it was recorded. After the actual speaking pre-test and post-test, the data 

were transferred from the cassettes into mp3 files, a process which took a lot of time. 

 

To score the speaking tests for duration, I simply measured the number of seconds 

students spent on answering the main questions, ignoring their responses to the 

warm-up questions. If their responses were broken by stretches of silence of seven 

seconds or longer, I subtracted these from the total duration. 
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Three raters were employed to score the speaking test for quality. Each rater was 

given a copy of the mp3 files in flash memory and one copy of the descriptors so that 

she could assess the speaking test. None of the raters had experience in assessing 

speaking tests using the set descriptors. However, the scores from all three raters 

were compared to measure inter-rater reliability, and then they were averaged to 

provide a single score for each student. The original scores from all raters for the pre 

and post tests are presented in Appendix F.1. The background of the three raters 

(here called A, B and C) is as follows:  

A is an Indonesian female, an English teacher with experience in teaching 

English for eight years in the Language Centre and five years in the 

English Department of Teacher Training and Education. 

B is an American female, a native speaker who had taught English for one 

year in the English Department where the study was carried out.  

C is an Indonesian female, an English teacher with experience in teaching 

English for fourteen years in the Language Centre and two years in the 

English Department of Teacher Training and Education.  

 

3.2.3.2 The listening tests  

The listening tests were also carried out in the language laboratory. Each class had a 

different time scheduled for the test. One of the teachers who knew the language 

laboratory well helped me to administer the tests. The days for the listening test were 

different from the days for the speaking test to give students time to prepare well for 

both types of tests. The listening tests were carried out earlier because they might 

help students become better prepared for the speaking tests. The listening tests 

included the pre-test and two post-tests. The first post-test had questions different 
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from those used in the pre-test to avoid effects from students remembering the 

questions, while the second post-test had the same questions as the pre-test in order 

to measure students‘ improvement with the same questions. The first post-test was 

carried out at a different time from the second post-test. It was hard to decide the test 

time schedule because students still had classes to attend for other subjects. It was 

also not easy to book the language laboratory since the English Department only has 

three language laboratories, which are also used to teach listening subjects.  

 

There were fifty-five multiple-choice questions in the listening test under the 

assumption that these were sufficient to measure the students‘ abilities. There was a 

single correct answer for each item. All listening questions for the pre-test and post-

test were reviewed by my primary supervisor to support content validity, and I made 

some revisions based on his valuable suggestions (Appendix G.1 and G.2). The 

questions in both the listening pre-test and the first post-test were trialled to make 

sure the test would work well before they were used in the real listening test. Thirty-

four students who were not participants in the study participated in the trial. The 

result of the trial for the pre-test questions showed that the alpha coefficient for the 

fifty-five items was .820; while the result of the trial for the first post-test was .797. 

This meant that the items either in the pre-test and post-test had relatively internal 

consistency, since a reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered ―acceptable" 

(Santos, 1999, p. 2; Masrom 2007, p. 5). In the real listening test, after students 

finished doing the test, all the written questions were taken back from the students to 

make sure other students could not see them. 
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3.2.3.3 Questionnaires  

Both experimental and control students were asked to fill out an anonymous 

questionnaire in Indonesian at the end of the semester to find out their perceptions 

about their conversational English classes. A questionnaire which contained a 

mixture of open and closed questions was used. Information that was investigated 

through the questionnaire included students‘ experiences on: 

 Their class activities 

 Their conversational English teachers 

 Partners/interlocutors or classmates.  

 

The closed questions used a Likert-type scale with five possible responses, from 

‗never‘ or ‗strongly disagree‘ to ‗always‘ or ‗strongly agree‘ (Appendix C.4). The 

results were then quantified and averaged. For statements expressing positive 

opinions, ‗strongly agree‘ was counted as 2, ‗agree‘ as 1, ‗neutral‘ as zero, ‗disagree‘ 

as -1, and ‗strongly disagree‘ as -2. For the statements marked as negative these 

scores were reversed. Accordingly the averages could in theory range from +2 to -2, 

with positive scores representing relative degrees of positive opinion and negative 

scores representing negative ones. The results of the questionnaires from each class 

were then compared and analysed quantitatively and qualitatively. 

 

All students‘ responses in the open questionnaire were analysed qualitatively. Only 

statements from the open questionnaire that are quoted in this thesis were translated 

from Indonesian into English. Both teachers were also asked to respond to open 

questions once a week to investigate their perceptions in implementing teaching 

methods, the problems that they perceived and the ways to overcome them in their 
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classes. Only statements that are quoted in this thesis were translated from 

Indonesian into English. 

 

All questionnaires for students and teachers were in Indonesian to obtain more 

detailed data and to avoid misinterpretation. One of my colleagues who taught 

Indonesian checked them and made corrections as needed for language clarity and 

understandability. I made adjustments based on his suggestions and then I translated 

them into English to be reviewed by my primary supervisor with regard to the 

content validity. The student questionnaire was then trialled to see how well the 

statements in the questionnaires worked. Thirty-seven students who were not 

subjects of this study participated in this trial. From their answers it seemed that they 

did not have problems with what was being asked. The questionnaires were later 

administered anonymously to the participating students to make them feel free to 

express their opinions and comments. 

 

3.2.3.4 Interviews  

Some students in the experimental and control classes were interviewed at the end of 

the semester (Appendix C.3). These included only students who took both the 

speaking and listening tests and improved the most or the least in the speaking or the 

listening post-test, so as to sample the extremes. Twenty-seven students from the 

experimental classes and fourteen from the control classes were interviewed outside 

class time. Ten additional students from the control classes had been asked to be 

interviewed but asked for leave for various reasons on the day for the interview. We 

tried to rearrange the time to have the interview on another day but it was impossible 

to do it, since some students may still have had class and some others may have been 
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busy finishing their assignments from other teachers. 

 

The interviews were conducted in groups consisting of two to five students. I 

recorded the interviews in order to help them relax, since then they would not see me 

write what they were talking about. There were eleven groups for the interview 

sessions. The interview was designed to investigate students‘ experiences in their 

conversational English classes, including their perceptions on:  

 Their teacher‘s teaching techniques during class activities 

 The types of partners/interlocutors that supported improving their speaking 

ability  

 The characteristics of teachers who helped them to improve their speaking 

ability. 

 

Both teachers were also interviewed once a week after their teaching to investigate 

their experiences in applying cooperative learning techniques, problems that they 

perceived and ways to overcome them in their classes (Appendix C.1). AF could be 

interviewed regularly after she taught, while BM could not be interviewed twice (see 

Section 5.3), probably because he was busy, since he had many classes to teach. 

 

The interviews were semi-structured interviews conducted in Indonesian to obtain 

more detailed data from both teachers (Appendix E.2) and students (Appendix E.4) 

since all of them, like me, are Indonesian speakers. Only statements from interviews 

that are quoted in this thesis were translated from Indonesian into English. Students‘ 

and teachers‘ identities were coded and all details that might identify the 

interviewees have been replaced by explanations in brackets for the purpose of 
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confidentiality, as in e.g. ‗(teacher‘s name omitted)‘.  

 

3.2.3.5 Class observation  

As a participant observer I wrote field notes on what happened in the classes. I did 

trials for my class observation forms to write what happened in the class effectively 

(Appendix C.6). The class observation form was based on the ABRACADABRA 

Program fidelity observation record (APFOR) developed by Wolgemuth, et al. 

(2011). I did trials twice in the language classroom when teachers in my university 

taught their students. I learned a lot from this trial about how to observe and record 

useful notes during the lesson. For example, I observed how the teacher started and 

explained materials and how students responded to the lesson. I found some students 

engaged actively in responding to teacher‘s questions while others were passive and 

busy writing something in their notes.  

 

I attended all meetings of each of the four classes from the beginning until the end of 

class time during the study. I observed how the two teachers implemented teaching 

techniques in the experimental and control classes, and I also observed problems that 

emerged and how they overcame them. Furthermore, I observed students‘ responses 

and their interactions among their classmates during class activities. Both the 

teachers and the students seemed nervous about my attendance at the beginning, but 

later both became used to my presence and did not seem affected by it anymore. I 

also asked permission from both the teachers and the students to video each of the 

four classes. Every class was videoed twice, in weeks four and nine, to obtain 

samples of class activities. Some students and both teachers looked nervous being 

videotaped at the beginning, but later most of them became accustomed to it.  
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3.2.3.6 Student feedback  

Both the experimental and control students were asked to fill in feedback forms at 

the end of each meeting; these were anonymous to make the students feel free to 

honestly give suggestions and comments about class activities. To make it easier, the 

feedback forms and questions were in Indonesian (Appendix C.5). Students returned 

them by putting them on the teacher‘s table in the office. AF‘s classes did not submit 

feedback in the eighth week because students were asked to watch a movie together 

and therefore there was no teaching in the class. BM‘s classes did not submit 

feedback in the twelfth week, perhaps because students were busy finishing their 

assignments from other teachers or forgot to submit it; this was the last meeting. The 

information sought from these feedback forms was whether the class activity 

improved students‘ spoken English ability and whether they had enjoyed it. The 

results of the complete feedback are presented in Appendix E.4. 

 

I read and reread all students‘ feedback directly after the class and I gave them to 

both teachers so they could read and know about students‘ perceptions of class 

activities. Unfortunately they only did this twice, and then after that it seemed that 

they no longer cared about feedback forms. They might have thought that the 

feedback was only for me as the researcher, and in addition both teachers were very 

busy with their teaching. I read and entered all information from feedback forms into 

my computer files to analyse. 

 

3.2.4 Data analysis 

The results of the two types of tests – speaking and listening – were handled and 

analysed separately. The results of the speaking test were analysed in two ways. 
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Firstly, the duration of student responses in the pre-test and post-test were compared, 

and the difference between the experimental and control groups in this regard were 

examined with a non-parametric Mann Whitney U analysis (e.g. Hatch & Lazaraton, 

1991, pp.  274-277). Secondly, for measuring students‘ proficiency in speaking based 

on the public descriptors of the International English Language Testing System 

(IELTS), two approaches of analysis were used: a t-test and the non-parametric 

Wilcoxon matched pairs test (e.g. Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991, pp.  297-299). The first 

was used to find out if there were significant differences between the experimental 

and control classes in the average amount of improvement. The second was used to 

examine more clearly whether there were differences in improvement when students 

in the experimental class were paired with ones in the control class who had obtained 

exactly the same pre-test score. The results are presented in Chapter 6. 

 

With regard to the questionnaires, data from closed questions were quantified and 

averaged and then cross-checked with data from open questions, interviews, class 

observations, and students‘ feedback to draw conclusions about students‘ perceptions 

of their conversational English class. They were also cross-checked with the results 

from the listening and speaking tests. All those data then were analysed qualitatively 

to study the different effects of teaching techniques implemented in an attempt to 

improve students‘ spoken English. At the same time, I read and repeatedly reread the 

results of teachers‘ interviews, questionnaires, class observations and watched 

videotapes several times to draw conclusions regarding teachers‘ perceptions on 

implementing teaching techniques, the problems that they perceived, and ways to 

overcome them. The results are presented in Chapters 5 and 7. 
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3.3 A note on translation 

While students‘ and teachers‘ interviews were in Indonesian; the parts quoted in this 

thesis were translated into English. All interviews were held in Bahasa Indonesia 

since all respondents and I are native Indonesian speakers. However, both students 

and teachers sometimes used Javanese words in the interviews. Although I am a 

native Javanese speaker, I sometimes encountered difficulties in translating certain 

expressions used by them. They sometimes also spoke in incomplete sentences. Thus 

I tried to overcome this by adding explanations in square brackets [like this] to make 

the content and the context clearer. I also tried to translate the Javanese expression 

into English as well as I could. However, I still found that this did not translate them 

as well as I hoped.  

 

In interviews, both students and teachers used expressions such as Ibu, Bu and Bu 

Aam to address me or refer to me as a teacher. Students also used Ibu or Bu ‗mother, 

madam, ma‘am‘ to address or refer to their female teacher (AF) and Bapak or Pak 

‗father, mister, sir‘ for their male teacher (BM). I have retained these Indonesian 

terms in the English translations.  

 

3.4 Ethical considerations 

Human Ethics clearance was obtained from Charles Darwin University for the first 

stage of this research, and it was renewed with variations for the second stage. 

Permission to carry out the study for the first and second stages was also obtained 

from the Head of the English Department in Teacher Training and Education in the 

university concerned. Both teachers and the student participants were above eighteen 

years old and signed consent forms after the research had been explained to them. I 
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also gave them plain language statements. All information reported from participants 

is identified by codes known only by the researcher to maintain confidentiality. 

Finally, all the data that I obtained from participants has been kept confidential, and 

the original data will be stored at Charles Darwin University for five years after 

completion of the study. 

 

3.5 Reliability and validity 

In the process of data collection, triangulation was applied using the combination of 

interviews and questionnaires (Thurmond, 2001, p. 255). Creswell and Miller (in 

Hussein, 2009, p. 3) describe triangulation as ―a validity procedure where researchers 

look for convergence among multiple and different sources of information to form 

themes or categories in a study‖. In the first stage, all the data obtained from those 

processes of data collection were compared and cross-checked. I read and reread the 

data many times to compare the results of questionnaires and interviews, and then 

they were cross-checked with student feedback, class observation and the teacher‘s 

journal to verify the findings. The second stage also used triangulation in the 

collection of data. The results from student‘s questionnaire, interview, student‘s 

feedback, and class observation were cross-checked to validate findings. The results 

of interview and questionnaire from both teachers were cross-checked with class 

observations to verify the results of this study. 

 

With regard to the reliability of the speaking tests, three raters were employed to 

assess them. The scores from all three raters were compared to measure inter-rater 

reliability, and then they were averaged to provide a single score for each student. 

This was not an issue with the listening tests since it was based on multiple choice 
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questions, each of which had only one correct answer. 

 

3.6 Limitations of the study 

This study had some limitations which might affect the results. In the first stage, 

which used action research, I was the teacher as well as the researcher. My position 

could have influenced the data collected, particularly in the interviews. Some 

students may have wanted to please me by giving good opinions regarding class 

activities. For the second stage of this study, time limitations may have influenced 

seeing results from the implementation of new techniques, since it may be difficult to 

show much improvement and change over a twelve-week semester. 

 

Other limitations were from teachers and students. Both teachers who participated in 

this study were novice teachers and had many classes to teach. The teacher training 

that was provided for them was held over a limited number of days and could not be 

utilised maximally since they were very busy (see Section 5.1). Sections 5.2 and 5.3 

will show that they were not always able to implement cooperative learning 

techniques properly and consistently in their classes. Moreover, some students did 

not complete all the speaking and listening tests, and therefore their data could not be 

utilized (see Section 6.1 and 6.2). Some students who were selected to be 

interviewed were absent because of various reasons, as noted in Section 3.2.3.4.   

 

3.7 Presentation of the findings 

Findings of the first stage are presented in Chapter 4, while those from the second 

stage are presented in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Chapter 5 describes in detail the teacher 

training and the two teachers‘ experiences with their conversational English classes. 
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Chapter 6 discusses the results of the speaking and the listening test from the 

experimental and control classes. Chapter 7 deals with students‘ perceptions about 

their views on their teachers and their experiences with class activities. Chapter 8 

presents an overall conclusion to this research. 
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CHAPTER 4 ACTION RESEARCH CYCLES  

 

This chapter describes the first stage of the research, which used action research to 

study students‘ spoken English by improving their confidence in speaking English. It 

consists of eight sections: the initial questionnaire (4.1), the action research cycles 

part one (4.2), reflection on my initial trial (4.3), the action research cycles part two 

(4.4), students‘ perception of their speaking English ability (4.5), factors which 

influenced students‘ confidence in speaking English (4.6), the students‘ views on the 

conversational English class (4.7), and a conclusion (4.8).  

4.1 The initial questionnaire 

During the first class meeting a questionnaire was used to obtain initial data on 

students‘ confidence in speaking English and as a basis for planning activities for the 

following week‘s class. The questionnaire aimed to investigate students‘ frequency 

of speaking English, their anxiety and their views of their communicative 

competence. It also aimed to find out students‘ views of factors which affect their 

confidence. 

 

Although the students had completed two semesters of conversational English 

subjects (Conversational English one and two), I was not sure that they had enough 

confidence to converse frequently in English, not only with friends but also with 

acquaintances during class activities. I thought they might also be worried about 

speaking English in their class. I found that my prediction was largely right based on 

the following results of the initial questionnaires (here translated from Indonesian 

into English).  
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Table 4.1. Results of Part A in the first questionnaire 

 
Item Statements  The first questionnaire. N= 28  

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 I speak English in a 

large group of friends 

in the classroom 

5 13 9 1  

2 I speak English in a 

small group of friends 

in the classroom 

2 8 15 3  

3 I speak English in 

pairs with friends in 

the classroom  

3 13 8 4  

4 I speak English to an 

acquaintance in the 

classroom 

16 10 2   

5 I speak English to a 

small group of 

acquaintances in the 

classroom 

19 6 3   

6 I am afraid that others 

will laugh at me when 

I speak English  

3 5 10 8 2 

7 I feel that the other 

students are better than 

me at speaking 

 2 12 8 6 

8 I get nervous if I 

haven‘t prepared for 

speaking  

1 3 6 14 4 

9  In pair-work I worry 

if my partner is better 

than me at speaking 

English 

4 6 10 7 1 

10 I worry about making 

mistakes in speaking 

English in the class 

1 4 6 14 3 

11 I am nervous when the 

teacher speaks to me 

in English class 

2 3 16 5 2 

12 I am embarrassed to  

answer  teacher‘s 

questions in the 

English class  

2 5 15 4 2 

13 I get nervous to  speak 

in the English class 

1 4 15 5 3 
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Students‘ frequency in speaking English is represented by items 1 to 5, which show 

that a majority of students believed that they seldom or never spoke English in pairs 

or in a large group (items 1 and 3). Most of them maintained they seldom or never 

spoke English to individual or small groups of acquaintances in their classroom 

(items 4 and 5). However, eighteen of the twenty-eight students perceived that they 

sometimes or often spoke English in a small group of friends in the classroom (item 

2).  

 

Students‘ anxiety in speaking English is represented by items 6 to 13. Some students 

often felt inferior and afraid that their friends would laugh at them when they 

practised speaking English. They were also worried about making mistakes in 

speaking English in their class (items 6, 7, 9 and 10). Eighteen of the twenty-eight 

students were often or always nervous about speaking English if they had not made 

preparation (item 8). Moreover, a majority were sometimes nervous when their 

teacher spoke English with them and felt embarrassed answering his/her questions in 

English (items 11 and12). At least sometimes they were also worried about speaking 

English in class (item 13). Possibly they were just not used to speaking English, 

since opportunities to practice speaking English among classmates were limited and 

they might not have known their classmates or their teachers in the previous 

semesters. 

 

Students‘ perceptions of their communicative competence and factors which affected 

their confidence are presented in Table 4.2  
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Table 4.2. Results of Part B in the first questionnaire 

 

No Statements 

 N = 28 

Strongly 

disagree  

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree  

14 I have a strong 

English vocabulary 

 5 18 5  

15 I have a good 

understanding of 

English grammar 

 16 9 3  

16 I have mastered a 

good English 

pronunciation  

1 10 14 3  

17 I am able to speak 

English to my English 

teacher 

2 6 16 3 1 

18 I am able to speak 

English to my 

classmate 

 4 12 11 1 

19 I am able to speak 

English to an 

acquaintance  

 10 12 6  

20 I participate more in 

English class activities 

1 17 8 1 1 

[Students were given to understand orally that the question for 21 to 28 was 

whether these help improve their confidence in speaking English] 

21 Having a strong 

English vocabulary 

 1 6 8 13 

22 Having a good 

understanding of 

English grammar 

 3 4 12 9 

23 Mastering a good 

English pronunciation  

 2 3 14 9 

24 Speaking English to 

your English teacher 

 1 7 14 6 

25 Speaking English to 

your classmate 

  7 14 7 

26 Speaking English to 

an acquaintance  

 5 15 8  

27 Participating actively 

in English class 

activities 

 3 8 11 6 

28 Making written 

preparation before 

speaking in class 

 2 11 13 2 
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Students‘ perceptions of their communicative competence are covered by items 14-

20. The most common responses were neutral and disagree. With regard to their 

understanding of English grammar and participating more in class activities (items 

15 and 20) there were more that disagreed than were neutral. Only for being able to 

speak English to a classmate (item 18) were there more that agreed (12 of the 28) 

than disagreed (just 4), but even 12 students chose ‘neutral‘. This shows that a 

majority of students tended to have for this a negative view about their competence. 

 

Factors which affected students‘ confidence in speaking English are covered by 

items 21 to 28. The majority agreed that having a strong English vocabulary, being 

good at grammar and English pronunciation, speaking English to either teachers or 

classmates, participating actively in the class and making written preparation affected 

their confidence in speaking English. Only eight of the twenty-eight students agreed 

that speaking English to acquaintances affected their confidence; this could be 

because they did not know them yet.  

 

The results of the initial questionnaires suggested to me how I could provide 

activities to overcome these issues. They inspired me to run an initial activity that 

used small groups to provide students with an opportunity to speak English and to 

get to know their classmates better.  

4.2 The action research cycles part one 

This section discusses in detail how the class activities proceeded in cycles for seven 

meetings in an attempt to improve students‘ confidence in speaking English.  
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4.2.1 The first week 

In the first week there was no teaching material, since the first meeting was used for 

the teacher and students to make a study contract after negotiating the rules for the 

semester, such as students‘ attendance, assignments and dress codes. Since the 

discussion took a lot of time, there was not enough time to teach material that day. 

 

4.2.2 The second week 

I broke the class into small groups and gave them pictures from newspapers, such as 

of soccer players, actors, and politicians, to talk about in English, because I assumed 

that this would make it easier to understand; I distributed different pictures for each 

student to describe. I observed that most of students started to write what they 

wanted to describe: 1W, 18W and 10W, 8W were busy writing. Most of them looked 

up words in their dictionaries and made notes, and this made the class very quiet. 

 

The students had been asked to form small groups consisting of three to four people 

each. To make them feel comfortable, they were allowed to choose the groups‘ 

members themselves. In choosing the members it seemed that they chose friends that 

they knew well. I could see this because some called their friends‘ names and then 

they sat together in one group. During the discussion, I walked around the class and 

when I stood close to a group, suddenly they tried to speak English, but when I 

moved to other groups, they switched to Indonesian or even their mother tongue 

(Javanese). I learned this from the recordings that I made.  

 

The group consisting of 1W, 9M, 16M and 19M was very quiet; it seemed that they 

lacked vocabulary and were still too nervous to share information among themselves. 
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In contrast, another group whose members were strong in level, namely 3S, 20S, 

28S, and 15S, were active in discussing their pictures in the group. Most of weak and 

medium level students discussed materials in a mixture of English and Indonesian or 

even Javanese. With another group something interesting happened: a group 

consisting of 16M, 24M and 26M tried to speak English during their discussion, but 

when they spoke Indonesian or Javanese they whispered and spoke slowly in an 

attempt to not be recorded. Such situations lessened gradually after several meetings 

as students got used to being recorded.  

 

In student feedback forms, most students considered the class activity interesting. 

Some of the reasons given were: ―I have friends to share with in groups‖ and ―We 

get an opportunity to express our ideas‖ (D.3). 

 

Regrettably most of the students depended on written preparation, made many long 

pauses and mixed English with Indonesian. Therefore to lessen their dependence on 

written preparation, I gave them different topics to choose as homework for the third 

week. I hoped it would help them to be ready to speak and that they would not 

depend on it. I decided to still employ small groups in order to provide an 

opportunity to talk, although most of the students were still nervous about sharing 

ideas in English. Since the students tended to choose friends that they knew in 

forming the groups, I decided not to let them choose their groups‘ members. Through 

this intervention, I hoped the students would develop their ability to speak to all 

students in the class.  
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4.2.3 The third week 

I employed small groups consisting of three students using different topics in the 

third week. I chose group members whose English level was almost the same. Since 

the students had prepared their homework, they were ready to talk in groups. 

Regrettably, however, it seemed that they just memorised what they had prepared. 

This could be seen from their behaviour when they talked: there was no eye contact 

and little facial expression and no discussion arose. Some of them simply read their 

written preparation, namely 10W, 16M, 12W, 8W, and 26M. However I found 

something interesting in that 1W and 18W tried to speak without looking at their 

notes, although they made many long pauses and mixed English with their native 

language (Javanese).  

 

The activity ran well, although two students were not happy with it because they felt 

under pressure, and when someone spoke, they just listened. One student considered 

it uninteresting because he/she felt under pressure. However, the others felt interested 

and were satisfied; some of the reasons given were that they could share ideas in 

groups, and it lessened their nervousness and forced them to participate (Appendix 

D.3). Some suggestions in their feedback forms were that the teacher should employ 

step by step material from easy topics to complex. I agreed with this suggestion: it 

sounded reasonable since their vocabulary and grammar were not strong in view of 

the results of the initial questionnaire.  

 

I was upset because students only memorised and read their written preparation, and 

thus I decided not to give them homework for the fourth week. Most of the students 

were still nervous about sharing stories in groups. It might be that they did not know 
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their partners, and thus I decided to employ a different approach, namely having 

them work in pairs to enable them to get to know each other. 

 

4.2.4 The fourth week 

The students came to the fourth class after a month of holidays: two weeks for Eid 

Mubarrok (an Islamic celebration) and two weeks official holidays from the faculty. 

It was a little bit hard to start and I had to remind them of this current study. I chose 

partners whose English speaking level was still the same but with different partners 

from the previous meeting. I employed working in pairs, adapting material talking 

about personal discussion from Harmer (1991, p. 131). I used this because it would 

help the students to interact and get to know each other better. The material is also 

interesting and they had never seen it before (see Section 4.7.3). Specifically students 

had to discuss with their partner: 

How they feel about their own name (did they like it?) 

What name they would choose for themselves if they had to choose one that 

was different from the one they had (and why). 

As they started to work in pairs, some students began to write, namely 15S and 3S, 

2M and 14M, and 25W and 12W. 18W asked me some sentences before he asked his 

partner 4W. Some of them sometimes still code switched between English and 

Indonesian. 21W, whose partner was 8W, tried to speak English without making 

notes, although he made many long pauses in his speech.  

 

The activity went well, although some students still made notes and they looked 

nervous about conversing in pairs. Two students felt this was not interesting because 

it made them nervous and they did not know their partner and were therefore 
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ashamed to speak. This was understandable; for some people it was not easy to 

converse with new partners. However, other students thought this was interesting, 

giving such reasons as the following in their feedback forms: ―I get to know my 

friend better‖, ―I can speak English more in pairs‖, ―The class is comfortable and 

everybody speaks English‖, and ―Speaking English is difficult but now I feel it is 

easy for me‖ (Appendix D.3). There was an interesting suggestion in their feedback 

forms: ―Forbid students to bring or read notes in speaking‖. In addition, some 

students suggested using conversation in pairs but presenting in front of the class. I 

disagreed about doing this since many students were still nervous about speaking in 

pairs.  

 

I learned that some students still seemed to find it hard to express ideas in simple 

English sentences. From the activity, it seemed that they could interact with different 

partners whose English level was almost the same; therefore I decided to choose 

partners whose English level was different to find out their reaction.  

 

4.2.5  The fifth week 

We had an activity in pairs similar to the above using a role play: one student played 

the role of an Indonesian and another as a tourist from overseas. I chose partners 

whose English level was different to work in pairs, such as 3S and 10W, 21W and 

26M, 28S and 17M. Some weak students started to make notes before speaking, 

namely 4W, 5W, 1W and 12W. However, since the students worked in pairs, they 

had more opportunity to speak and started to help each other. It looked as if some 

stronger level students tried to help when their partner encountered difficulties in 

finding the right English words, and when they could not do that they asked the 
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teacher. This situation gradually triggered them to speak spontaneously in pairs. It 

seemed that they could share ideas with the partners whose English level was 

different.  

 

The activity seemed to run very well; all students were actively engaged in 

employing role play. All students were satisfied and chose this as an interesting 

activity in their feedback form. Some reasons given were, ―This activity helps me to 

speak English freely‖, ―I can speak English spontaneously‖, ―My vocabulary 

improves‖, and ―I can study without feeling worried and ashamed‖ (Appendix D.3).  

It seemed that the students enjoyed sharing ideas in pairs, possibly because they 

knew what to talk about. Most of them could converse without making notes; this 

might be because they employed role play in pairs and the topic was easy. I was 

afraid that simple material might bore strong level students, however; therefore I 

tried to employ more complex material in the sixth week to explore their dependence 

on making notes.  

 

4.2.6 The sixth week 

I employed small groups of four students, using English newspaper articles. Every 

student had his/her own article to share in groups, which forced him/her to share 

ideas. I let them choose their own group‘s members, with a suggestion to choose 

people that they did not know, and they did this. It was interesting that I found there 

were groups of members whose English level varied.  

 

I was upset because some students made notes when they started to talk about the 

newspaper articles. Some of them were busy looking words up in their dictionary and 
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then making notes, namely 1W, 10W, 21W, 8W. Some groups just read the articles 

among themselves, namely 4W, 18W, 12W and 22S. It seemed that they lacked the 

vocabulary to understand the English article. 18W explicitly stated in Indonesian, ―I 

did not understand most of the words [in the article].‖ The groups whose English 

levels were middle and strong were able to share their articles, namely 27S, 20S, 

19M and 16M, although they sometimes still looked up words in a dictionary. 16M 

seemed to find it difficult to share ideas; it seemed that the material was hard for her. 

 

In student feedback forms, two students stated that they were not satisfied with the 

activity because the groups‘ members were not brave enough to talk in English in 

groups; they lacked vocabulary and they thought that it was not serious. I did not 

understand what they meant by the last; maybe the discussion did not seem serious 

because it did not work. Another possible reason it may be that they did not find this 

sort of activity as ‗serious‘ as more academic (seeming) reading and writing 

activities. Two students categorised this as an uninteresting activity for the same 

reasons above. However, others were satisfied and chose this as an interesting 

activity; some of the given reasons were, ―I am accustomed to speaking English 

among friends―, ―I can speak English spontaneously‖, ―I can share and help among 

friends‖, ―I can share ideas using English in groups‖, and ―I can listen to my friend‘s 

speech‖ (Appendix D.3). The last reason was interesting; it might be that some 

students could not share ideas in groups because of the difficulty of the material, but 

at least they were eager to listen to it. It suggested that they were involved and paid 

attention to what was going on in groups.  
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As for students‘ suggestions in the feedback forms, they suggested that the teacher 

should act as a facilitator; he/she had to provide more opportunities for students to 

practice speaking in the class (Appendix D.3). Agreeing with their suggestions, I 

planned to provide them more opportunities to practice speaking using games to 

prevent them from making notes during class activities. This would also show them 

that their feedback was an important contribution and that it was used as a basis for 

planning the next class activity.  

 

4.2.7 The seventh week 

I employed a game using cards in small groups of three to four members. Each group 

got one box of the cards; one of the members shuffled the cards, and then asked the 

person next to him/her to take one card and talk in English based on the words 

written on the card, and the others had to ask questions about what he/she talked 

about. This activity forced every student to speak English in groups. Since it was 

played as a game, it prevented students from making notes. 

 

1W, 23S and 2M were in one group. When 1W got his turn, he spoke few words and 

found it difficult to answer his friend‘s question. He explicitly said in Javanese 

―Don‘t ask me difficult questions; I am confused [I do not know what to say]‖. I 

appreciated his bravery to express what he felt in the group. His honesty made other 

members understand and ask him easy questions. At the same time, I found some 

other groups were active in asking each other question. I observed that they did not 

make notes, but they did make long pauses and mixed English and their native 

language (Javanese). 
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The activity ran well, all students were engaged and satisfied and they classified this 

as an interesting activity; some of the given reasons were, ―I can speak English 

without making notes‖, ―I can share ideas in English among new friends‖, and ―I can 

speak English without feeling of nervous‖ (Appendix D.3). They suggested repeating 

the same game with bigger groups. I planned to repeat it in order to get them used to 

speaking without making notes and I thought they were ready to work in bigger 

groups since they had already got to know most of the other students in the class.  

4.3 Reflection on my initial trial 

It was not easy to see any improvement in the students‘ confidence in speaking 

English after seven weeks of attendance. In the mid-semester break I held an 

interview to investigate students‘ perceptions about this. To evaluate my initial 

efforts I explored why some students tried to use opportunities to speak English in 

pairs and small groups maximally while others did not. Some of them were 

struggling to speak without making notes but others still depended on written 

preparation and were still nervous to share ideas in groups. A possible reason could 

be that they had not mastered the materials; they lacked vocabulary, grammar and 

pronunciation. This was supported by the answers from the interview when I asked 

about factors that contributed to improving their self-confidence in speaking English. 

(The original interview data are in Appendix D.1; only the extracts quoted in this 

chapter have been translated into English).  

14M: [We] master the material, so we can speak confidently in class because 

we know what to talk about. (D.1.1)  
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28S: The factors which make me confident are having extensive vocabulary 

so we can explore our speaking, then pronunciation so if we teach, it can 

improve our confidence, and the third is the partner/interlocutor. (D.1.1)  

9M: For me [factors which influence my confidence] are mastering materials 

and friends. If materials to talk about are interesting and up to date this 

triggers me to speak a lot although I mix using Indonesian [and English]. 

(D.1.1) 

Working in small groups promoted student confidence since it helped them to 

practice speaking English among their friends.  

6M: I am nervous if I have to speak directly in front of many students. 

Therefore working in small group like what you do, this makes me very 

happy. We practice speaking with three to five students. Although the group 

members are always changed with new friends, my fright is not as much as 

when I speak in large groups. [Working in groups] always motivates me; I 

have to be able to [speak]. This is an opportunity [to speak] not in a large 

group, I speak, although just little. (D.1.1) 

22S: Working in groups, every person has time and is given an opportunity to 

express ideas so he/she has to talk. (D.1.4)  

At the same time, speaking in a large group reduced students‘ confidence in speaking 

English. This was probably because they were still nervous to talk in large groups, 

particularly if they did not know their classmates well.  

2M: Speaking in front of large groups in a class makes me nervous. However, 

it depends on the listeners; if I know them I am not nervous [to speak] but if 

they are new, I used to be nervous. (D.1.2) 
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12W: If [I] have to speak in front of large groups, Bu. Emm... they look at 

me, this makes me uncomfortable. I feel I am not confident. Speaking in front 

of class is really needed to improve my self-confidence. We [should] be 

trained to speak in front of [class] step by step. (D.1.2) 

There was an interesting comment from a student that the changes of group members 

in every meeting improved students‘ confidence to speak English. I did not realize 

this at the beginning since it came up in the course of data collection. When I asked 

them to form small groups at the first meeting, they tended to choose friends that 

they knew, and then I intervened, always changing the partners at every meeting until 

they were ready to do it themselves. In the sixth week and the next, I left them free to 

choose their own partners, suggesting they choose people that they did not know, and 

they did as I requested.  

12W: I get little bit of improvement, I am more confident, because we always 

work in groups whose members always change; we are not always in a group 

with the same members, and as a result we are more confident to talk with 

different friends. (D.1.4)  

 

Another matter that came up in the interviews was that giving individual tasks helped 

each student share his/her task with others within their groups. Students were 

motivated to talk about and share the task with their classmates, although they still 

needed preparation to do it. An individual task facilitated each student sharing the 

task with others and provided him/her more opportunities to speak in groups until 

they could develop their independence. They shared ideas in English because they 

were happy and desired to do it, not because they had an individual task to share in 
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groups. The following comments related to discussion about individual tasks, as I 

have added in brackets. 

28S: It is effective and we speak more than before because now we have to 

speak in each meeting [since each student has an individual task to share in 

English]. In the previous semesters, we only listened; only students who were 

brave enough to answer the questions or give an opinion spoke English. But 

now we are given an opportunity to talk and we have to talk [based on our 

individual task], so the frequency of talking is more. (D.1.5) 

1W: Now we always work in groups, so every person has an opportunity to 

talk [based on his/her individual task], and it is a process; [I] need preparation 

in order to [speak] fluently. (D.1.4) 

27S: [The teaching method that the teacher uses] is effective because [we] 

have to always speak in each meeting [based on our individual task], such as 

describing a picture or other things. (D.1.5) 

 

Although working in groups provided students with more opportunities to practice 

speaking, it could cause boredom if the group members did not support practicing 

speaking English. Student opinion in the interview made me decide to change my 

approach after the midterm break so that all groups‘ members would be focused on 

practicing speaking English.  

9M: Working in groups is sometimes boring, such as when we have planned 

to study and concentrate on speaking English and suddenly our friends in 

groups speak using the local language, and if we do not respond, we don‘t 

feel good as friends. But if I respond to him/her, I want to speak English, so I 

just listen and after he/she finishes then we practice speaking English. (D.1.4) 
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After students experienced working in pairs and small groups, some of the students, 

especially strong students, suggested the teacher use larger groups to improve their 

confidence in speaking English. This seemed reasonable, since the strong students 

had extensive vocabulary so that they could master the materials easier in class and 

could practice speaking more.  

28S: If we only work in small groups our confidence does not improve, so 

when we are faced with another situation, our confidence drops. If we only 

speak in front of two or three people we are confident since we have got to 

know each other. [It is good] if you use a large group. (D.1.3)  

27S: Working in groups is needed, sometimes to work either in small or large 

groups. If we always work in small groups it is boring. (D.1.3) 

 

On the other hand, weak and middle level students suggested still employing small 

groups, since large groups made them nervous and gave them less opportunities to 

speak. It seemed that they still needed more opportunities to practice in small groups. 

It seemed that the materials were still difficult for at least weak and middle level 

students, and that was why they suggested the teacher use easy material and not 

always speak in English.  

25W: If you teach, do not only use English; I mean you have to mix [English 

and Indonesian]. If the teacher only speaks in English, not all students 

understand the meaning. [I] want to follow [the lesson] and know what the 

teacher is talking about. (D.1.3)  

11W: If [the teacher] always speaks in English, it makes students confused, 

Bu, so there must be a balance [between English and Indonesian]. (D.1.3)  
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On the other hand I also had to consider the strong students; they might lose interest 

if they found that the materials were not challenging. Therefore I planned to give 

challenging materials, but with homework for complex materials in order to give 

weak and middle level students time for preparation, so that they would not have to 

worry when they had to share ideas in groups. I could then gradually increase their 

complexity.  

 

A teacher, partners, and a comfortable class atmosphere can affect students‘ 

confidence in studying. Students suggested that there must be a good relationship 

between students and the teacher in order to create pleasant conditions during class 

activities. Moreover, partners also affected their confidence. When partners were 

good listeners and they did not look down on them, this makes students keep going 

to speak English confidently.  

15S: In my opinion, if the class is comfortable, students also will be 

comfortable to study. Therefore we can relax and not be under pressure. 

Create a comfortable atmosphere so students enjoy interacting with each 

other and the teacher as if they were friends. (D.1.3)  

24M: If I feel I am able to [speak English] I am confident. I feel I am able to 

[speak English] because of two factors: myself and external factors. I am 

brave [enough to speak English now]. The external factors are a teacher and 

friends. If the teacher is good to talk to, it influences my confidence [to 

speak], and friends, when [I] make mistakes, they do not laugh at me. 

Because if they laugh, it makes [me] feel down. (D.1.1) 
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As a teacher, I tried not to correct students‘ speech when they made grammatical 

mistakes or mispronunciations in the course of the conversation in order to keep 

them talking in groups. I observed that most students made grammatical mistakes 

and mispronunciations. In the interview, students suggested that I should correct their 

mistakes. I had been aware that there was a high risk to let students talk freely 

without using correct pronunciation or correct grammar. Even so, I did not correct 

them in the course of their conversation because I did not want to make them feel 

bad among their friends. I felt guilty that I did not do that. However, as English 

department students, they study not only the conversational English subject but also 

grammar and pronunciation subjects. Hopefully that would help them to produce 

correct English grammar and good pronunciation.  

7W: Ehm... em... the same with my friends [to improve students‘ confidence]; 

the most important, we do not need to be ashamed and keep trying to practice 

speaking English. This is good if you [the teacher] correct [our grammatical 

mistakes and mispronunciations]. If we are never corrected [about our 

mistakes], then we do not know whether [our grammar and pronunciation] 

are right or wrong. (D.1.3) 

 

I did not clearly understand why students still tended to make notes and memorize 

them before speaking among friends. I wondered if it was because they had not yet 

got to know their classmates or because they did not understand the materials or 

because they were affected by what they had experienced in the previous semesters. 

It seemed that the last might be the reason. The following were from the interview 

from all levels of students.  
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11W: The conversational English teachers in previous semesters gave us 

homework [to compose on a topic given by the teacher] just to be submitted; 

we seldom practiced [speaking English]. In my opinion all activities now are 

good. The previous activities did not help much; for example, we were given 

the theme ‗hometown‘, made notes at home then memorised it, just that; it 

did not help much, so for the conversational English subject we have to 

practice much like now. (D.1.4) 

9M: [My speaking English] improves, since we can express ideas freely. In 

previous semesters‘ [conversational English subjects] 1 and 2, we were given 

a concept first; for example next week we would talk about ‗the bank‘, so we 

had to write a composition about it and then practice it in front ot the class, so 

we had to memorise it at home. Every day it was like that. But now we get 

fresh materials and then we can express ideas freely, so we do not need to 

make notes anymore. (D.1.5) 

23S: The teacher provides more opportunities to speak [English] more, so it 

does not focus [only] to the teacher‘s explanation. [I] feel I speak [English] 

more because [we] are provided more opportunities [to do that]. In the 

previous semester, [we only] focused on texts, so [we just] read. (D.1.4) 

Some students were still nervous about sharing ideas in English among classmates, 

and besides they still depended on making notes as described above. Their 

confidence still needed to develop until they would not make notes anymore. Games 

and other challenging activities might be useful for that. I had to think of better 

strategies for improving their independence and minimising their nervousness in 

speaking. All participants will be English teachers in the future; they have to be able 

to speak English well as a medium of instruction when they teach. It came to my 
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mind that using a large group might help improve their confidence. I hoped they 

were not nervous anymore since they had already got to know their classmates.  

24M: Speaking in front of the classroom is needed since we will teach in the 

future; it is like training [for us] it is like micro teaching. (D.1.3) 

16M: Because I [study in the English Department] in Teacher Training and 

Education; I will be ashamed to my students [if I cannot speak English well]. 

(D.1.1) 

4.4 The action research cycle part two 

In the following weeks, based on the first student interview, my class observation 

and my journal, I reflected on and modified activities to improve students‘ 

confidence and to reduce their dependence on making notes. In view of the results of 

the interview, I considered making them speak English naturally and spontaneously, 

therefore I decided not giving an individual task to each student anymore after mid-

term. Giving an individual task was very useful to encourage each student to speak 

English in the group. However, I found that this made students depend on it too 

much. In my view it seemed that they only wanted to talk English in groups because 

they had to do it. Moreover, I also agreed with some students‘ suggestions in the 

interview to use larger groups after mid-term.  

 

4.4.1 The eighth week 

In the weeks before mid-term, I used only pairs and groups of three or four students, 

but in the eighth week, I used groups of six students. They had to guess the title of 

movies. To reduce students‘ nervousness, I had given homework on the topic in 

advance. In the first part of the activity, each student had to tell about his/her own 
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movie to the group, and the group‘s members had to guess the title. The next step 

after that was that the members of each group had to tell the story of his/her movie 

for the whole class to guess its title. To prevent them from bringing and reading their 

written preparation, I asked them to stand up when they told their story.  

 

When one group presented their stories for others to guess, I observed some students 

busy memorising their stories while they waited for their turn, namely 18W, 10W, 

8W, 22S, and 14M; 5W even kept looking words up in her dictionary. Regrettably, 

some students, namely 8W, 19M, and 14M, still brought and read their notes and 

when they told their movie stories they seemed memorised. I was upset to see some 

strong students also read their notes, such as 15S, 22S and 20S. On the other hand, I 

appreciated strong efforts from some weak and medium students who tried to tell 

their stories without reading their notes, namely 11W, 13M, 24M, 4W, 25W, 21W, 

26M and 2M, although they made long pauses and asked for help from their 

classmates when they encountered difficulties in English expression. I also observed 

that 16M and 1W were very nervous to talk in their group; they only told their story 

in three sentences and could not tell it completely. Some students still switched code 

between English, Indonesian and Javanese. Something interesting happened when 

18W saw 14M read her notes while she told her story: suddenly 18W said, ―Bu, she 

reads the notes, Bu‖. What 18W did may have been rude, but in my view it showed 

that he might want to suggest to other classmates to be independent in telling stories 

without reading notes.  

 

According to the student feedback forms, most of the students were happy and 

engaged with the class activity. Some of them suggested using and repeating this 
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activity with different topics. All students regarded this as an interesting activity; 

some of the reasons given were: ―Everybody gets an opportunity to speak English‖, 

―This is a new activity at the conversational English class‖, ―We like the 

conversational English class more than before‖, ―Nobody is sleepy‖, ―I get more 

spirit [to practice speaking English]‖, and ―I am more confident to speak English‖ 

(Appendix D.3). It seemed that they enjoyed the class activity; I planned to add to the 

groups‘ members in the next meeting to see if that made any improvement in their 

confidence in speaking English. 

 

4.4.2 The ninth week 

I employed large groups of twelve members to tell indigenous Indonesian stories. 

The class was divided into two large groups, namely groups A and B. Group A had 

to stand and make a big circle and were not allowed to bring anything. Everybody 

had to tell a story, and then the members of Group B had to guess the title and the 

place where the story is from. This encouraged them to speak to the whole class.  

 

Group A started, and while each student told his/her story, others seemed busy 

memorising before they got their turn to talk, namely 21W, 22S, 13M and 4W. Since 

there was no opportunity to read their notes, this forced them to speak independently. 

It was interesting to see that some students seemed only to memorise their stories; 

some of them told their stories with long pauses and sometimes switched in code to 

Indonesian. I observed most of the students engaged actively in this class activity. It 

was interesting to see some strong students cheated by writing some words on their 

hands, namely 20S and 27S. They looked at them several times while they were 

presenting their stories. A possible reason could be that they might feel ashamed if 
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they could not tell a story well, since their friends regarded them as clever students in 

their class.  

 

In the feedback forms, most students were happy and regarded this activity as 

interesting. A possible reason could be that each student could tell his/her story in 

front of large groups (Appendix D.3). I thought now was not the time to give an 

individual task to each student to see whether every student was still able to 

participate in groups. For this reason I reduced the number of group members. 

 

4.4.3 The tenth week 

In the tenth week I used group work consisting of six to seven people each.  Each 

student did not obtain an individual task. I gave a list of problems to solve in each 

group. I found that only some students engaged in sharing ideas in groups. 

Regrettably most of them discussed things in Indonesian or even in Javanese, as in 

the case of 8W, 5W, 3S, 10W, and 14M. Some of students looked words up in their 

dictionaries. Some students still seemed nervous and were not able to share ideas in 

their groups, namely 2M, 1W and 4W. They just kept silent and listened to their 

friends speaking during the class activity. 

 

I was upset: it seemed this was not a conversational English class; most of the 

students discussed things in Indonesian. It seemed that they only spoke English when 

I approached their group. However, I found some students made less notes. In the 

feedback forms, most of students were satisfied and considered this class activity 

interesting (Appendix D.3). Their positive comments made me decide to discontinue 

giving an individual task for each student.  
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4.4.4 The eleventh week 

The students were grouped into two large groups, namely A and B. I gave each group 

a different topic to discuss. Group A consisted of ten students and discussed 

corruption while group B consisted of eleven students and discussed abortion. Each 

group was given twenty to thirty minutes for discussion. After that, other group 

members would ask questions related to the topic. All group members had the same 

opportunity to ask or answer questions. I observed that some members of group A 

were engaged in sharing ideas in their group, although only in two or three sentences; 

these were 4W, 23S, 21W, 24M and 15S. I was pleased to see that 11W and 12W 

made much effort to share ideas and answered the questions from another group; 

28S, 3S and 9M were the most active in sharing ideas and answering the questions. 

At the same time, I observed that some students in group B shared ideas in English, 

although they only spoke in one to three sentences, namely 13M, 16M, 5W, 14M, 

26M, 1W and 18W. Most of them just listened to their friends speaking. In group B, 

7W and 20S were the most active members in sharing ideas and answering questions 

asked by another group.  

 

I observed that nobody made notes. Some students‘ facial expressions suggested they 

did not enjoy the activity. I wondered whether that was because they were still 

nervous to speak English in large groups or because both of the topics to discuss 

(corruption and abortion) were potentially embarrassing and ethically confronting. I 

felt guilty that the latter might be the reason that kept them from engaging actively in 

the activity. I observed that some students in groups A and B seemed reluctant and 

ashamed to give an opinion in discussion. I could see this from their facial 

expressions. In addition they might have lacked vocabulary and thus felt that those 
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topics were difficult to discuss. This was confirmed by student feedback, some 

students writing that the material was difficult to discuss. Some other students stated 

that they were not feeling well; they were rather sick and tired (Appendix D.3).  

 

In general the criteria that I used in selecting topics included that they should be 

challenging to discuss, since they were for university students. However, I was afraid 

some students might lose interest in attending class if they kept finding the material 

too difficult or sensitive to share, so I decided to use a movie to facilitate discussion 

for the next meeting. I still continued not giving individual tasks for each student in 

the following meeting. 

 

4.4.5 The twelfth week 

In the final week I gave challenging material by having students watch a Western 

movie with the title 17 Again, with no Indonesian subtitles. It was played for about 

45 minutes before they discussed it in groups of seven members. Regrettably some 

students came late after taking a listening test that the English Department gives 

before the written semester exam, so that they could not watch the whole film, and as 

a result they could not discuss it well in their groups. I also observed that some 

students did not concentrate on the lesson; they stated that they were going to have 

the listening test after the class. 

 

After watching the movie, students had to discuss the film in their groups. Some 

group members who watched the movie completely were able to share ideas about it 

well in English, such as 11W, 5W, 24M, 15S and 7W. Some students who came late 

suggested playing the movie again, but there was not enough time to do this. In the 
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feedback forms, most of the students were happy and regarded this as an interesting 

activity. A possible reason could be that this was the first time for them to watch a 

movie in the conversational English class. They commented that this activity was 

challenging (Appendix D.3).  

4.5 Students’ perception of their confidence in speaking English 

Distributing the same questionnaires in the first and the last meetings showed some 

students changed their perception slightly about their frequency in speaking English 

in class, their anxiety and their communicative competence. Table 4.3 below gives a 

summary, while the full results of the first and second questionnaire for each 

participant is in Appendix 20. 

Table 4.3. Results of Part A in the first and second questionnaire 

  

N = Never; SL = Seldom; SM = Sometimes; O = Often; A = Always 

 

 

NO Statement At the first meeting 

N= 28 

At the second meeting  

N= 28 

N SL SM O A N SL SM O A 

1 I speak English in a 

large group of 

friends in the 

classroom 

5 13 9 1    12 14 2 

2 I speak English in a 

small group of 

friends in the 

classroom 

2 8 15 3   1 3 16 8 

3 I speak English in 

pairs with friends in 

the classroom  

3 13 8 4   6 18 4  

4 I speak English to an 

acquaintance in the 

classroom 

16 10 2   9 11 8   

5 I speak English to a 

small group of 

acquaintances in the 

19 6 3   7 11 8 2  
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classroom 

6 I am afraid that 

others will laugh at 

me when I speak 

English  

3 5 10 8 2 7 7 12 1 1 

7 I feel that the other 

students are better 

than me at speaking 

 2 12 8 6 3 4 13 6 2 

8 I get nervous if I 

haven‘t prepared for 

speaking  

1 3 6 14 4 5 7 12 4  

9  In pair-work I worry 

if my partner is 

better than me at 

speaking English 

4 6 10 7 1 4 7 14 2 1 

10 I worry about 

making mistakes in 

speaking English in 

the class 

1 4 6 14 3 4 9 10 4 1 

11 I am nervous when 

the teacher speaks to 

me in English class 

2 3 16 5 2 7 10 9 1 1 

12 I am embarrassed to  

answer  teacher‘s 

questions in the 

English class  

2 5 15 4 2 3 9 13 3  

13 I get nervous when 

speaking in English 

class 

1 4 15 5 3 4 11 11 2  

 

With regard to students‘ frequency in speaking English (items 1 to 5), some students 

believed that they spoke English more frequently than before in either large or small 

groups in their class, and sometimes also in pairs (items 1 to 3). However, their 

perception about speaking English with acquaintances did not change as much; they 

still believed that they seldom spoke English with them (items 4 and 5). This seems 

to contradict my class observation, since I observed some students actively engaged 

in speaking English with acquaintances at the end of some meetings when they 

worked in their groups.  
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Student anxiety in speaking English is shown in items 6 to 13. They believed that 

their fright, inferiority, and anxiety in speaking English decreased slightly (items 6, 7 

and 9). They also perceived that their anxiety to speak English to their teacher and to 

answer his/her questions decreased (items 11 and 12). Moreover they believed that 

their dependence on making preparation had become less than before (item 8), with 

only four students still saying they often still experienced that feeling. Most were 

also less worried about making mistakes when they spoke English (item 10), 

although eleven out of twenty-eight students believed that they sometimes still felt 

nervous in speaking English in their class (item 13).  

 

Students‘ reactions about their frequency in speaking English and their anxiety were 

traced individually by comparing their initial ratings with final ratings, and these are 

presented in Appendix D.5. The data shows that most of the students believed that 

their frequency in speaking English increased, although only slightly. Some students 

from all levels who increased their frequency stated that:  

21W: It might be in semester one and two I attended the conversational 

English class where I did not feel comfortable. This might be because of its 

class atmosphere so I did not have spirit to speak [English], [I felt] reluctant 

[to speak]. But when I come to this classroom, I feel that really speaking 

English is enjoyable. From motivation [that you give], this keeps up my 

spirit.‖ ―[I am] in semester three [now] I have to be confident speaking 

[English]‖. (D.2.5)  

9M: To be honest, I [am more confident] because of you, Bu. In [the previous 

semesters] if I am going to speak English I make a draft at home; I prepare 

[what I will speak] this… this… this…You [explain materials] using 
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examples which connected to our real life. I do not need to make a draft 

[anymore]. I sometimes write a text in English to (student‘s name omitted) 

and make a joke in English among my friends outside of the class. (D.2.5) 

15S: Yes, Bu, [I] often speak [during class activities] because the method that 

[you] use is good which makes students speak. If [I] do not know the 

meaning of words, [I] can ask Bu Aam. Therefore, I am braver to ask [the 

teacher if I don‘t understand]; in the past I was not brave to do that. (D.2.5)   

 

On the other hand, some students perceived that their confidence did not improve, 

and even felt that their confidence in speaking English decreased, namely 2M, 6M, 

7W, 22S and 25W. The most common reasons were that they did not master material 

and were not in a good mood in class. Another reason was because they were absent 

from several meetings because of sickness, as in the case of 25W and 6M.  

2M: For me [to increase confidence in speaking] based on capability and 

mood. I sometimes have full of spirit to study but sometimes not. My heart 

feeling influences me [to speak in the class]. (D.2.1) 

7W: If I only understand the material a little, em... em... I can only speak few 

words. (D.2.2) 

With regard to anxiety, most students believed that their anxiety in speaking English 

decreased. That of one student, 18W, decreased the most:  

18W: When I speak English, some friends insult me, Bu. They say my 

vocabulary is poor, But I am more ... [confident to speak]. If they say my 

vocabulary is wrong, I do not care [about my friends‘ comments]; I do not 

listen to them. I use it as spirit [to improve myself], Bu. (D.2.1)  
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18W: [I] feel comfortable. I sometime admire you. [I] am not nervous at all 

[in speaking English]. Yes my confidence increases; I speak [English] more 

and em... em... [I] want... want to be able to [speak English well], Bu. I do not 

want to be looked down upon. I am eager to be able to [speak English]. My 

speaking is a little bit fluent. (D.2.4)  

 

However some students felt that their anxiety in speaking English increased, namely, 

2M, 8W, 13M and 25W. The reasons were that they did not master English 

vocabulary and did not know their friends well. Another reason was that they spoke 

in large groups.  

8W: The same [as my friend‘s opinion] Bu, if we master vocabulary we can 

speak English well. (Appendix D.2.1) 

2M: If I speak in front of large groups in a class, I feel nervous. [But] it 

depends on the listeners; if I have known them I am not nervous [to speak], if 

they are new [friends] I used to be nervous. (Appendix D.1.2) 

Students‘ perception of their communicative competence did not change much over 

the one semester. This can be seen by comparing the results from the first and second 

questionnaires in Table 4.4.  

Table 4.4. Results of Part B in the first and second questionnaire 

 

SD = strongly disagree D= disagree  N= neutral 

A = agree   SA= strongly agree 

 

No Statement.  

N= 28 

The first questionnaire  The second questionnaire 

SD D N A SA SD D N A SA N

A 

14 I have a strong 

English 

vocabulary 

 5 18 5   3 19 6   

15 I have a good 

understanding of 

 16 9 3   8 18 2   
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English grammar 

16 I have mastered a 

good English 

pronunciation  

1 10 14 3   5 18 4  1 

17 I am able to 

speak English to 

my English 

teacher 

2 6 16 3 1  5 19 4   

18 I am able to 

speak English to 

my classmate 

 4 12 11 1  1 17 10   

19 I am able to 

speak English to 

an acquaintance  

 10 12 6  1 5 17 5   

20 I participate more 

in English class 

activities 

1 17 8 1 1  6 14 8   

[Students were given to understand orally that the question for 21 to 28 was 

whether these help improve their confidence in speaking English] 

21 Having a strong 

English 

vocabulary 

 1 6 8 13   3 11 14  

22 Having a good 

understanding of 

English grammar 

 3 4 12 9  2 2 16 8  

23 Mastering a good 

English 

pronunciation  

 2 3 14 9  2 1 16 9  

24 Speaking English 

to your English 

teacher 

 1 7 14 6   6 15 7  

25 Speaking English 

to your classmate 

  7 14 7   3 17 8  

26 Speaking English 

to an 

acquaintance  

 5 15 8   2 16 8 2  

27 Participating 

actively in 

English class 

activities 

 3 8 11 6   6 12 10  

28 Making written 

preparation 

before speaking 

in class 

 2 11 13 2 2 8 15 2 1  

 

The students believed that their English vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation 

were at a moderate level (items 14 and 16); their responses were neutral for these 
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matters, as they were for their ability to speak English to their English teacher, 

classmates and acquaintances (items 17 - 19). However their perceptions about their 

mastery of grammar and their participation in class improved slightly (items 15 and 

20). A possible reason could be because they were used to working in groups, which 

helped them to engage more in practicing speaking English. In general most students 

perceived their competence was neutral. 

 

With regard to factors that affected students‘ confidence, they believed that 

mastering vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation and practicing speaking English 

either to their teacher or classmates improved their confidence (items 21-25). 

Practicing speaking to acquaintances did not influence their confidence much (item 

26). Moreover they changed their perceptions about class participation and making 

written preparation before speaking. Twenty-two out of twenty-eight students 

believed that participating actively in the class improved their confidence (item 27). 

At the same time, most students changed their perceptions about using written notes 

to prepare for speaking; only three out of twenty-eight students still agreed that 

written preparation improved their confidence in speaking English (item 28).  

4.6 Factors which influenced students’ confidence in speaking 

English 

All respondents who participated in the first interview also did a second one, except 

one (22S), which was held at the end of the semester outside of class time. This was 

intended to obtain information on students‘ experiences during the implementation of 

all activities for improving their confidence in the conversational English class 

during the semester. The full data from the second interview are in Appendix D.2. 
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The results of the second interview were almost the same as the first, since the 

questions were similar, and were on such things as factors which increased or 

decreased students‘ confidence in speaking English.  

 

4.6.1 Factors which increased students’ confidence 

The results from the interviews relating to the factors that improved students‘ 

confidence were consistent with the results from the questionnaires as described 

above (Table 4.4) about the factors which improved students‘ confidence. 

 

4.6.1.1 Teacher’s teaching methodology using group work  

Students believed that the teacher‘s teaching methods might influence their 

confidence to speak English in a class. Some students commented that their teacher 

from the previous semester tended to use a monotonous teaching methodology for 

the conversational English subject. Moreover, using group work provided students 

with opportunities to practice speaking English more during class activities.  

12W: At the beginnings [I] was afraid and under pressure [attending your 

class]. Based on the past experiences in semester one and two [in the 

conversational English class], the class was always monotonous. We thought 

the conversational English subject [this semester] would also be like that, we 

only memorise and then... then... like that... monotonous, so we think [your 

teaching] would be like that, but... day after day it does not look like that. 

There are many friends and some of them I have not got to know yet. They 

are new friends but [I] feel comfortable in the class. Besides that [you] 

employ many variations in your teaching methodology and therefore we are 

not bored. Day after day [I] feel confident [to speak English]. In the past [I 
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was] nervous if I spoke in front of large group. I was afraid if I made mistake 

in speaking [English] but now it does not happen anymore. (D.2.4)  

25W: Yes, if it is compared with semester two, it is different, very different… 

very different. The difference is if in semester two, the teacher explained 

everything and if students did not understand… it was fine if they did not 

respond to it. [Students] had to obey their teachers; whatever he/she said they 

had to follow. There was no small group, [he/she] seldom [used groups]. [In 

the past] there were groups consisting of three to four students for the purpose 

of mid or final examinations to speak English. That… that [working in 

groups] was only for mid or final examination but not for daily class activity. 

[We] were asked to practice [speaking for the examination]. Students knew 

about this; they were given few examples [of how to work in groups for 

examination]. (D.2.4)  

5W: Yes Bu if it is compared to previous semester, I prefer to attend your 

class, Bu. Your teaching methods support us in being able to practice 

speaking English because in each meeting [we] always practice [speaking]. In 

the previous semester, [the teacher instructed that] tomorrow you have to 

converse about this… this… but you are not like that, Bu. (Appendix D.2.4) 

It was interesting that one student commented that he/she was nervous if he/she was 

chosen to speak English in front of the class in the previous semester. His/her hands 

were cold and his/her heart beat rapidly. However, that experience lessened after 

he/she became used to participating actively during class activities. 

3S: Considering myself, [all activities] affect [me very much]. In the past in 

the conversational English one and two, when we were asked [to speak in 

front of the class], [I] felt… then my hands were cold, but this may be  
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because of [your] teaching methods in the conversational English three… 

those experiences lessened, such as cold hands and nervousness lessened. 

[Now] if I speak [English] and I still make many mistakes, I am still very 

confident. Not like in the past, [I] am not afraid and my heart does not beat 

dag... dig... dug... anymore. (D.2.4) 

Homework might burden students. I seldom use it for the conversational English 

subject since I understand that students have an opportunity to speak English only in 

the class. I only gave homework for complex materials in order that weak and middle 

level students could prepare better to speak in groups. When I started to use larger 

groups I used game activities so students could practice speaking English in 

comfortable class atmosphere.  

11W: After following all activities, in my opinion they helped me to improve 

my [English] ability. In previous semesters, I was so lazy to speak [in the 

class]. Everything changes now; [even] I sometimes speak English outside of 

the class. Although I make some mistakes it is no problem, because the 

methods that you applied do not burden me. This makes me comfortable to 

study inside and outside of the lesson; therefore I speak [English] more. Your 

teaching method makes me aware [as a candidate English teacher to master 

speaking skill]. (D.2.4) 

7W: I like [your] teaching techniques, how you teach … I can accept [them], 

Bu. I like them. According to me they are good. (D.2.4) 

27S: Mastering materials improves [my] confidence since after midterm most 

of the activities used games such as watching a movie, [then we] work in 

groups to answer questions so we have spirit, Bu … each group has spirit to 

get a good score. This improves our confidence. Because the teaching method 
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before and after midterm was slightly different. The class atmosphere was 

comfortable and [I] also master materials. (D.2.1) 

I used pairs and then small groups of three to four to familiarise them with speaking 

among classmates step by step. Therefore, students were accustomed to practice 

speaking English in small groups, and then when it extended to large groups they 

were ready and not afraid anymore. After the midterm break, all activities were 

carried out in larger groups and starting from the tenth week students did not have 

individual tasks to share in the groups (see Section 4.4.3).  

13M: At the beginning, we worked in small groups until we were accustomed 

to doing it and then when it developed into large groups we were not afraid 

anymore. (D.2.4)  

1W: Em… the method … the method. In the past, [we] had to speak in front 

of the class, speaking alone, Bu and most of activities were like that, so they 

were not [designed] step by step. [We] directly [have to speak English in 

front of the class]. (D.2.4) 

A majority of students preferred working in small groups rather than in large groups. 

Perhaps they perceived that working in large groups was wasting time. This might be 

because some students only listened to their friend‘s speaking and they did not get 

enough opportunity to share ideas in large groups. Another possible reason is that 

they still did not know their friends well. 

21W: I dislike [speaking in] large groups, because it is wasting time, Bu. It 

means when someone talks, others just keep silent. (D.2.2)  

10W: If [we have to speak] in front of the class, there are a large people this 

makes uncomfortable. In particular if we do not know them well. If we know 

them it does not matter to speak in front, but if there are many people that we 
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do not know them; this makes [us] uncomfortable em... em... this lessens 

[our] confidence. (D.1.2)  

19M: Speaking to four or five people is fine; [we] can to speak to whomever 

if in a small group. (D.2.1) 

 

4.6.1.2 Numbers of members in small groups  

In the interview, some students pointed out that their group had two to five people.  

However, most of them noted that they most liked group work with two to three 

members. This might be because with two to three members, each of them had more 

opportunities to practice speaking English. This is reasonable, since they were able to 

practice speaking English only in the conversational English class, and they wanted 

to maximise every opportunity to practice.  

14M: It is effective if a small group consists of two to three people. In a small 

group all of us have an opportunity to speak. (D.2.3) 

3S: The teaching method that you use mostly is group work, Bu. Most 

activities are in large groups. In my opinion, use small groups which focus on 

improving [our speaking English] ability. Reduce the number of group 

members in large groups. The maximum [members in a small group] is three 

and in daily activity just two people. (D.2.3)  

5W: Form small groups whose maximum consists of three people, so each 

person can speak. There is an opportunity [to speak]. We feel that we are 

united and our inspiration can be integrated as one group. (D.2.3) 

1W: Friends also influence [my confidence], Bu. I am not confident if [I 

speak] in front of many friends. A [small] group consists of three to four. 

(D.2.1)  
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20S: I prefer to work in groups with five or four people than with ten people 

since that makes me not confident. (D.2.1) 

Students commented that six members gave them less opportunity to speak. In large 

groups some members did not get enough opportunity to speak since there were 

some members who tended to dominate and speak a lot in groups.  

9M: If I speak to two or three people I can do it, but if I have to speak in front 

of six people, I look at them.... then... I want to speak but I can not [I] can not. 

(D.2.2)  

14M: If [we are] in large groups, there are some students that speak a lot and 

others have less opportunity [to speak]. (D.2.3) 

 

4.6.1.3 Mastering vocabulary, pronunciation, structure and 

materials  

Students perceived that their confidence improved when they had strong vocabulary, 

structure, and pronunciation and had mastered materials, at least for weak level 

students. They could say whatever they wanted since they knew words and knew 

how to pronounce them correctly, so they were not afraid of making mistakes.  

5W: In my opinion, mastering vocabulary improves my confidence and I feel 

I am not ashamed to my friends, Bu... vocabulary and structure [improve my 

confidence]. (D.2.1) 

10W: Vocabulary and pronunciation, Bu; if I speak and I master those things 

we can speak to whomever we are confident to. It means we are confident [to 

speak]. But if we don‘t master them, if we want to speak like this... or that... 

we are afraid of making mistakes. (D.2.1) 
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1W: Mastering English knowledge, such as mastering em… emm… 

materials, grammar and the topic, and then vocabulary, and pronunciation. It 

may be [the important thing] is [mastering] pronunciation if grammar is em... 

em... (D.2.1) 

 

4.6.1.4 Changing group members  

Changing group members might improve students‘ confidence. A possible reason 

could be because changes of partners accustomed them to talk to different people in 

each meeting.  

12W: Yes, Bu. I wish my spoken [English] improves. In particular for the 

speaking [class] working in small groups and a change of group members 

make us accustomed to doing it and this can also improve self-confidence. 

(D.2.1) 

8W: It is comfortable, Bu, although we are from different classes. Yes, Bu, 

[my confidence] increases. In the previous semesters we did not speak 

English but now we always practice and practice. This improves [our] 

confidence. We have different friends [in groups], so it is nice working in 

groups. (D.2.5)  

 

4.6.1.5 Practising speaking English more during class activities  

An interesting response that students gave in the second interview but they did not 

mention in the initial one was that they believed that the more they practised 

speaking English, the more they improved their confidence. This might be because 

they experienced a semester when they were accustomed to practising speaking 

English in each meeting. They might feel their confidence was enhanced because 
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they had a lot of practice speaking English. This agreed with the results from the 

questionniare which showed that 22 out of 28 students believed that participating 

actively in the class improved their confidence (Table 4.4). Others also noted that:  

15S: My confidence improves because [I] always practise Bu. [I] always 

speak English in small and large groups. From those activities we are 

accustomed to speaking English. This becomes a habit, therefore we are not 

ashamed anymore; this might be because we are accustomed to [speaking 

English], so [we] always practise [speaking]. (D.2.1) 

6M: Practise more, such as today we pronounced certain words, if [we] 

mispronounce those words we will not repeat [those mistakes] anymore. 

(D.2.1) 

17M: Yes… [I speak English] more because [we] always practise speaking. 

Yes! It means because [we] practise [speaking English] more. (D.2.4)  

 

4.6.1.6 Comfortable class atmosphere   

A comfortable class atmosphere promoted students‘ confidence to speak English. 

The belief that they could always obtain help, whether from their teacher or 

classmates when they encountered difficulties in speaking English, lessened their 

anxiety to speak English in groups. Knowing their classmates well might also create 

a conducive class atmosphere.  

7W: Almost the same with my friends‘ opinion, [factors which improve 

confidence] are friends, a supportive class atmosphere, the teacher, materials 

and teaching techniques. (D.2.1) 

28S: Yes... because [the class atmosphere] is comfortable, so everything we 

do is enjoyable, although there are many new friends [in the class]. We like 
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the way you teach us. In the previous semesters [i.e. conversational subjects 1 

and 2], my friends and I did not know each other and the class atmosphere 

was uncomfortable (D.2.4).  

13M: I enjoy the lesson, Bu, because in the conversational English class when 

we encounter difficulties, we can ask either friends or the teacher. (D.2.4) 

26M: Mastering materials [and] a comfortable class atmosphere. It is not 

under pressure.  (D.2.1)  

 

4.6.2 Factors which lessen students’ confidence 

4.6.2.1 Type of partners  

Some students, at least at the weak and middle levels, preferred to work with a 

partner whose spoken English skills were at the same level or lower than theirs. A 

possible reason could be because they were embarrassed about making mistakes, 

such as mispronunciation. This might make them feel inferior about continuing to 

speak. 1W stated that he/she felt inferior if he/she had to talk to a partner whose 

English level was better than his/hers (D.2.2). Similarly 17M pointed out that he/she 

felt uncomfortable to speak to partners whose spoken English skills were better than 

his/hers (D.1.1). As another reason, students also felt that they could talk and share 

ideas freely when they were at the same level in their spoken English skills, as stated 

in the following:  

10W: Depends on partners: if he/she is better than I, I feel uncomfortable and 

I am not confident. When [I] want to …want to express ideas, he/she speaks 

first [and] I cannot speak, Bu... (D.2.2)  



115 

 

16M: Yes, I always keep silent. In my opinion my friends speak [English] 

well! [This makes] me confused, therefore friends or interlocutors [can 

decrease my confidence], Bu. (D.2.2) 

11W: I am confident to speak English to a friend who is not... not better than 

me [in spoken English ability]; therefore, I can speak [in English] whatever [I 

want]. His/her level is the same as mine or even lower than mine, so when I 

speak and I make mistake I am not embarassed, Bu... (D.1.1)  

25W: If I speak to [friends] who are better than me [in speaking English] I 

feel inferior. However, if they are good [at speaking] they might be able to 

help and share. But I feel it is enjoyable [to talk] to friends who are in the 

same level; we can correct each other. (D.1.2) 

Students liked partners who were at a similar level. Perhaps they might feel down 

when their partners corrected them if they made mistakes in practising speaking.  

21W: To be honest, Bu… if friends whom I talk to their [spoken English 

skills] is the same level [as mine] or if it is possible that their level is lower 

[than mine]. If their levels [in spoken English skills] are better than me I feel 

inferior; I speak with long pauses or if I make mistakes [e.g. 

mispronunciation], then they tell me about it; I feel… I already did something 

wrong, so the minimum [requirement for partners for me is that] they are in 

the same level [as me]. (D.1.1) 

However, some students commented that it would be fine to have partners who were 

better in their spoken English as long as they spoke in small groups, not in large 

groups. Perhaps they were still nervous about speaking in large groups. 

19M: Speaking in large groups, not mastering materials and the mood 

[decrease my confidence], Bu. If [we are] speaking in small groups and there 
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is a friend whose spoken English is better, this is no problem, but if [we are] 

speaking in large group and there is a friend whose spoken English is better, 

[I feel] uncomfortable… this lessens my confidence [to speak]. (D.2.2) 

9M: [Factors which lessen my confidence in speaking] are [if I] do not know 

the materials, then a large audience, — em... em... the more listeners, the 

more nervous and the more [I] feel down — and different level of [spoken 

English skills from partners] such as if [I speak] to partners [whose level of 

English] is ordinary, I am confident, but if they speak fluently then...  (D.2.2)  

Some students were also not confident about talking to partners that they did not 

know yet. This might make them uncomfortable to talk to them.  

8W: There are also some new friends whose English is fluent. This makes me 

nervous because I am not fluent in speaking English. (D.2.2) 

13M: Friends whom I do not know yet and he/she is taciturn, so it is hard to 

talk to [him/her]. (D.2.2) 

At the same time, a few students liked to have partners whose spoken English skills 

are better than theirs in the groups. This is because advanced partners in spoken 

English skills can be a motivation to do better. More advanced partners were also 

able to tell them when they made mistakes in speaking English. They were able to 

help since they might have an extensive English vocabulary.  

5W: [If] I speak to friends who are better than me [in spoken English] so I am 

motivated to be able to speak like them, Bu, so I want to be like them, to be 

able to [speak English] like them. Friends are a motivation for me. I want to 

be like them, like that, Bu. (D.1.1) 

18W: For me [a factor which improve my confidence] is curiosity. Unlike 

(student‘s name omitted), [if I] speak to friends who are better than me I am 
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not nervous… this encourages me to do better. If I make mistakes [they will] 

tell me. Therefore if partners are better than me it does not matter, they will 

tell me if I make mistakes. (D.1.1) 

There were a few students, in particular strong level ones, who believed that the 

partners‘ attitude affected students‘ confidence. When partners wanted to listen 

carefully and patiently, responded nicely and were kind, these increased students‘ 

confidence to speak. This is supported by the following interviews: 

27S: The same as [my friend‘s idea], Bu, the important [thing] is 

partners/interlocutors. If they respond [to our speaking] nicely, we feel 

confident [to speak English]. If they are better in spoken English skills but 

they are kind and they do not look down on [our speaking], it does not matter, 

Bu. For example, I and (student‘s name omitted), her vocabularies might be 

more extensive than mine, but he/she does not insult [me by saying] ―ah, [the 

pronunciation] is not like that‖. Like that... like that... so I feel fine to speak 

with her. Therefore, the important thing is how [our] partners‘ attitude is. It 

does not affect [me] whether they are better, the same level or lower [than 

me]; it does not affect [my confidence to speak]. (D.1.2) 

28S: The partner can affect such things as what other friends feel; when we 

talk and someone says ―[the pronunciation is] not like that‖, it can lessen [my 

confidence], so if friends want to listen to whatever we say, although we 

make mistakes in grammar and pronunciation, they still want to listen, this 

can improve our confidence [in speaking English] and then they are not 

irritable people, they are good partners to talk to. (D.1.1)  
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4.6.2.2 Teacher’s behaviours in the class  

Some students noted the teacher‘s behaviours might affect students‘ confidence to 

speak English, such as if he/she liked to blame students when they made mistakes in 

pronounciation. They commented that a teacher should have a good relationship with 

his/her students, such as by being friendly and helpful. He/she should understand the 

students‘ situation in the class. 25W pointed out that a teacher should care for 

students and this could affect students‘ confidence (Appendix D.2.2). 18W 

commented: ―Yah! Such as a teacher who does not understand his/her students: 

he/she tends to blame students; this [makes] me nervous‖ (Appendix D.2.2). Others 

also noted that:  

21W: For me, Bu... a teacher wants us to be able to [speak]; we understand 

that we have to speak because this is the purpose of [the conversational 

English subject].  A teacher‘s facial behaviour can affect students, such as 

when he/she instructs [us] in a friendly way, Bu, that we are here as a family, 

we study together so we can enjoy [it], but when a teacher feels that he/she is 

superior we feel… [he/she] does not understand students‘ feelings. So a 

teacher should notice the situation. It does not mean that [he/she] has to make 

jokes much. I think sometimes a joke is needed, if not it seems that a teacher 

does not care, but when we have to be serious [students] also have to be 

serious. It does not mean that the class must be under pressure, [so a teacher] 

should be clever in creating a comfortable class atmosphere. (D.2.2)  

28S: We are forced to keep the class atmosphere quiet. We sometimes need…  

need a relaxed class atmosphere, but we are forced to be under pressure. 

He/she makes a bad mood face so this makes us lazy. This is my past 

experience, so… I don‘t understand the materials and do not know what to 
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talk about. A teacher has to be able to understand students because he/she has 

also been a student and he/she has to understand the real situation of students. 

He/she has to know it better; he/she feels it so we feel it for each other. 

(D.2.2) 

Students commented that teacher‘s facial expression could affect their confidence. 

This might be because the expression made students afraid to ask something or even 

affected their spirit for attending the class.  

9M: In my opinion, a teacher must not show a frightening face, meaning ‗no 

smiling and do not show a ―killer‖ face.‘ This means... means [he/she] should 

greet [students], such as say hello to [them]. This will inspire [students] to 

attend his/her lesson. If they are happy, they always want to attend the class, 

but if a teacher is frightening, [students] do not want to attend his/her class. 

They look for reasons [not to attend]. They prefer to choose to attend another 

lecture or ask their friends to ask the teacher‘s signature for their attendance 

list [even though they do not attend the class]. (D.2.3) 

10W: A teacher... must be close to students Bu, so he/she does not show a 

scary face, such as (teacher‘s name omitted). This makes students lazy to 

attend the class. If we are lazy and the lesson has already started, we cannot 

connect [with] the lesson, so [we do not] understand. There must be 

connection [between students and a teacher]. (D.2.3)  

13M: A teacher must be friendly to students, so when they want to ask [about 

the lesson] they are not ashamed. He/she should not become angry easily. 

This makes students quite ashamed and afraid if they want to ask. (D.2.3)   
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4.6.2.3 Not mastering materials, vocabulary, pronunciation and 

grammar  

When students did not understand materials and did not have strong vocabulary and 

pronunciation, this lessened their confidence. This is because they are afraid of being 

laughed at by their friends. When they did not understand materials they could not 

speak a lot about them.  

12W: I lack vocabulary, and pronunciation. I am afraid of being laughed at. It 

is noticed [that I cannot speak]; I am not confident to pronounce English 

words well. Really I can do it. Oh… [I know] the written words, but I cannot 

pronounce them [correctly], Bu. (D.2.2)  

27S: Not mastering materials, for example, Bu… [when we watch] movie, 

what is it about? [In general I] understand [its story], but when [we] are asked 

to tell about it I do not understand [it in detail], so I just talk a little about it. I 

feel I am not confident… what should I say? So I am blank; [I am] not 

confident because I see most of my friends understand [the materials], they 

are able to [talk about it]. This might be only [my] feeling, Bu. This lessens 

[my] confidence, in particular when I see my friends who master materials. 

[I] see my friends master materials and I do not… so [this makes] me drop; I 

do not know what to talk about. (D.2.2) 

23S: I am nervous, I am afraid of making mistakes in grammar and lack of 

vocabulary. (D.1.2) 

16M: Something that makes me feeling down in speaking [English] is 

structure and vocabulary. My vocabulary is not good [i.e. extensive] enough. 

(D.1.2) 



121 

 

25W: I lack vocabulary; the ideas are in my mind but they do not come out, 

Bu. I cannot [speak up]; it is sometimes hard to [speak], Bu. This is because 

[I] may seldom practise speaking or may be because … (D.2.1)  

4.7 The students’ views on their conversational English class 

4.7.1 What a teacher has to do to improve students’ confidence in speaking 

English 

Students‘ views varied when they were asked what a teacher has to do to improve 

their confidence in speaking English. As discussed above, teachers‘ behaviour could 

affect students‘ confidence in speaking English (4.6.2.2).  

24M: A teacher can influence [student‘s confidence]; he/she can improve or 

decrease it. (D.2.1)  

 

4.7.1.1 Do not always speak English  

The students‘ responses to the questionnaires (Table 4.4) indicated that students did 

not feel their competence was very strong. Therefore it was reasonable when some 

students suggested the teacher use English and Indonesian mixed in the class. This 

might be because they still felt it difficult to understand the teacher‘s explanation if 

he/she only used English. 

25W: If you teach, do not only use English; I mean you have to mix [English 

and Indonesian]. If the teacher only speaks in English, not all students 

understand the meaning. [I] want to follow [the lesson] and know what the 

teacher is talking about. (D.1.3)  

11W: If [the teacher] always speaks in English, it makes students confused, 

Bu, so there must be a balance [between English and Indonesian]. (D.1.3) 
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4.7.1.2 Allow students to switch in code between English and 

Indonesian  

Some students felt it was difficult to express ideas in English. This made them switch 

code into Indonesian and even into Javanese when they had problems in finding 

proper English words in the course of conversation. I neither forbade nor encouraged 

them to switch code between English and Indonesian. This made them comfortable: 

when they suddenly did not know the right English word, they could immediately 

express it in Indonesian; therefore their communication ran naturally among their 

friends. In the previous semester, when students were forbidden to switch into 

Indonesian, they were confused and did not know what to talk about in English.   

23S: I like the teaching method that you use; this is natural teaching. In the 

past, a teacher made the rule that we [students] must not switch code 

[between English and Indonesian] in class, Bu. As a result [when we spoke] 

and we did not know the English word, we were confused [we did not know 

what to say], but it is not like that now. We just practise and practise speaking 

directly. (D.1.3)  

4.7.1.3 Motivate and provide more opportunities to practice 

speaking English 

Most students were still nervous to speak English, although they believed that their 

anxiety in speaking English decreased slightly by the end of the semester. I 

motivated them to practice speaking English during class activities since they were 

prospective English teachers and that therefore speaking English skills were very 

important for their future jobs. From the video I was surprised when I saw one of my 

students, namely 9M, crying in the course of an interview while she was telling me 



123 

 

that in the middle of the night she cried because she remembered my advice and 

motivation in the class.  

 

Some students were still afraid of making mistakes (see Table 4.3). It might not be a 

good decision when I let them practise speaking with incorrect English grammar and 

switching in code between English and Indonesian in the course of their 

conversation. However, I did not want to make students feel down and stop trying to 

practice speaking English among their classmates. 22S commented, ―I like the 

teaching methods that you employ using small groups; all students can speak among 

them. At the beginning you give motivation, then form groups and then explain the 

materials‖ (D.1.3). Others also commented that: 

5W: I speak [English] more than before. I have a desire to speak and speak. I 

have strong spirit to speak; although it is recorded, I am not afraid anymore 

since we are accustomed to speaking [English] among friends. I feel 

comfortable, and this brings the change. This may be because you motivate 

me [in a way] that I never got before, Bu. (D.2.5) 

21W: In my opinion, I like when you motivate us, such as ―Practise your 

speaking English; it doesn‘t matter if you make mistakes [at the beginning]‖. 

Honestly those words support and encourage me. At the beginning I am not 

confident to practise speaking [English] and then you said that ―It doesn‘t 

matter if you make mistakes‖. This encourages me to be more confident to 

speak [English] although I make mistakes. (D.1.3) 

28S: [Factors] which increase [students‘] self-confidence, first: motivation 

from the teacher. The teacher is friendly, welcome and cooperative [person]. 

Therefore, [when we] want to speak [we] are not afraid of making mistakes. 
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Then, friends, they are also cooperative people. If sometimes there are 

[friends], for example, when we make mistakes [in pronunciation] they insult 

or laugh at [us]. If friends, they understand oh... we are still studying and they 

even want to correct [our mistakes], this can increase [our] confidence. Then 

the atmosphere around is conducive, enjoyable and comfortable; this 

increases [students‘] confidence. Yah! The class atmosphere to speak is like 

those [conducive, enjoyable and comfortable]. (D.2.1) 

Since English is a foreign language in Indonesia, students do not practise enough 

speaking English except when they are in the conversational English class. At the 

beginning students perceived that they seldom or never spoke English in pairs or 

small groups (Table 4.1). Therefore I provided them more opportunities to practise 

speaking English more in groups. At the end of meeting some students believed that 

they spoke English more frequently than before in either large or small groups in 

their class (Table 4.3). 

25W: Em… em... yes in each meeting [we] speak English, Bu so we have a 

little improvement [in speaking]. In each meeting [we] have to speak English, 

[I] mean students are involved in speaking English, not only [the teacher] is 

active [speaking]. There is a discussion, yes… [we] speak [English]. Each 

student is provided an opportunity to speak. [We] speak [English] much not 

only in the speaking examination. [In the past] there was a teacher here… in 

daily activities [in the class], he/she seldom [provided students opportunities 

to] speak [English] much, but he/she asked [students] to speak [English] 

much in the speaking examination. Students were not accustomed to speaking 

[English much] directly. Wow! [We had to] speak [English] much [in the 

examination], but in daily activities [in class we] did not [have an opportunity 
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to speak English much] and emm… em… [we] seldom spoke [English]. 

(D.2.3)  

17M: In each meeting, we have to talk. In the conversational English subject 

in the previous semesters, we only spoke in several meetings. We prepared at 

home that we would talk this… this... but [we] sometimes did not always 

remember [what we had to talk about], at the beginning [when we spoke in 

front of class] we were blank. We forgot, Bu. (D.2.3) 

Some students commented that their teacher‘s teaching methodology during the 

previous semester made them develop the habit to make notes before speaking (see 

Section 4.3) and provided few opportunities to speak English in class. 

2M: Yes, almost the same [as my friend‘s opinion]. [We are] provided an 

opportunity [to speak English] in each meeting. In semester one and two [we] 

were seldom provided an opportunity to speak. (D.2.4) 

23S: [I] am able to [speak English]. It is better… better than in the previous 

semester, in semester two. It is helpful because we are provided an 

opportunity to speak in large groups Bu, we discuss with each other. In 

semester two, there was a meeting [between the teacher and students]; in each 

meeting [we] were only provided few opportunities to speak [English], Bu. 

The teacher also only gave us few examples. (D.2.4)  

27S: The same as [my friend‘s opinion], Bu, in the conversational English in 

semester three, [we] have to talk, we are given materials [each student gets 

individual task] so we have no choice, we have to speak. The most important 

thing is that our vocabulary improves, our confidence also increases, and 

interaction among friends also increases. In the past, I just listened to the 

teacher [explaining materials]. We just spoke [English] a little bit; if we were 
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asked to [answer questions] we answered but if not [we] just kept silent. 

(D.2.4) 

 

4.7.1.4 Have good attitude and create a comfortable class 

atmosphere  

The teacher‘s attitude affected students‘ confidence in speaking English as described 

in section 4.6.2.2 above. Even teacher‘s facial expressions might create an 

uncomfortable class atmosphere and affect students‘ spirit to study in the class.  

6M: The teacher‘s characteristics affect [my confidence to speak]. To be 

honest, you are friendly to students, Bu. In the previous semester, the teacher, 

when students looked at him/her, [they] felt under pressure. Their mentality 

was down, [we were] under pressure. (D.2.4) 

18W: Depends on the teacher: if the teacher, his/her aura, is not comfortable, 

it makes me afraid [of speaking]. But in this semester three with you, 

Alhamdulillah [i.e. thanks to God], [I] fell comfortable. (D.1.2) 

To create a conducive class atmosphere, a teacher could start his/her lesson by 

forming small groups first until students were accustomed to doing it. At the 

beginning of the lesson, a teacher should not ask hard questions of students in 

English. Because they might not be able to answer them, this could influence their 

mood to study in the class. He/she also should have a strong relationship with 

students. 

24M: The factors which decrease self-confidence might be from a teacher. At 

home, I prepared [the lesson]. Ah!! When [I come to the class], I am asked [a 

question by my teacher] and I cannot answer it; I feel worried. If a teacher 

asks a question [in English], this makes me nervous. (D.1.2) 
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15S: Yes, I feel enjoyable, and comfortable, Bu, because of the feeling of 

togetherness [as we] become close. The [relationship] between the teacher 

and students is close, so the [class atmosphere] is comfortable and enjoyable. 

(D.2.4) 

 

4.7.2 Activities conducted in the class for one semester 

The majority of students noted that most activities held during the semester promoted 

their confidence to practise speaking English more than before. They commented 

that most of the activities were effective and made them comfortable to practise. 

Since all activities were in groups, they felt that they practised speaking English 

more. Others commented that: 

10W: Yes, [activities in this semester] affect [my speaking]. In the past, if I 

wanted to speak… it was hard, Bu. If [we were asked] to speak in front of the 

class it was very hard, Bu. If now we are accustomed to doing this because in 

each meeting we always speak and speak, so now we are accustomed to 

doing it. [I] am brave for speaking in front; this is no problem anymore 

because we are accustomed to doing it. (D.2.4)  

26M: [I am] confident to speak; in the past I kept silent if the teacher did not 

point to me to [speak]. Now working in groups encourages me to be more 

confident; [we] are not asked but we have to ask [our group members]. This 

may be because in each meeting we always speak and then the class 

atmosphere is comfortable. (D.2.4) 

The class activities held in small groups encouraged students to support each other to 

practise speaking English among their groups. When one group member was passive, 

others persuaded him/her to try to speak English in groups.  
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4W: Force is sometimes needed in order to speak; I am forced to speak by my 

friends in groups. Because there is an opportunity, I am forced by my friends 

to speak. (D.2.5) 

7W: The first factor [that improves my confidence] is friends: if the friend 

that I talk to speaks a lot, this supports me to speak a lot too. [I get] partners 

in small groups, the method that you use. Then e… e… there are friends who 

tend to keep silent, they just notice my speaking. If they do not respond [to 

my speaking], then I encourage [or persuade] them to do it. As a result they 

ask me questions and I answer them. The class atmosphere in this class is 

comfortable. (D.1.1)  

Teaching materials which are given directly in the class might encourage students to 

speak spontaneously. This might lessen their habit in making notes. This is consistent 

with the finding from the questionnaire that only three of twenty-eight students still 

agreed written preparation improved their confidence (see Table 4.4). Most students 

commented that they had been used to memorising materials in the previous 

semesters and they forgot them easily. I used to give spontaneous or fresh materials 

to students to discuss in groups. Others commented as follows:  

20S: Now we are given the materials directly and then we develop them to 

express in English. In the previous semesters maybe we did not know the 

teachers well, and we seldom practised speaking; we spoke with 

neighbouring students who did not speak English. We only spoke English if 

we were chosen to speak in front of the class. Now we get a theme and we 

have to develop it. (D.1.4)  

15S: It is nice, if materials are given spontaneously [in the class]; if [we] do 

not know some English words we can paraphrase using other words, Bu, and 
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[our] partners also can help [us]. It is very good, Bu, because using 

spontaneous materials makes students more independent and adds students‘ 

vocabulary. (D.1.4.)  

13M: [I like] spontaneous materials, if [I have to] memorise them first, I will 

make mistake. If they must be memorised, [I] forget them, Bu. [Your 

teaching] is nice. At the beginning [I] still feel that ... but day after day [I 

feel] comfortable. (D.1.4.)  

11W: Every day like this, [we] speak [English] much. I like spontaneous 

activities, Bu because spontaneity builds [our confidence to speak] so we 

know how far is our capability. If an assigment must be planned [i.e. written] 

first, it will be forgotten easily, Bu. We forget easily, we only memorise [the 

lesson] one day, so after four days we already forgot it. If now materials are 

[given] spontaneously, we always remember them, Bu. (D.1.4) 

4.7.3 Activities students liked most for the semester 

Most of the students chose talking about a movie as their favourite activity (see 

Section 4.4.1). This could be because the activity was held as a game and the 

material was also interesting. Another reason is each student was given an individual 

task to share in the group, so that each student had to tell his/her movie story to be 

guessed by others.  

1W: Recounting movies, Bu, [we] play it in circle. [I] like it because [we] 

have to guess [the title of our friends‘ movies]. This is amazing. Willing or 

unwilling all [students] have to tell [about their stories]. Really I prepared at 

home [about my movie story], but it had been told by (student‘s name 

omitted) [and we were forbidden using the same movie story], so I have to 

change it spontaneously. I prefer spontaneous activities, Bu, to making 
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preparation [i.e. make notes]; the most important thing is that [I] speak 

[English]. (D.2.6) 

8W: Telling about a movie, it is funny… a funny [activity]; through that 

activity we have to watch a movie then we have to tell about it in front of 

[classmates]. This is amazing, Bu. (D.2.6) 

27S: Telling about a movie, Bu. This is a new method. We compete [with 

other groups and] get scores. (D.2.6)  

Some other positive responds given in students‘ feedback (see Appendix D.3) 

include ―I can speak English more‘‘, ―I am more confident to speak English‖, ―We 

have more opportunities to speak English‖, and ―This was new method in the 

conversational English class‖.  

 

Some other students chose watching a Western movie without subtitles (see section 

4.4.5) as their favourite class activity. Most of the strong and middle level students 

choose this activity since it is challenging. They had to retell the movie that they just 

watched in their groups. This was interesting, since some students might have 

different perceptions about the movie that they had watched together. Another reason 

is they might obtain free entertainment watching a movie that they had never 

watched before.   

14M: Watching movie, Bu, we have to recount it. [The perceptions] about the 

movie are different among friends, so we recount it differently. (D.2.6) 

15S: For me watching the movie, Bu, because [we] watch then draw 

conclusions about it and then we retell it to our friends. (D.2.6)  
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20S: For me I like watching the movie today, Bu, because [we] watch a 

movie that we never watched before so we can understand and analyse it. We 

try to analyse a problem. (D.2.6) 

28S: I like to talk about [something] new and vocabulary. I [like] watching 

movies. We get entertainment. (D.2.6) 

A few other students chose role play [see 4.2.5], describing picture [see 4.2.2], and 

the shuffle card game [see 2.2.7] as the activities that they liked most. They 

commented that the activities were new for them and they had never experienced 

them before. Another reason was the activities were funny and imaginative amazing. 

They imagined themselves speaking to a tourist from overseas when they carried out 

the role play. 6M commented: ―I like [role play]: we pretend that we are tourists. I 

can tell [about my country in English much] as if I speak to [real] tourists from 

overseas‖. (Appendix D.2.6)  

16M: For me [it was when] we did role play as a tourist; I can say 

[something] as if I talked to a tourist from overseas. (D.2.6) 

25W: Describing the picture. I got to describe a soccer player. I was able to 

describe it [well]. I‘ve seen him so I know him and I can talk [about him] a 

lot. (D.2.6) 

11W: I like the game [shuffling cards]. I got [a chance to talk about] someone 

that I love a lot. Therefore, I can talk about it a lot. (D.2.6)  

They also commented on other activities, including the discussion about how they 

might change their names in week four (see Section 4.2.4). 

 17M: Changing the name; it is funny and amazing. (Appendix D.2.6)  

2M: For me changing the name, it is strange, Bu; it is a theme I never had 

before. (D.2.6) 
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Some few students chose ―discussion‖ (see 4.4.4) as their favourite activity. This was 

held in a large group without individual tasks for each student. All students had the 

same opportunity to share ideas in discussion. It seemed that some students were step 

by step ready to work in large groups, although some others were still passive during 

the discussion.  

18W:  I like [discussion]. Ibu gave us the themes about abortion and 

corruption to discuss [in two large groups] so we could not make preparation.  

Ibu gave the theme [to discuss spontaneously] and this showed [our real] 

capability to talk about them. (D.2.6)  

Most of the students were happy to join this activity (see Appendix D.3), giving 

some reasons in their feedback forms as ―I can share ideas in English‘, ―Interesting 

topic to discuss‖, and ―I am brave to speak English in public‖.  

4.8 Conclusion  

Over the semester, some students believed their confidence slightly improved. Their 

frequency in practising speaking English also improved since they were provided 

more opportunities to speak English in small and large groups. Moreover their 

anxiety in speaking English also decreased slightly (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3). 

 

Working in groups enabled students to gradually get to know their friends better and 

they became accustomed to sharing ideas in English among classmates. At the 

beginning they worked in pairs, then in small groups and they became accustomed to 

working in larger groups. This contributed to creating a comfortable class 

atmosphere. Moreover, giving an individual task to each student at the beginning of 

the week helped them share ideas in English individually in groups. From the class 
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observations I found that most of students were used to sharing ideas in English 

among their classmates (see Section 4.4.2). Therefore, starting from the tenth week 

students did not have individual tasks to share in the groups (see Section 4.4.3). 

 

Some students gradually became independent in speaking without making notes, 

although a few of them still did that. Using authentic materials, games and role plays 

encouraged students to speak English spontaneously. Selecting materials from simple 

to gradually increased difficulty helped students to share ideas in English. They felt 

that teachers sometimes needed to mix their instructions in English and Indonesian to 

ensure that all students understood them.  

 

Students believed that the changes of group members in each meeting improved their 

confidence in speaking English. With regard to grouping students into small groups, 

for the first meeting I let them freely choose their partners in order to make them feel 

comfortable. The students tended to choose group members they knew well. For the 

next meeting I changed the grouping strategy by putting them in groups whose 

speaking level was the same. For the third meeting I chose their partners whose 

English speaking level was still the same but with different partners from previous 

meeting. For the fourth meeting I put them in groups whose speaking level was 

different. In the fifth meeting I let them choose their own partners again, but with the 

requirement that they always had to choose different partners for each meeting. I 

found that in the fifth week and in later meetings most students always tried to have 

different group members in forming groups (Sections 4.2 and 4.4). 
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The questionnaires and interviews show that students perceived that factors which 

influenced students‘ confidence in speaking English were working in small groups, 

strong English vocabulary, mastering materials, individual tasks, teaching methods 

applied by the teacher, supportive teacher and classmates and a comfortable class 

atmosphere (see Sections 4.6 and 4.7). 

 

The evidence that using small groups improved students‘ confidence in speaking 

English led me to explore using cooperative learning (CL) in the conversational 

English class, since this approach carefully exploits the use of group work. I used a 

quasi-experimental approach to investigate the effect of CL on improving students‘ 

spoken English ability. The findings from this research will be presented in the 

following chapters.  
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CHAPTER 5 THE IMPLEMENTATION OF COOPERATIVE 

LEARNING TECHNIQUES IN EXPERIMENTAL CLASSES  

 

The main finding for the first stage of the research was that students believed their 

frequency in practising speaking English improved when they worked in small 

groups (Section 4.5). This lessened their anxiety to speak English and as a result they 

improved their confidence in speaking English. This finding led me to apply 

cooperative learning (CL) in a second stage of research, since it is heavily based on 

group work. This second stage explored how Indonesian English teachers 

implemented CL in conversational English class, and what solution they took when 

they encountered problems during the implementation (Section 1.3). To do this I had 

two teachers apply CL to one of their classes while using a traditional approach in 

another. This chapter describes the teachers‘ experiences, while the results are 

presented in Chapter 6 and 7.   

 

Since the two teachers who implemented cooperative learning techniques had never 

experienced CL before, they were provided with training on cooperative learning 

techniques before they implemented it in their conversational English classes. This 

chapter explains in detail the teacher training (5.1), the two teachers‘ experiences 

with the experimental classes (5.2 and 5.3), the teachers‘ handling of the control 

classes (5.4), teachers‘ perceptions of employing cooperative learning techniques 

(5.5), and then gives a conclusion (5.6).  

5.1 Teacher training 

The two teachers that were involved in this study are called AF and BM. Both of 

them were novice teachers in the English Department Teacher Training and 



136 

 

Education. Since only two teachers participated in this study, they could not be 

regarded as representative of Indonesian teachers in general, and therefore there is no 

attempt to generalise on the basis of their data.   

 

The teacher training was held on August 13 – 14
th

, 2010. The training materials were 

explained in Indonesian to make them easier to understand. I also gave them the 

training materials and two books translated into Indonesian: Cooperative Learning: 

Teori, Riset dan Praktik by Slavin (2010) and Collaborative Learning: Strategi 

Pembelajaran untuk Sukses Bersama by Johnson et al. (2010).  

 

For the first day of training, which started at 9 a.m, I explained the concepts, nature 

and procedures of cooperative learning. Not all the procedures could be discussed; 

therefore this was continued on the second day. All the activities in cooperative 

learning would be in groups and the role of the teacher would be as a facilitator to 

monitor group work. Students would work together in groups to learn academic 

material during class activities (Cooper, 1990; McCafferty et al., 2006; Slavin, 1983; 

Slavin, 1991). Both teachers were enthusiastic, questioning and discussing the 

materials.  

 

After discussing the materials, I offered both teachers a chance to practice one of the 

techniques that they might want to; unfortunately they declined. This may have been 

because they were nervous, since this was something new for them. They asked me 

to practice and give them real examples of how to implement it. I practiced the 

Learning Together, Team-Games-Tournaments (TGT) and Student Teams 

Achievement Division (STAD) techniques, since their procedures are almost the 
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same (Section 2.4.6). In fact it was hard to practice them only with two teachers, 

because they had to be implemented in groups; however, I pretended that there were 

two groups in the class to make it easier to understand. After I finished practicing, 

again I offered them a chance to practice based on what I had done. Regrettably they 

declined again and said that they did not need to practise since they already 

understood based on what they had seen. I expressed a wish that they would practise 

it on the second day of training. In any case there was not enough time on the first 

day, since it was Friday and BM was supposed to attend Friday prayer at 1.00 p.m. at 

the mosque. We finished the training around 12.30 p.m. 

 

On the second day, the training started at 9 a.m. I asked them whether they had read 

the books that I had given them yesterday and whether they had questions to discuss. 

Smiling together they said that they had not yet read the books. I understood that 

they might be busy preparing their teaching, since they had been assigned a lot of 

classes to teach. I reviewed and repeated the materials that we had discussed the day 

before and then finished explaining in detail the steps of all techniques. Both of them 

were enthusiastic to ask about how to form groups, how to match materials and 

techniques, how to manage time effectively among groups and how to score 

individual quizzes.   

 

After finishing explaining ten techniques of cooperative learning, I again offered 

them a chance to practice voluntarily. Again they declined; I was disappointed, but I 

could do nothing since we had not known each other before, and they might be still 

nervous. They again suggested I give them a real example of how to practice it. I 

practised all of the techniques except Cooperative Integrated Reading and 
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Composition (CIRC) because they would not use it, since it focused more on reading 

than on speaking. I honestly wanted them to practice to make it clearer, but they 

always refused. On the other hand, I did not want them to think that I looked down 

on them and did not believe in their teaching ability. Later I would find that both 

teachers would miss some procedures in implementing the approach in class (see 

Sections 5.2 and 5.3).  

 

The training ended at 1 p.m. since they would have a meeting with the English 

Department at 2 p.m. to prepare for teaching this semester. I proposed to add another 

day for training to practice the techniques, but they disagreed. I understood they had 

to be busy with teaching preparation, and later I learned that they were also busy 

preparing their applications to get scholarships to study overseas. They would be 

recruited as permanent lecturers if they succeeded in obtaining overseas scholarships.    

 

From ten cooperative learning techniques, if it were possible they wanted to try to 

use all except Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC), which did 

not focus on speaking skills. They decided to choose six of them to implement in 

their classes (Sections 5.2 and 5.3). They were challenged to practise them since they 

had never employed the techniques before.  

 

Besides undertaking this teacher training, both teachers also had a responsibility to 

participate in activities held either by the university or the faculty. For example, they 

had to join the training held by the faculty on 16
th

 October 2010 from 8 a.m. to 4 

p.m. This was a compulsory activity for new contract teachers.  
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5.2 AF’s experiences 

AF was an Indonesian female who obtained a bachelor degree from the English 

Department Teacher Training and Education in a private university in Central Java, 

Indonesia. She had now been teaching in the English Department for two years. She 

had also experienced teaching in private learning guidance for two years. 

 

This section discusses AF‘s problems and solutions in implementing cooperative 

learning techniques in her class. AF taught four classes for the conversational 

English subject, two of which were included in this study. One class was an 

experimental class where she implemented the techniques and another was a control 

class where she employed traditional method. All of her conversational English 

subjects were conducted from the first to the fourth period on Thursday. 

5.2.1 Weekly activities  

In the first week, there was no teaching or learning in either the experimental or 

control class, since the first meeting was used for the teacher and students to make a 

study contract after negotiating the rules for the semester, such as students‘ 

attendance, assignments and dress codes. During this session AF also discussed the 

scoring policy in order to make it understood clearly. Since the discussion took a lot 

of time, there was not enough time to teach material that day. 

 

In the second week, AF used the Student Teams and Academic Divisions (STAD) 

technique. She was nervous about giving instruction to students. A possible reason 

could be my attendance as an observer, and this was the first time for her to 

implement the technique. This agreed with information from the interview and 
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questionnaire as well. (The Indonesian interviews and questionnaires quoted in this 

chapter have been translated into English). AF commented as follows:   

I am still nervous because it is the first time and it may be because of the 

attendance of the observer. Usually when I teach there is nobody [only 

students and I] but it may just be habit. Hopefully after several meetings it 

will be easier and it will be more enjoyable. (E.1.1.2) 

The problem eemm… because it is the first time; in the past if I teach, 

everything is up to me, the most important students speak. But now there is 

something [procedure] which is rigid that I must implement, therefore 

honestly in [the first] meeting, I made mistakes. I understand about jigsaw but 

I misunderstand about STAD. I forgot it. Besides that it might relate to my 

character. I mean if something is rigid I have to realise and understand it 

more and I cannot do it spontaneously. (E.1.1.2)     

I am still nervous since it is the first time to implement the technique. 

(E.2.1.2)  

 

What I was worried about occurred: AF missed procedures in employing STAD. She 

immediately divided students into small groups and gave them copy of the materials 

to discuss. Students seemed confused by the instructions even though the teacher had 

translated them into Indonesian. Most of them were busy reading and looking words 

up in their electronic dictionaries, while the teacher was also busy with her laptop 

and looking up words in her dictionary while sitting in front. It seemed that students 

were not under control; most of them talked in Indonesian and made notes. This was 

because the teacher did not control their working in groups.  
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At the end of the lesson, AF did not give individual quizzes. She only chose one 

representative from each group to answer questions for the reason that the time was 

not enough to do otherwise. Most students could not answer questions correctly. 

Possible reasons could be that the material was difficult to discuss and the 

instructions were confusing. It made a few students dissatisfied with the class 

activity. However in the students feedback, most of students commented that they 

enjoyed the class activity (Appendix E.4.1.2). The teacher believed that the 

implementation of the technique was influenced by both the teacher and the students 

as well (Appendix E.1.1.2).     

 

The interview after the class gave the researcher an opportunity to listen to the 

teacher‘s problems carefully. Since I did not want to hurt her feelings about 

procedures that she missed during the implementation, we shared ideas and discussed 

how to look for solutions. Based on the interview I knew that AF was still confused 

by the procedures among cooperative learning techniques, such as between STAD 

and jigsaw. Therefore I offered to give her additional training if she wanted, but she 

declined. She asked for it later, as noted later in this section.    

 

In the third week, AF used STAD for the second time in order to revise some 

mistakes that she made before. She seemed more confident than before in giving 

instructions. Unfortunately most of students still discussed things in Indonesian and 

made notes. The teacher almost made a mistake when she divided the assignment for 

work in groups; she was confused with the procedures for the jigsaw technique. She 

looked at me and it seemed that she needed agreement that what she did was correct. 
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I shook my head to give her a signal that what she was doing was wrong. AF 

commented:  

I am not nervous anymore but the procedure is still not appropriate. (E.2.1.3) 

This is not appropriate with the procedures; it is the first time I taught [using 

a cooperative learning technique] and it may be due to me; I have not 

understood it yet. (E.1.1.3) 

It may be because I have now used it, Bu. It means I am not nervous 

anymore; I know the mistakes that I made, and therefore I know what I must 

not do. Yes, I learn from my mistakes. (E.1.1.3) 

AF missed procedures when she asked students to speak in front of the class 

individually after they discussed the material in groups, while others just listened, 

waiting for their turn. In cooperative learning, students work and help each other in 

groups to understand the material (Slavin, 1991; McCafferty et al., 2006). The 

teacher is a facilitator to monitor all students shared ideas in English in their groups 

to understand the lesson. This is reasonable since students have an opportunity to 

practice speaking English only when they are in the conversational English class. In 

an earlier interview, AF said that students wanted to speak in front of the class 

because of the culture. AF commented: 

The problem is the culture of speaking at (university‘s name omitted); they 

[students] only want to speak aloud [in English], they want to speak up when 

they speak in front of the classroom, therefore every student pays attention to 

him/her. (E.1.1.2) 

AF‘s statement above contradicted what was found in the first stage of this study 

(Section 4.3), namely that most students felt nervous and it decreased their 
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confidence for speaking English when they spoke in front of large people in the 

class.   

6M: I am nervous if I have to speak directly in front of many students. (D.1.1) 

2M: If I speak in front of large groups in a class, I feel nervous. (D.1.2) 

12W: If [I] have to speak in front of large groups, Bu, em... emm... they look 

at me, this makes me uncomfortable. I feel I am not confident. (D.1.2) 

According to the feedback forms in Appendix E.4.1.3, some students did not enjoy 

this week‘s class activity. Some of the reasons given were the class atmosphere was 

not conducive; the topic was difficult, and they were nervous to speak in front of the 

class.  

 

In the fourth week, AF used the STAD technique for the third time in order to revise 

the mistakes that she made; she seemed still confused in implementing the technique. 

However, she used it better than in the previous week, since she learned a lot from 

the mistakes that she made before. Most students were also actively engaged in 

discussion in groups. In student feedback forms, most students commented that they 

enjoyed the activity (Appendix E.4.1.4). AF commented:  

There is no problem since I have employed the STAD technique three times. 

(E.2.1.4) 

After the weekly interview, AF said that she needed additional training. This was 

because she felt that she still did not implement the techniques properly. Therefore I 

gave her additional training on Monday, 18
th

 October 2010, because she was free on 

that day. 
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In the fifth week, AF used the Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT) technique. Before 

starting the lesson, she played an English song and students had to guess the title.  A 

possible reason could be because she wanted to prevent boredom among students. 

When she found that most of students seemed happy to study then she started to form 

groups. 

 

The team‘s members competed in ‗tournaments‘ with other teams to add points to 

their team scores. Students were happy when their teacher wrote their score on the 

blackboard. It seemed that all students were actively engaged. In student feedback 

forms, most students stated that they enjoyed the activity (Appendix E.4.1.5). She 

succeeded in employing this technique, which was almost the same as the STAD 

technique that she had repeated three times before. It seems that the teacher and the 

students had started to become accustomed to the techniques used in group work. AF 

commented as follows: 

According to me the result of TGT technique shows the most progress. 

(E.1.1.5) 

The indicator that it is good is because of speakers one, two and three; they 

speak automatically. (E.1.1.5) 

AF decided not to repeat this technique since she believed that not every technique in 

cooperative learning is appropriate for all materials (E.1.1.4). Another reason was 

because of the time limitation in using it.  

There are ten cooperative learning techniques; some of them are appropriate 

for the conversational English subject and others may not be. (E.1.1.2)  
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In the sixth week, AF implemented the group investigation (GI) technique. It was her 

first time to use it. After giving the instructions, she then went around monitoring 

students, reminding and motivating them to share ideas in English. It seemed that 

students were confused by the teacher‘s instructions; they seemed confused about 

what to do in groups, but they tried to share ideas to understand the materials given.  

 

AF did not implement the procedures properly when she questioned every group‘s 

members individually. She also asked students to stand up in answering questions in 

order for all students to listen. Then she scored students after they finished answering 

questions. 

 

Not all students could answer the questions. A possible reason could be that the 

material was difficult and the instructions were not clear to the students. As one 

student stood answering a question, other students prepared and memorised their 

answers. Most students memorised and brought notes for answering the teacher‘s 

questions. That is probably because they knew that they would get a score if they 

could answer questions correctly. Unfortunately, AF did not forbid or even remind 

them not to bring notes. I was concerned about this matter and it intrigued me why 

she had made the mistakes and seemed not to be concentrating on teaching. She gave 

me a clear explanation in the interview as follows: 

[A problem that I face in my teaching today] is managing each group. 

(E.2.1.6) 

It seemed that I myself lacked planning in several meetings. Everything was 

done without planning in deciding the kind of method/technique to use. 

(E.1.1.6) 
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It was the first time I used GI; I never used it even when I was a student; I 

never experienced it, therefore I was nervous. I am doubtful about the result; I 

am sleepy because of a lack of spirit. This may be [because of] the human 

condition of the students and me. (E.1.1.6) 

Later I also learned that she planned to attend an Australian education exhibition in 

the afternoon. This might have made her fail to concentrate on the class. In the 

students‘ feedback (Appendix E.4.1.6), most students thought that their spoken 

English improved because they had an opportunity to speak English. They also 

enjoyed the activity because they could share ideas among groups and had nice 

friends in their group work. However, a few of them did not enjoy it because it was 

boring and they were not comfortable following the lesson. They also thought that 

they lacked English vocabulary.  

 

In the seventh week, AF used the jigsaw technique. She was concerned about 

selecting a technique based on the materials, therefore this week she decided to use 

jigsaw and she would repeat using GI in other meetings. She was able to implement 

jigsaw well, although it was the first time for her to use it. A possible reason could be 

that she had learned a lot after implementing several techniques and the instructions 

were clear to students. She gave instructions in English and then changed to 

Indonesian to make students understand.  

 

It was interesting that students immediately started worked in groups, quickly 

making a circle and starting to share ideas. That is probably because they had started 

to be accustomed to working in groups. Regrettably some students still used 

Indonesian and made notes. The teacher went around, and this made everybody try to 



147 

 

speak in English, especially when the teacher approached them. A possible reason 

could be that they knew they would obtain a score when they spoke English in 

groups. It was interesting when they spoke in Indonesian; they whispered so the 

teacher would not hear it. 

 

In student feedback form (Appendix E.4.1.7), most students considered that they 

enjoyed the activity and felt that the class activity improved their speaking. AF 

believed that she implemented jigsaw well: 

There is no problem, only that when I go around there are still some students 

speak in Indonesian; then when I approach them with ―speak in English 

please‖, they immediately switch [into English]. (E.1.1.7) 

No problem, the class is active. (E.2.1.7) 

The interesting event in the class today is the class is cheerful. (E.2.1.7) 

 

Unfortunately as the teaching progressed, some students from other classes came in 

and made the class so full there were not enough chairs for them to sit on. They 

joined groups sitting on the floor. Again this made me concerned and it intrigued me 

why the teacher did not try to forbid them to join the class. This is probably because 

the teacher could not bring herself to prevent them from joining the class today, since 

this week was the last meeting before midterm test. Students were not allowed to 

take the midterm test if their class attendance was less than 75 per cent. For the 

future AF agreed to control the students so that they had to come only to their own 

class.  
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In the eighth week, AF did not implement cooperative learning techniques. Instead 

she asked students from four classes to watch a movie together about American 

Parliamentary Debate and she asked students to note the rules of how it worked 

(E.1.1.8). The reason she gave was that after the midterm test many students were 

absent, mostly because they went back to their hometowns to celebrate an Islamic 

occasion. Only 29 of the 120 students from four classes that she taught came to the 

class.  

Why I ask them to watch the movie was because usually after the midterm, 

most students are stressed and they are usually lazy [to attend the class]. It is 

also after Idhul Qurban [an Islamic celebration], therefore only a few students 

come [to the class], [they are] from four classes, Bu. (E.1.1.8)  

 

In the ninth week, AF repeated using the jigsaw technique for the second time. This 

repetition helped her to understand more about the procedure. At the beginning, she 

almost made mistakes in grouping students as she had done for the STAD technique. 

Luckily she remembered the jigsaw procedure (Appendix E.1.1.9). On the other 

hand, students were actively engaged in sharing ideas in groups, although some of 

them still used Indonesian. In student feedback forms (Appendix E.4.1.9), most 

students considered that they enjoyed the activity because the topic to discuss was 

interesting; they could share ideas in groups and the class atmosphere was 

comfortable. However, six students thought that they did not improve their spoken 

English and did not enjoy the class activity because they did not understand their 

teacher‘s instructions; they did not understand materials and they were still afraid of 

speaking English in groups. 
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It seemed that AF was not enthusiastic in teaching; later she told me that she did not 

have breakfast. This could be understood, since every Thursday she had to teach four 

classes from 7 a.m. to 2:40 p.m with only short break from 12.30 p.m to 1.p.m  

Yes, I almost made mistakes, but then luckily I remembered [the procedure]. 

(E.1.1.9) 

Yes, because I am tired and hungry. (E.1.1.9) 

No problem, because it is the second time I employed the jigsaw technique. 

 (E.2.1.9) 

 

In the tenth week, AF used the group investigation (GI) technique for the second 

time. She was able to do it better than before. This was understandable since both the 

teacher and students had experience with this technique; they knew what to do. The 

repetition was very useful, not only for the teacher but also for the students. 

Although some students still made notes, the frequency of this decreased. This class 

was held outdoors because the electricity went off suddenly.  

 

Regrettably some students from other classes joined the class. I was surprised and 

upset but I could do nothing. Again the teacher could not bring herself to prevent 

them from doing this. She said that this always happened when the midterm and final 

examinations came closer, especially for students whose class attendance was less 

than 75 per cent, since it was one of requirements for them to be allowed to take 

examinations. This disturbed students‘ concentration and gave the teacher problems 

in managing the time for discussion within groups. However, in student feedback 

form, most students stated that they enjoyed the activity (Appendix E.4.1.10). This 
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could be because they also had become accustomed to this experience. AF‘s 

comments were as follows: 

The first group had an opportunity to [present their group result] almost 10 

minutes but the fifth and the next groups less than 5 minutes. (E.1.1.10) 

There was no problem since it was the second time I used the technique. 

(E.2.1.10) 

Yes. There is presentation from groups; I have followed the procedure 

systematically. However, this may be because there are many students in the 

experimental class, therefore the time is not proportional; for example, group 

one had more time to present [their group result]: they could speak [English] 

more. I mean, I do not limit the time [to talk] and as a result the next groups 

[they do not have enough time to talk] because each group consists of four 

students. (E.1.1.10) 

 

In the eleventh week, AF used the learning together technique. She was able to do it 

well although it was her first time to use it. This is probably because both the teacher 

and students had been familiar with working in groups for several weeks. However, 

some students still discussed materials in Indonesian and when their teacher 

approached them they switched into English.  

 

Students worked on the assignment in groups and they obtained scores based on the 

group product. This made students want to speak more, but the time was very 

limited. This activity emphasised team-building activities when they worked together 

in groups. According to the feedback forms in Appendix E.4.1.11, students 

commented that they enjoyed the activity because they could share ideas in groups 
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and the class atmosphere was comfortable; they were more confidence to speak 

English. Not many students returned the feedback forms, however; this might have 

been because they were bored doing it for every meeting or had forgotten to submit it 

to the teacher.  

There is no problem, [I am] just hungry. (E.1.1.11) 

Yes, I go around when they discuss, when I find they are talking in 

Indonesian, and then I suggest they switch into English. (E.1.1.11) 

Yes [I always score each student in each meeting] to know his/her progress. 

(E.1.1.11) 

 [The problem in the class today] is the time limitation. (E.2.1.11) 

 

In the twelfth week, AF implemented Team Assisted Individualization (TAI). She 

did not do it appropriately based on the procedure, however. This was probably 

because this was the first time she used it and it was quite different from the other 

techniques. It is a combination of STAD and TGT (Slavin, 1991, p. 73). TAI 

combines cooperative learning with individualized instruction (Slavin, 1991, p. 74). 

Although she had already used both of those before, she missed some procedures, 

such as asking every group‘s members to present materials, like the procedure in the 

group investigation technique. This is probably because she was still confused about 

cooperative learning techniques. Unfortunately she would not have a chance to 

repeat it because this was the last meeting. While one group presented their results, 

other students prepared and memorized the results of their group discussion. The 

class was not comfortable because the electricity was off. In student feedback forms 

(Appendix E.4.1.12), most of students considered their English speaking improved 

and enjoyed the activity with the reasons that they worked in groups and were 
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encouraged to speak English. They also had an opportunity to speak English. AF 

commented that:  

I had never used TAI, therefore I felt nervous. The problem was also that the 

class was hot [the air conditioning being off] and it makes students 

uncomfortable. It influences their spirit [to study]. (E.1.1.12) 

It makes one nervous to do something that has been decided [its procedures]; 

it is my first time [to use TAI], I felt I did not implement it maximally. 

(E.1.1.12) 

[The problem in the class today] is it is uncomfortable; the class is hot 

because the electricity is off. (E.2.1.12) 

 

5.2.2 Issues specific to students  

In the early weeks, AF encountered problems in getting students to participate 

actively in group work. One possible reason could be they had not been accustomed 

to the culture of sharing ideas in English in groups. Another reason was that students‘ 

spoken English ability was still low. AF‘s comments were as follows:  

If [students] are not monitored, they do not speak English. In my opinion the 

culture to speak English generally is still low, although one or two students 

are good [at speaking English]. (E.1.1.2)   

Because of the culture, students are not accustomed to it [i.e. cooperative 

learning techniques] yet. The first impression is that they are not accustomed 

to it yet and something that they are not accustomed to will be strange. 

(E.1.1.12) 

In discussion, they are given a copy of the material and then they are asked to 

read and understand it. What I feel is that they just read more, so that [they] 
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read and then understand it; [they] speak [English] only when I ask them a 

question; this is only for some students. (E.1.2.4) 

If I watch the discussion, some students are active but only few. They were 

given time to discuss, and I go around and listen to what they discuss. Yes, 

they discuss, but not all of them are active; for example, if in one group there 

are five people, only three of them speak. They sometimes still switch code to 

Indonesian. They speak slowly when they use Indonesian if I am close to 

their groups; they are nervous. I don‘t know: it may be I scare them or it may 

be they are not accustomed to that culture [of group work]. (E.1.1.6)  

 

Some students tended to share ideas in Indonesian or even in Javanese. They 

switched code into English when the teacher approached them; perhaps because the 

materials were difficult to discuss. Therefore the teacher had to monitor them 

frequently. In early weeks, AF just sat in front and kept busy with her laptop; this left 

students not under control during their discussion.    

If [students] are not monitored, they do not speak English. (E.1.1.2)   

 

It was found that most of the students tended to make and read notes before speaking 

English. This might be because they were not confident and not accustomed to 

speaking English among other students. This agreed with a student‘s opinion when I 

asked one of them, after the lesson was over, the reason why he/she had brought the 

notes. The answer was, ―to improve my confidence, Bu. If I bring the notes, I can 

glance at my notes if I forget what to say. I am nervous about speaking in groups‖.  
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There were also external factors which disturbed the teaching and learning process in 

the class, such as the electricity going off. These were occurred in the fourth, the 

tenth and the twelfth week.  

 

5.2.3 Solving issues 

The solutions that AF undertook to overcome the problems described above were 

that she reread the concepts and repeated the techniques. The weekly interviews after 

her teaching were very helpful for discussing and solving problems that arose during 

the implementation. We shared and evaluated the problems together to find the 

solution. I appreciated her effort to understand and implement cooperative learning 

techniques, although she missed some procedures in implementing some techniques. 

Subsequently she went around and approached groups frequently and tried to manage 

the time and groups well. Some techniques could not be repeated because of time 

limitations and the appropriateness of the techniques for the materials. AF 

commented: 

The first STAD that I used was not appropriate [in terms of procedure], with 

the second I still missed [the procedure] and the third [repetition] went well 

enough. (E.1.1.5) 

I have to learn again and if I do not know I will ask [you] again. (E.1.1.2)  

[I will] fix way of [my] teaching and repeat the technique in the next meeting. 

(E.2.1.2) 

[I] evaluate [my] way of teaching. (E.2.1.3) 

[I] speak loudly and go around to every group. (E.2.1.6)  

[I] try to manage the time proportionally for every group. (E.2.1.11) 
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After repeating some techniques in several meetings, AF was able to implement 

some techniques well, especially those she repeated. This happened especially after 

week four, when both the teacher and students started to understand working in 

groups.  

Success; in my opinion, I succeeded [in implementing jigsaw]. (E.1.1.7)  

There is no problem apart from myself; students keep speaking. (E.1.1.9) 

AF was confused about differences among cooperative learning techniques. A 

possible reason could be their similarity and how the training about cooperative 

learning was given only over a short time. The cooperative learning techniques may 

be easy and simple in theory but not in implementation. In the teacher training, the 

only participants were the two teachers; this might leave them confused about the 

concepts and practice when I practiced the techniques. This made me feeling guilty 

since I could not provide practice in a real situation, because at that time students 

were still on a break and time to handle the training was also limited. 

For me myself, obviously I obtained more knowledge about cooperative 

learning, although before I had known its theory, but I never used it. [My] 

impression is that practicing [cooperative learning] is more difficult than 

understanding its theory. (E.1.1.12) 

Yes, later I tried to be better, Bu, so I was not misunderstanding as had 

happened before. I also feel guilty when I misunderstand what you explained, 

and then when it is practised, it is not like that [not appropriate with the 

procedure], therefore I also feel guilty. (E.1.1.6)  

With regard to activating students during class activities, AF tried to motivate 

students and gave them points if they spoke and were active in groups. She also gave 

more attention to students whose spoken English level was average or below 
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average, by asking them some questions to answer in English. This showed that the 

teacher was careful to give them an opportunity to speak English, not just pay 

attention to the more advanced students.   

I tend to pay attention to students whose English capability is in the middle or 

below average. I ask them to speak so they want to speak. (E.1.1.10) 

I try to ask [students who are passive], although my effort to do it is not 

maximal. (E.1.1.6)   

But [when] I go around and write their names, they know that [I score them], 

Bu. I have learned their names well; only one or two I do not know. If I do 

not know their names, I ask them questions and then [after asking their names 

as well], they know [I] write their names. (E.1.1.9) 

AF went around and approached groups frequently to monitor students so that they 

would share ideas in English.  She reminded them when she found some students 

speaking in Indonesian or in Javanese.  

Yes, I go around when they discuss, when I find they are talking in 

Indonesian, and then I suggest they switch into English. (E.1.1.11) 

Because I stand close to the group, automatically they speak English. 

(E.1.1.11) 

AF also tried to build a good relationship with the students by calling their names in 

order to make them feel comfortable and feel that their teacher knew them. 

One thing that I never forget to do is I always call their names because 

psychologically I believe that this makes [them] feel that [they] are known 

and close to the teacher; this will raise their confidence. (E.1.1.10) 
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5.3 BM’s experiences 

BM was a male novice teacher who obtained a bachelor degree from the English 

Department Teacher Training and Education in a private university in central java, 

Indonesia. He had been teaching the conversational English subject and other 

subjects for two years in the English Department. He had experience as an English 

teacher in elementary schools for seven years, vocational school for one year and in a 

private higher education institution for health since 2010. BM taught three 

conversational English classes, two of which were included in this study. One class 

was an experimental class where he implemented the cooperative learning techniques 

and another was a control class where he employed traditional methods. All the 

conversational English classes were conducted from the fourth to the sixth period on 

Friday afternoon. 

 

5.3.1 Weekly activities 

In the first week BM did the same as what AF did (Section 5.2.1). He made a study 

contract with the students, negotiating the rules to be implemented for the semester. 

Since the discussion took a lot of time, there was not enough time to teach material 

that day. 

 

In the second week, BM used Student Teams and Academic Divisions (STAD). He 

was nervous and missed some steps. This could be because this was the first time for 

him to implement it. He immediately grouped students into groups of four students 

each and then gave a copy of materials to discuss in groups. He always instructed 

and spoke in English during the class activity. This may have been because of the 

observer‘s attendance in the class. It seemed that students were confused with his 
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instructions; they did not know what to do in groups. Some of them only kept silent 

and no discussion arose in the groups. Some students tried to discuss the materials in 

Indonesian and even in Javanese.  

 

Meanwhile, BM was busy in front of the class with his laptop and looking up words 

in his dictionary, and then he left the class for a moment. It seemed that the class was 

out of control when the students were working in groups. BM sometimes looked at 

the researcher, and from his behavior it seemed that he needed agreement for what he 

wanted to do next. At the end of the lesson when BM questioned students, most of 

them could not answer correctly. Regrettably some of them brought notes when they 

answered questions. However, the feedback forms (Appendix E.4.3.2) showed that 

most students enjoyed the class activity while a few of them did not. Possibly this 

could have been because they knew the teacher, who had taught them before. After 

finishing the class, BM met me and said, ―I am so nervous, Bu, because Ibu is in my 

class‖. Therefore, I decided to sit in back in a corner for the next meeting to reduce 

his nervousness because of my attendance.  

 

I could not interview BM after his teaching in the second week because he was very 

busy; luckily he kept writing his questionnaire and I also kept writing my class 

observation. His being busy was probably because he had to teach many classes. This 

semester he taught twelve classes of four different subjects and in five classes 

replaced another teacher who was a visiting scholar overseas until mid term. This 

was very big responsibility for a novice teacher. Besides that he also taught four 

classes in another institution. This situation influenced his concentration in teaching, 

as discussed later in this section. BM commented:  
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[I] lack mastering the procedures or steps of cooperative learning 

[techniques]. I missed them several times. I also forget the sequence of 

procedures of the technique that I used. (E.2.2.2)   

 

In the third week, BM used the STAD technique for the second time in order to 

revise some mistakes that he made before. To overcome his nervousness from the 

observer‘s attendance, I moved to sit in back in a corner in order not to be seen 

directly when he taught. He always explained the material and instructed in English, 

perhaps because there was an observer in the class. From the students‘ expressions, it 

seemed that they were confused; they were busy writing what the teacher was 

explaining. When they worked in groups, they still tended to make notes and were 

busy looking words up in their electronic dictionaries. The class was very quiet; it 

was not like a conversational English class. Most students discussed the materials in 

Indonesian. This was probably because the material was difficult to share or they 

might not be accustomed to working in groups. When the teacher gave an individual 

quiz at the end of meeting, some students read notes in answering the questions. 

 

BM did not implement the technique properly when he asked every group to speak in 

front of the class while others listened. In cooperative learning, students share ideas 

and help each other to understand the materials in groups (McCafferty et al., 2006; 

Slavin, 1991, p. 71), whereas the role of teacher is as a facilitator to monitor the 

groups to make sure they work well. He did not exercise control when students 

worked in groups; he just sat in front, busy with his laptop. This left the students out 

of control. It seemed that the teacher was still confused about using the technique. 

This was supported by the interview. BM‘s comments were as follows:  
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 Yes, it was the first time [to use a cooperative learning technique]. (E.1.2.3) 

I had many feelings; first I was confused, and second, for many steps [i.e. 

procedures] I still jump from one step to others. (E.1.2.3) 

I do not remind them [when they discuss things in Indonesian]. (E.1.2.3)   

The first is mastering procedures; I missed some of them at the beginning. 

(E.1.2.3)   

Students read notes in answering questions. (E.2.2.3)   

According to BM, he missed the procedures because of the students‘ condition, e.g. 

the fact that they were tired. This could be right, since the students‘ condition could 

influence the teacher in teaching. In this case, neither the teacher nor students had 

experience with the STAD technique; it was something new for both of them. In 

student feedback forms (Appendix E.4.3.3), all of the students enjoyed the class 

activity because they worked in small groups and could share ideas among group 

members and the class atmosphere was comfortable. BM commented as follows: 

The problem has two sides. The first is from me, Bu: I have not mastered the 

procedure yet, because I forget or because I do not understand that they have 

to discuss in English. [I forget] that I have to explain the material first and 

what I have to do for students who speak Indonesian, therefore the first aspect 

is from me as a teacher. Then from the students: they are comfortable, but they 

sometimes feel difficulty, Bu; eemm... the class members are from many 

different backgrounds, and therefore their [spoken English] skills are different. 

(E.1.2.3) 

Yes, it is the first time [to use STAD technique]. Theoretically I have read the 

books [about cooperative learning] several times, but the application of it is 

influenced by the class atmosphere. (E.1.2.3) 
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I am concerned with students‘ condition, whether they are active or not; it 

sometimes makes me want to solve it, and [I] want to use steps which are not 

appropriate with the procedures. (E.1.2.3) 

 

For the fourth and fifth week BM was absent because he got married. He made these 

classes up by teaching two classes each week for the next two weeks. I will refer to 

these classes as if they were in their original weeks, but of course it may have 

affected his program. 

 

In the fourth week, BM used STAD technique for the third time in order to revise the 

mistakes that he made. He was able to use it correctly based on its procedures. 

Unfortunately most students still used Indonesian when they shared ideas in groups. 

This might be because they were not accustomed to working in groups in English. 

Another reason could be that the material was difficult for them to share. He also 

encountered difficulties in forming groups based on students‘ spoken English ability.  

The obstacle is first related to procedure, ehmm… the method works, Bu, 

especially because they cooperate and discuss, but something which is 

lacking is to activate students to speak, like what is found by AF, in groups 

70 per cent tend to speak Indonesian. Yes, they discuss and cooperate in 

groups but they tend to use Indonesian. When I evaluate them orally, it does 

not work as well as I expect, therefore when I choose one of the 

representative to speak, he/she does not explore things like what we expect. 

The second is the appropriateness of the materials to discuss. They do not 

master them fully; this related to the level of materials. (E.1.2.4) 
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[The problem I face today] is to manage students‘ variation based on their 

[spoken English] capability in groups. There is the group whose members are 

active while others are not. (E.2.2.4) 

 

In the fifth week, BM used the jigsaw technique for the first time. It seemed that he 

was nervous about giving instructions, for which he mixed English and Indonesian. 

Some students seemed to be confused by the instructions, as could be seen from their 

expressions. As a result they did not work in groups optimally; some students just 

kept silent in their groups. 

 

It was good that BM started to go around, approach groups and remind them to 

discuss in English. Even so, he did not implement the technique properly because he 

did not return students back to their teams to teach the group‘s members after they 

discussed materials in the expert groups (E.1.2.5). When someone finished 

discussing in the expert groups, BM took him/her out to other groups to teach the 

materials; this made students confused. Unfortunately some students still brought and 

read notes and some of them even just read and translated the materials from English 

into Indonesian. BM commented:  

In general the implementation of jigsaw is fine but technically I made a 

mistake. (E.1.2.5) 

Some students bring notes when they get an opportunity to answer questions. 

(E.2.2.5) 

This week, in the interview BM told me that he felt he started to enjoy implementing 

cooperative learning techniques. This is probably because he learned a lot from the 

mistakes that he had made before and he started to understand and implement it 
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better day by day. Based on what happened in his class today, I asked him if he 

wanted additional explanation about the techniques. Unfortunately he declined, but 

he chose to discuss things with me once a week sometime before he taught, the time 

and the day being flexible. I understood since he was very busy. I greatly appreciated 

his effort to learn and implement the techniques. BM commented:   

I feel in the experimental class there was no chemistry at the beginning, Bu, 

but finally I feel comfortable because I am involved. For the first time, it 

seemed that there was no feeling/engagement, Bu, but now I enjoy it; 

although it is still little but I find it enjoyable. (E.1.2.5)    

 

In the sixth week, BM used jigsaw for the second time. He tried to revise the 

mistakes that he made previously. He returned students to their teams to teach their 

friends after they worked in expert groups. Some students still tended to make notes 

and some of them were passive in group work. He used his initiative and announced 

that he would take the copies of the materials away when they returned to their 

groups in order to prevent them from reading the text. It was interesting that students 

tried to help each other in groups. They tried to speak English directly without 

making notes, although a few students still did that. The reason could be because 

they started to become accustomed to working in groups. Another reason was 

because the teacher took the copies of materials away and forbid them to read it. 

BM‘s comments were as follows: 

[In implementing] jigsaw I am sure I am right, the procedure is right and I 

also revised the evaluation. I take away the copies of the material, but there is 

a new reaction. When I take it away, they secretly write what they remember 

while I am going around. (E.1.2.6) 
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Firstly, from myself, I am more confident that I know what I have to revise 

and today is different, not like last week. (E.1.2.6) 

I tell them that I will take away [the text of the material] at the end. Many 

seconds before I take it away, they try to summarise and in the end they still 

have notes. (E.1.2.6) 

 [The problem in the class today] is some students are passive; [they] follow 

the discussion and just follow the group‘s result [without contributing]. 

(E.2.2.6) 

A problem that arose was that the teacher encountered difficulties in forming groups. 

Suddenly many students came to the class as his teaching progressed. Unfortunately 

he did not forbid them from coming. Later I learned that they were from other 

classes. The probable reason was that the mid semester test was coming closer and 

they had to attend class more than 75 per cent in order to be allowed to take it. They 

probably could not come when BM made up the days that he was absent. I suggested 

that BM not allow them to join the experimental or control classes. He agreed and 

would forbid them from doing it again. BM commented: 

Really it is not, Bu [they are forbidden to move from one class to others]. It 

might be because at the beginning I was not strict; therefore they manipulate 

it. [I] already emphasised that after mid-term; they have to be strict [in their 

own class]. (E.1.2.6) 

At the beginning I was not aware that there would be additional students, so 

the class was not like as usual: [the students] were many therefore it was 

difficult [to form groups]. (E.1.2.6) 
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In the seventh week, BM used the jigsaw technique for the third time. He was 

confident about instructing students. He gave mixed instructions in English and 

Indonesian to make it clearer for students.  

 

At the beginning students were still passive in groups. It seemed that they 

encountered difficulties in understanding materials and lacked time for discussion. 

They had to discuss materials in the expert groups before they returned to their team. 

The teacher took copies of the material away when he returned them to their team to 

teach the materials to prevent them from reading and making notes. As a result in 

their teams they tried to share ideas in English, although a few of them still used 

Indonesian. It was good that some students tried to speak English without making 

notes. The teacher also went around, motivated and reminded them to discuss things 

in English. Both the teacher and students started to become accustomed to the 

technique. BM commented: 

There is [a problem], the procedure works; I do not have problems, but the 

problem comes at the beginning: after I put them in groups, they just kept 

reading [the texts] silently for a long time, and then [it seems] they do not 

take care with friends beside them; all of them hold the text. In the expert 

[groups] it seems that they do not take care. (E.1.2.7)    

It takes longer [to start discussion], then I come [to the group] and I said that 

if it is hard to understand [materials] why don‘t you share? I motivate [them 

to share], it cannot run directly, but when one group starts then other groups 

also start to discuss. In expert group they tend to read the article/section 

themselves. (E.1.2.7)    
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When they are in expert groups, at the beginning they are passive but when 

they return to their teams, there are two kinds of [ways they share ideas]. 

Group three and four, when they explain [materials] they translate their 

materials directly into Indonesian; and another, they read the English text 

then translate it into Indonesian and the others listen and after they finish 

[explaining the materials] then [they] ask. (E.1.2.7)     

The text must be [taken away]; for example, the group that becomes the 

winner, they bring [notes] but they do not read them. For the second speaker, 

he looks at notes then he paraphrases them in simple English. This may be 

because when the text is taken away, it makes them think first and certainly 

they do not translate it. (E.1.2.7) 

[Students] lacked time for understanding materials. (E.2.2.7) 

 

In the eighth week, BM used Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT). It was the first 

time for him to use this technique; however he could implement it well. This is 

probably because this technique is almost the same as the STAD technique that he 

had implemented three times before. It was interesting that he let students chose their 

own group‘s members with the suggestion to choose different members than before. 

A possible reason could be that he wanted them to have more experience in choosing 

different group members.   

 

Students worked directly in groups and they helped each other and tried to share 

ideas in English, although a few of them still switched in code to Indonesian and 

tended to be passive in discussion (E.2.2.8). However, some students tried to become 

more independent by not making notes, although a few of them still did it. It was 



167 

 

good to find that they had reduced making notes. On the other hand, the teacher did 

some improvisation outside of the procedure: he had students sing songs when the 

students held a tournament among groups, especially when someone could answer 

questions correctly. The reason could be to make the class less monotonous, since he 

was very concerned with the students‘ situation (E.1.2.8). At the end, he forgot what 

to explain to the students and he smiled at me and said, ―I will ask bu Aam‖. It 

seemed that he lacked concentration during his teaching and in his interview he 

admitted this. However, most students enjoyed the activity because this was 

interesting and this was something new for them; they worked in groups so that they 

could share ideas among friends and class atmosphere was comfortable. BM‘s 

comments were as follows: 

[No problem] except the problem from me; there is no obstacle from students. 

There are still one or two students [who write notes], but less take notes. 

(E.1.2.8)  

At the beginning I did not have problem, but at the end I missed few things 

because I lacked concentration. (E.1.2.8) 

There is significant progress; the indicator is that not many students take 

notes anymore in speaking. Today there was also new atmosphere, because I 

reminded them at the beginning that they must not have the same members in 

their groups. This creates a new atmosphere and is not monotonous. (E.1.2.8) 

At the beginning many students did it [i.e. made notes], but just now it 

becomes less. (E.1.2.8)   

 

In the ninth week, BM used the group investigation technique (GI). It was the first 

time he used it and he did not implement it properly. It seemed that he did not give 
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instructions clearly about what students should do in group work. This made some 

students confused. He also encountered difficulty in forming groups.  

 

BM chose students either for presentation or for asking questions. This showed that 

the teacher‘s role was very dominant. A possible reason was to make all students pay 

attention to the group‘s presentation and to use the time effectively. Since the teacher 

chose students randomly to ask questions, it meant that everybody had to be ready. 

This made the class atmosphere one of pressure. It was found that when the speaker 

could not answer the questions from other groups, its members cooperated 

spontaneously to help him/her to answer. It was also interesting to see that most 

students reduced making notes. This is probably because they started to be familiar 

with speaking directly among classmates. BM commented: 

There is a problem, I forget in deciding numbers of members in each group, 

Bu. At the beginning I formed small groups with four students in each group 

but I forget [that I had decided number of group‘s members], then I combined 

[two] groups and this made one group consist of many people, then I 

remembered and I revised it; and then [another problem] is [they] read, yes 

most of them read [notes]. (E.1.2.9) 

I chose [a student to ask] directly to make it effective and make them to be 

ready. All students must be ready, therefore it is quicker than me waiting for 

someone to ask — ―Who wants to ask?‖ — if they want to ask, if not? 

(E.1.2.9) 

The reasons [for choosing them] is that if they are not chosen, they do not ask 

[questions] quickly, and to make all students want to learn and prepare. 

(E.1.2.9) 
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Yes, I remind them. At the end, they do not read notes, especially when they 

have to answer questions, because they have to cooperate and discuss it first. 

But [at the beginning] the groups that I choose to give presentations, they 

usually read [notes]. (E.1.2.9)  

[I] miss some steps, [related to] the rule for group work [in group 

investigation] and this makes some groups confused. (E.2.2.9) 

 

In the tenth week, BM used the group investigation technique for the second time. 

He seemed more confident; he revised some mistakes that he made before. All 

students were actively engaged in the lesson. This was because they had some 

experience before; they became independent and divided the tasks among the 

members of the groups. They shared ideas directly in groups and helped each other. 

BM commented:  

Technically I do not have problems because I just repeat [the technique], I 

revise it. The weakness is that the willingness to ask improves [but there is 

limited time]; I always stop [them], they always ask, but I only choose two 

students [to ask]. (E.1.2.10) 

The repeated phenomenon is they still make notes, although only a few 

students do it. There are some students who write and memorise; some of 

them fully read [notes], and some of them write first then read it, but some of 

them also [speak] directly. (E.1.2.10) 

There is a group that succeeds to activate their friends, Bu, so that they divide 

[the task for every group‘s members]. (E.1.2.10) 
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In the eleventh week, BM used the learning together technique. Although it was the 

first time for him to use it, he was able to implement it well. A possible reason is 

because both the teacher and students were now familiar with cooperative learning 

techniques. However, the teacher still ran into difficulty in forming groups, since 

there were a lot of students coming in from other classes. I was upset but I could do 

nothing. It seemed that the teacher was tolerant with this inconvenience and did not 

forbid them from doing that. Possibly he could not bear to look at students forbidden 

to take an examination because of insufficient attendance. This phenomenon always 

happens, especially when the examination comes closer, since students have to attend 

the class at least 75 per cent of the time to take examinations. It seemed that both the 

teacher and students were experienced with this phenomenon. 

In his questionnaire BM commented that: 

I felt surprised with the class today. Every group competed to get 

opportunities to speak to get the highest score. (E.2.2.11) 

[The problem that arose] was lack of time to evaluate every group. (E.2.2.11) 

 

This week I could not carry out the interview with the teacher after his teaching. I 

tried to arrange an appointment to interview him, but it was hard to find an 

appropriate time to do it. One of the reasons was because BM was selected to be on 

one of the semester final test committees. This made him very busy with preparing 

the final examination in the faculty, besides the fact that he still had to teach large 

numbers of classes. 

 

In the twelfth week, BM used Team Assisted Individualization (TAI). He seemed 

confident in instructing students. They made groups straight way and shared ideas 
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actively among the members. Unfortunately some students still depended on making 

notes, although they did not read them. Probably they just brought them to make 

them more comfortable and confident about speaking English. This was 

understandable, since some students were still nervous about speaking English in the 

class. However, compared with the situation at the beginning, now only a few 

students still made notes. Most students tried to speak English directly in groups. 

In general there is no problem, the class is active. (E.1.2.12) 

[They] keep writing some points to bring when they stand [to answer 

questions], although they do not read it. I know about it exactly. There are 

some students who bring notes but they do not read them, however when they 

speak they face towards their notes, and it looks funny. (E.1.2.12)  

[They] may lack confidence. It is clear that their notes do not contain the 

reason [the answer to questions] because they have discussed it, but when 

they stand, they still bring notes. I remind them, and then they put them down 

(E.1.2.12) 

 

5.3.2 Issues specific to students 

BM also perceived problems with regard to some students who did not participate 

actively in groups. One possible reason could be that they were not familiar with 

working in groups. Another reason could be that the materials were poorly prepared. 

Another problem he noticed was that some students tended to choose the same group 

members in every meeting. The reason could be that they were not confident enough 

to speak to different group members. Moreover, in forming groups, some students 

tended to choose friends that they know well. BM‘s comments were as follows: 
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[I have a problem] in encouraging passive students to discuss [in groups]. 

(E.2.2.12) 

The weakness is that some groups may be active but only as followers 

[following the results from the groups‘ discussion]; therefore they keep silent 

in certain groups. (E.1.2.12)         

It is good [to choose group members randomly]. Students tend to choose the 

same members for their groups to discuss [materials]. (E.1.2.3) 

Working in groups makes some students tend to choose group members that 

they are close or they know. (E.2.2.10) 

The students also tended to discuss things in Indonesian or in Javanese. They 

switched into English when the teacher approached them. This is probably because 

they were not accustomed to working in groups using English, and because some 

students might be still nervous and not confident about sharing ideas in English. That 

may be why some students also repeated their speech, translating from English into 

Indonesian.  

In groups, 70 per cent tend to speak Indonesian. Yes, they discuss, they 

cooperate in groups, but they tend to use Indonesian. (E.1.2.4) 

There is attempt [to speak English], they really have explained fluently [in 

English] and then they explain again in Indonesian, like a presentation. 

(E.1.2.7) 

They tend to translate, I think, because they bring the text; they know the 

content and all the information is in there [in the text], they tend to repeat 

what they have read correctly. (E.1.2.7) 

Most students also tended to make and bring notes, when they got an opportunity to 

speak. Some of them also tended to translate the text from English into Indonesian. 
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One of the reasons could be that bringing notes makes them confident about speaking 

in front of friends (E.1.2.7). Another reason could be that they brought notes just to 

help them when they got stuck (E.1.2.6).   

At the end [of the class] I would ask, ―Why are you determined to bring notes 

although you do not read them?‖ He/she says, ―It is just to make me 

confident, Pak, I just keep it [in case I forget]. (E.1.2.5) 

 

5.3.3 Solving issues 

The solutions that BM took relating to some of the problems described above during 

the implementation of cooperative learning techniques were that he reread the 

concepts and repeated the techniques. Although he had obtained training about it and 

always discussed it regularly with the researcher before he taught, he still missed 

procedures in several meetings.  BM commented: 

I read more about the theory [cooperative learning], then usually I used it to 

reconstruct what had happened in the previous week. I reflected and 

evaluated which step I had forgotten to implement, therefore in the next 

meeting at least I do not repeat [the same mistake]. (E.1.2.3) 

I read, read and then evaluate [what happened] in the previous week. 

Therefore there is revision by me. (E.1.2.3) 

I reread and learn theory and procedure of cooperative learning. (E.2.2.2) 

[I] make daily evaluation after finishing [my] teaching. (E.2.2.2) 

 

BM felt enjoyment in implementing cooperative learning techniques after he had 

taught five meetings (E.1.2.5). This could be because he learned a lot from his 

practising and had started to enjoy it. He repeated some techniques three times, 
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although he could not repeat others because of the limitations of the meetings. The 

repetition of techniques provided experience for both the teacher and the students.  

The first from me myself, I compare when I use jigsaw several times with 

many evaluations, [I am] able to [apply] it very well. Especially from me as 

the teacher I do not have problems [after repeating it three times]; I feel more 

comfortable, and students are also more active and I can maximize the 

material. The last [repetition of jigsaw] seems very different if I compare it 

with the first. Their enjoyment and my enjoyment in explaining materials are 

very different; they work [in groups]. (E.1.2.12)  

At the beginning BM always gave instructions in English; he repeated them twice in 

order to make sure students understood them. The reason could be that there was an 

observer in the class. However in some later meetings he sometimes gave bilingual 

English and Indonesian instructions when he found that some students seemed 

confused with his instructions.    

I repeat the instruction twice, Bu; they understand them although they are in 

English. (E.1.2.7)   

Yes, if there is indication that they do not understand [the instructions], I use 

bilingual [English and Indonesian]. (E.1.2.8) 

BM tried to revise his approach to forming students into groups in order to ensure 

that all groups‘ members had experienced sharing ideas among students maximally. 

At the beginning he chose randomly in forming group work, then he formed the 

groups considering students‘ spoken English skills, and then finally he left students 

free to choose their group‘s members. He also tried to manage the time well to 

ensure all groups had enough time for their presentation. Moreover, he also tried to 

give instruction about rules clearly before students worked in groups.    
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At the beginning I choose [group member] randomly, then I tried to choose 

them, and then at the end they were free to choose [group members] that are 

not [always] in the same group. (E.1.2.12) 

In my opinion a small [group] consists of four people. (E.1.2.3) 

If the group is quite large [more than four students], the tendency is that there 

will be groups‘ members who ignore it. (E.1.2.3) 

I form group work by considering [students‘ spoken English] skill for each 

group. (E.2.2.4) 

[I] manage the time for discussion for each group. (E.2.2.7) 

Explain clearly the rules of group work at the beginning before [they] discuss. 

(E.2.2.9) 

Since the attendance of the observer in the class might make either the teacher or 

students nervous, I tried to sit behind in the corner in order not to be seen directly by 

them. This seemed to have had a significant effect: 

Your attendance does not influence me anymore because Ibu cannot be seen 

directly. It is very different [in effect]. (E.1.2.5) 

With regard to student‘s issues, BM tried to activate and motivate students who were 

passive and did not discuss things in English. He went around among groups 

frequently when students worked in groups in order to make them keep speaking 

English during class activities. He reminded and prohibited students from making 

and reading notes.   

At the beginning I let them [discuss in Indonesian], but if they continue 

speaking Indonesian then I remind them, ―In English please‖. (E.1.2.7) 

[I] forbid them to read their notes when they explain [answering questions]. 

(E.2.2.3) 
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[I] remind and forbid students from bringing notes [when they answer 

questions]. (E.2.2.5) 

BM also gave more opportunities for passive students to speak, and sometimes he 

used a joke to remind them to use English, perhaps to keep the class atmosphere 

from becoming tense and so that the students would not lose face. He also motivated 

students to keep cooperating and sharing ideas in groups in English.  

If the student still brings [notes], first I remind her; I make a joke about it. 

(E.1.2.5)   

[I] motivate students at the beginning and in the middle to make them 

cooperate with each other. (E.2.2.12) 

[I] choose the passive student to represent his/her group. (E.2.2.6) 

5.4 The teachers’ handling of control classes 

AF and BM used traditional method in their control classes. In the first week, both 

teachers did the same things as what they did for experimental classes (Section 

5.2.1): they made a study contract between the teacher and students by negotiating 

the rules to be implemented for one semester. Since the discussion took a lot of time, 

there was not enough time to teach material that day.   

 

In the control class, AF and BM explained and gave some vocabulary related to the 

materials; BM especially used this technique more than AF. In BM‘s class he wrote 

on the white board such words as income, salary, dying, violence, human trafficking, 

poverty, overseas, richness, wealth, and worker agency. The teacher sometimes gave 

examples how to pronounce those words correctly and the students had to repeat 

them. Then the teacher sometimes chose some students to give comments or asked 
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questions about the materials; some students had a turn to talk and answer the 

questions but others did not. When a student answered a question and mispronounced 

such words as jailed and prison, the teacher wrote those words on the whiteboard and 

read them loudly in correct pronunciation and asked all students to repeat it after 

him; he repeated it twice. 

 

Both teachers also used a song, although just once during the semester. AF played an 

English song and asked students to guess the title before she explained the lesson. On 

the other hand, BM used a song for choosing students to speak up or answer 

questions. In BM‘s class, while students sang a song, he pointed the board marker at 

each student in turn, and the one it pointed at when the song stopped should give an 

opinion about the material. He also used pictures and then asked students questions 

about it. Possibly they used the songs to prevent boredom among students, especially 

for BM‘s class, since the class was in the late afternoon at 4:20 to 6:00 p.m.  

 

In the other hand, AF and BM sometimes did not explain materials directly in the 

class as described above, but they gave homework with certain topics to talk about at 

the next meeting; AF used this technique more than BM. Students had to talk about 

their homework in front of the class, whether individually or in groups based on the 

homework instructions by the teachers, and the teachers scored them. Some students 

memorized their talk and others brought notes they had prepared from home. When a 

student or a group spoke in front, others were busy memorising their own homework 

while they waited for their turn. In my opinion, this homework could be the reason 

that caused students to become accustomed to making notes and memorising in the 

conversational English class. This was consistent with what I found in the first stage 
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of this study, that students tended to make notes before speaking English (see Section 

4.3). 

 

Although the ways the teachers taught students were almost the same every week, as 

described above, most of the students believed that those class activities improved 

their speaking, and they enjoyed them based on student feedback forms in Appendix 

E.4. A possible reason could be that students were accustomed with the way the 

teachers taught them in previous semesters. Another reason was that they obtained 

new vocabulary and an opportunity to speak English, although some of them only 

spoke English for one or two sentences. They were also able to speak English in 

front of the class based on what they had prepared at home. Most students enjoyed 

the class activities. In student feedback forms (Appendix E.4), few students who did 

not enjoy the lesson commented that the teacher did not explain the material clearly, 

the topic was boring and difficult, and it was because of the teacher. This may have 

been because they were bored doing the same thing at every meeting and by doing 

the same thing as in previous semesters.  

 

In week four AF introduced techniques she used in the experimental class into the 

control class; it thus seemed that she used cooperative learning techniques in both 

experimental and control classes. This occurred because she might still have been 

confused about a technique that she just implemented in experimental class and then 

straightaway she had to teach the control class, with no break between. It was not 

easy to switch automatically from cooperative learning techniques to traditional 

techniques in the control class.  
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Yes, it seemed almost the same [the techniques used in experimental and 

control class]; there was not a sharp difference. (E.1.1.4) 

Really I do not know whether students enjoy [the activity] or not. I do not 

know their feelings and I have not read the books [you gave] yet. What I feel 

if students do not enjoy the lesson it may be because of me. I implement 

cooperative learning techniques with inappropriate procedures. There are 

some influencing factors, such as from me that I do not understand, from the 

time [being limited] and from students who are not active because of some 

factors too. (E.1.1.2)      

 

I observed AF‘s and BM‘s control classes for twelve meetings, I found that AF 

seemed using cooperative learning technique in both experimental and control 

classes in week four. In the interview she admitted about this and admitted that she 

was still confused to differentiate among CL techniques (see Section 5.2). This might 

be understood that teaching is human process with many interrelating factors having 

an effect on the outcome. However, this only happened once, since after that I 

observed that she was consistent in applying the traditional approach in her control 

class.  On the other hand, BM was consistent in applying the traditional approach in 

his control class for all meetings. I observed he seemed to enjoy teaching the control 

classes, perhaps because he was used to using the traditional approach in previous 

semesters.  

5.5 Teacher’s perceptions of employing cooperative learning techniques 

After applying cooperative learning techniques for one semester, AF and BM 

perceived that implementing cooperative learning techniques was not simple; they 
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acknowledged that the implementation of the techniques was more complicated than 

understanding its theory.  

AF: [My] impression is to implement [cooperative learning techniques] is 

more difficult than to understand the theory. (E.1.1.12) 

BM: [I feel] it is very hard [to implement cooperative learning techniques] 

because I have to learn them then use them then repeat the implementation. 

(E.1.2.12) 

AF and BM believed that they learned and obtained valuable experience in 

implementing them. Both of them repeated some cooperative learning techniques 

several times, although some other techniques could not be repeated because of time 

limitations. When a teacher tries a new skill, he/she does not feel competent to 

employ it, to master the teaching skill; it needs around twenty to thirty practice 

sessions until he/she feels comfortable about employing it (Whitlock in Slavin, 2010, 

p. 146). Therefore if they only repeated it once it was not enough (Appendix E.1). At 

the beginning I had advised them just to use three or four of the techniques, but they 

disagreed since they had not had the experience of implementing them and they 

wanted to be challenged to practise them all.    

AF: It [practicing cooperative learning techniques] is the most excellent 

experience that I ever had. (E.1.1.12) 

AF: For me myself, obviously I obtain more knowledge about cooperative 

learning, although I have known its theory before but I never used it. [My] 

impression is practising [cooperative learning] is more difficult than 

understanding its theory. (E.1.1.12) 
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BM: The impression is that implementing cooperative learning is hard work; 

I worked hard at the beginning. At the beginning it is hard, making grades 

and evaluations until finally I feel comfortable. (E.1.2.12) 

BM: [I feel] it is very hard [to implement cooperative learning techniques] 

because I have to learn them then use them then repeat the implementation. 

(E.1.2.12) 

BM: It [implementing a technique only once] is not sufficient. In my view 

the implementation of the technique must be repeated more than once, but 

because the time and the meetings are very limited, it is impossible to repeat 

it. (E.1.2.12)    

Both teachers still wanted to use cooperative learning techniques in the future. BM 

wanted to use it to teach not only the conversational English subjects but also other 

subjects. BM was dissatisfied because he could repeat some techniques only three 

times; he wanted to repeat them several times when he would next use them in the 

future (E.1.2.12).       

AF: In the future when cooperative learning is not something new anymore, I 

will implement it; it seems that it is an amazing method. (E.1.1.2)            

AF: Yes, [I] still will use [cooperative learning techniques], but not for all 

[subjects]; if it is applied in [the conversational English class] it improves 

[students‘] spoken [English], Bu. (E.1.1.12) 

BM: Yes [I am] sure [to use cooperative learning techniques]. I think I will 

use it not only for the conversational English subjects. If I do not get the 

conversational English subjects to teach any more, I will still use some of [the 

techniques] which are appropriate for other subjects, not only for the 

conversational English subjects. I have imagination about it. For the 



182 

 

conversational English subjects it is proved [improving students‘ spoken 

English skills] because there are more opportunities to speak. I think it is also 

good for other subjects besides the conversational English subjects. (E.1.2.12) 

 

The implementation of cooperative learning techniques gave advantages for both the 

teacher and students. It was not teacher centred and all students had more 

opportunities to speak English in groups (E.1.1.3). This was able to make them more 

confident and to practise speaking English more among friends. Both teachers 

believed that it could be used to improve students‘ speaking in English. 

AF: Yes, they speak and it reduces the task of the teacher so as not to speak 

more. The teacher does not need to speak more. Cooperative learning helps to 

activate students in order to speak more. (E.1.1.12)  

AF: I see the change not in how much they speak, Bu, but in how they are 

more confident [to speak]. (E.1.1.10) 

AF: Yes, for example [student‘s name omitted], this person is calm; I have 

known him since he was in semester two. Now he is confident to speak. 

(E.1.1.10) 

BM: [Working in groups is OK] because the possibility to discuss is more 

since their partners are in the left and right side, therefore they can discuss 

directly, Bu. (E.1.2.3) 

BM: In general, yes students enjoy the lesson because they feel safe [working 

in groups]. I notice some students that I taught last year, they engage more [in 

sharing ideas in English than earlier semester]. (E.1.2.3) 
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In the interviews, both teachers agreed that cooperative learning techniques improved 

students‘ spoken English. They practised their spoken English more among 

themselves in groups. BM pointed out that there might be someone who dominated 

in a group and this made other group members speak less English in the group.  

AF: Really implementing cooperative learning improves some students‘ 

[spoken English]; I see the good things from it because they always discuss in 

groups and therefore they always share ideas. When I am there [close to their 

group] they speak English. (E.1.1.12) 

AF: (Student‘s name omitted) also shows enough improvement, I once taught 

her when she was in second semester and she was a talented student. 

(E.1.1.11) 

BM: The certain thing is there are more frequent opportunities to speak 

because they are always together and therefore they are more active. The 

indication is there is more opportunity and it makes them try [to speak 

English] more. (E.1.2.12) 

BM: There are some students who keep silent in groups; however they do not 

completely keep silent, they follow [the results] from the groups‘ 

[discussion]. This happens because there is someone who dominates, he/she 

may be not clever, and then if there are some students who also have the 

same skill, their tendency to speak decreases, not like the student who 

dominates. This may be because of the group‘s members; since I leave them 

free to choose their group‘s members, it makes them have a group like that. 

(E.1.2.12) 

There is an interesting comment from BM about the relationship between 

cooperative learning and the idea of gotong royong in Indonesian culture.  
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Yes Bu, [there is the value] of gotong royong [in group work]. [Students] are 

less pressured and more comfortable because there is cooperation among 

them. They get help if they do not understand [materials]. Therefore there is a 

relationship between [cooperative learning and the concept of gotong royong 

in Indonesian culture]. (E.1.2.3) 

5.6 Conclusion  

AF and BM were novice teachers who had never implemented cooperative learning 

techniques before. They were provided with training about them before they 

implemented them in the experimental classes for the conversational English subject. 

The teacher training was held for two days (see Section 5.1). AF asked for an 

additional training after she had implemented cooperative learning techniques three 

times, while BM chose to consult with the researchers regularly before he taught 

every week.  

 

Interviews after each class they taught helped them to discuss and solve problems 

that they encountered during the implementation. Both teachers made huge efforts to 

learn and implement the techniques. Both teachers faced problems when they 

implemented cooperative learning techniques in their experimental classes, but they 

tried hard to overcome them. Both teachers did improve their handling of the 

techniques as the semester went on, so that there were few problems by the end of 

the semester (see Sections 5.2 and 5.3). At the same time, both teachers used 

traditional methods in the control classes, as they were supposed to (see Section 5.4). 

Moreover, some students relied on written notes and used Indonesian in their groups 
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(Sections 5.2.2 and 5.3.2). Students‘ reliance on notes is discussed further in Section 

7.5.     

 

A major question for this research is whether the teachers did an adequate job of 

applying CL and distinguishing it from the traditional approach. While the 

implementation was not entirely satisfactory, I believe that it was satisfactory enough 

by the end of the semester to provide some basis for comparing the two approaches. 

The extent to which this is true should become clear from the following two chapters, 

which describe the quantitative and qualitative findings. It may be noted that both 

teachers did believe that cooperative learning improved students‘ speaking ability, 

and that they intended to apply cooperative learning to other subjects in the future 

(see Section 5.6). 
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CHAPTER 6 RESULTS FROM THE SPEAKING AND LISTENING 

TESTS 

 

Students in both the experimental and control classes took the pre-test and the post-

test for speaking and listening. One hundred and thirteen students from the 

experimental and control classes took both speaking tests and one hundred and three 

students took both listening tests. Only the data from participants who took both the 

pre-test and the post-test were analysed  

 

Some students failed to complete both speaking and listening tests. One reason could 

be that the pre-tests were held at the beginning of the semester, when some students 

had not yet settled their time schedules. Secondly, some students did not come for 

the first meeting when I explained this study in detail. Thirdly, some students came 

in and sat down to the test and then suddenly left the room; possibly they did not 

understand the expectations of the study. 

 

The results of the tests were analysed in two ways. For the speaking test alone (6.1), 

it seemed useful to consider the amount of time students spoke for as a means of 

investigating students‘ readiness to speak (see Section 6.1.1). In addition, the 

students‘ proficiency in speaking was also measured (6.1.2), while the listening test 

measured their related ability to comprehend spoken English (6.2). These results are 

then discussed in the conclusion (6.3). 

6.1 The speaking tests 

Students in the two experimental and two control classes were given exactly the 

same speaking test under similar conditions (see Section 3.2.3.1). Each class had a 
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different time schedule for the test, which was carried out in the language laboratory. 

One of the teachers in my university helped me to carry it out. Before the test started, 

we checked to ensure that each student put the headset with microphone on properly 

to record their voice clearly during the test. After the test, the data were transferred 

from the cassettes onto mp3 files to be assessed by raters. 

 

In the test students first had to answer warming up questions, including telling their 

names, where they were from, their student numbers and their hobbies. Then they 

were asked to answer two main questions. Those in the pre-test were as follows: 

Part A: Which do you like better, to get a visit from family or a friend? Why? 

Part B: Tell me how family has influenced your life (Tell which family 

members had the most influence, how they influenced you and what you 

think about it). 

The questions for the post-test differed from ones for the pre-test to avoid any 

memory effect. In the post-test, students had to answer the same warming up 

questions as they did in the pre-test, and then they had to answer the following two 

main questions: 

Part A: Which place do you like to stay, in the city or the village? Why?  

Part B: Tell me the happiest experience that you ever have had in your life? 

(Tell what experience, where, when and how it happened and what you think 

about it) 

Powerpoint was used to present the questions in written English on a screen so that 

students would not need to depend on their listening ability to understand them. For 

the warming up questions, students answered immediately in English. Before 

answering each main question, they were given two minutes to prepare and then up 
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to five minutes to talk about it on their tapes, but making notes was not allowed 

during the test. 

 

The results of the speaking test were analysed in two ways, firstly, in terms of how 

long the students spoke (in Section 6.1.1), and secondly, in terms of the quality of 

their English, based on the public descriptors of the International English Language 

Testing System (IELTS, in 6.1.2).  

 

6.1.1 Duration of speaking 

To study the students‘ confidence in the speaking test, I simply measured the length, 

in seconds, of each student's responses to the main questions, ignoring their 

responses to the warm-up questions. When there were pauses, of over seven seconds 

within responses, I reduced the duration by the length of these pauses. I did not 

deduct any time for pauses of less than seven seconds or when they filled pauses with 

sounds such as eee... or mmm... Then I compared the duration the responses in the 

pre- and post-tests to see the difference. 

 

The average duration of each student‘s responses to the speaking tests is presented in 

Appendix F.6 and the averages for the four classes are shown in Table 6.1 below. For 

the pre-test, the responses of the students in both experimental classes were shorter 

(at 76.3 and 67.1 seconds) than those of the students in the control classes (116.6 and 

101.4 seconds). In the post-test, the duration of the responses of students in all 

classes clearly increased, but now the responses of experimental students averaged 

much longer (at 287.1 and 224.0 seconds) than those in the control classes (166.0 and 

157.1 seconds). 
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Table 6.1. Average duration in seconds of student responses to speaking tests 

 

Class Pre-test Post-test Difference between 

pre- and post-test 

Experimental 

classes 

XA 76.3 287.1 210.8 

XB 67.1 224.0 156.9 

Control classes CA 116.6 166.0 49.4 

CB 101.4 157.1 55.7 

 

The graph in Figure 6.1 makes it clear how the experimental class students tended to 

start by scoring lower than those in the control groups but overtook them to end up 

much higher. 

Figure 6.1. Duration of student responses (in seconds) to the speaking tests 

 

 

 

From the figures 6.1 the average duration of both experimental classes increased 
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control classes is statistically significant well beyond the p < 0.001 level, as was 

confirmed by applying a non-parametric Mann Whitney U analysis, which does not 

depend on having a large sample size (e.g. Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991, pp.   274-286). 

The results are shown in the following table: 

Table 6.2. Comparison of duration of student responses to the speaking tests 

from A and B classes using Mann Whitney U 

 

Class n Mean  rank 

pre- and post-

test difference 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Class n Mean rank pre- 

and post-test 

difference 

Sum of 

Ranks 

p 

XA  31 42.69 1323.50 CA  32 21.64 692.50 .000 

XB  28 33.70 943.50 CB  22 15.07 331.50 .000 

 

This result shows that the use of the cooperative learning approach in the 

experimental classes resulted in a significant increase in the duration of the students‘ 

responses in the speaking test, and one much more than for students in the control 

classes. In my view, this is because they might be accustomed to sharing ideas in 

English amongst their classmates in groups during the semester.  

 

Generally, the majority of students in both experimental and control classes made 

pauses in responding to questions in the speaking test.  However, most of the 

experimental students seemed trying to keep talking in the course of their speaking, 

using communicative signals such as eee... or mmm... Most of them seemed to be 

trying passionately to express their ideas in English in the speaking test.  
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6.1.2 Quality of speaking 

The results of the speaking test were also analysed in terms of fluency and 

coherence, vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation, using the public descriptors of 

the International English Language Testing System (IELTS) from the website at 

http://www.teachers.cambridgeesol.org. Any improvement in the students‘ spoken 

English ability may also have been influenced by other subjects that they were 

studying during the semester, such as structure, vocabulary and pronunciation. Even 

so, if a difference could be shown between students in the experimental and control 

groups, it could support the value of using the cooperative learning approach.  

 

The reason I used the public descriptors of the International English Language 

Testing System (IELTS) was because there were no satisfactory criteria to assess 

English speaking at the university, which assesses all subjects using scores from 0 

(lowest) to 4 (highest), which are then converted into letter grades (Kepmendiknas 

232, 2000). Naturally assessments by different lecturers can vary considerably (see 

Section 3.2.3.1). 

 

Using the IELTS criteria the speaking test was assessed by three different raters 

(Appendix F.1), and after checking inter-rater reliability (see below) their scores 

were averaged to provide a single score for each student. The complete set of results 

is presented in Appendix F.2. The range of possible scores in the IELTS speaking 

test is from 0 to 9, but all of the students obtained scores from 1 to 5, with scores to 

the nearest half point being allowed for this study (see Section 3.2.3.1). 

The correlation among the three raters was as follows:  
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Table 6.3. Correlation among raters A, B, and C 

 

Class Test n Rater  

A + B 

p Rater  

A + C 

p Rater  

B + C 

p 

Experimental 

class A 

Pre -test 31 .729 .000 .733 .000 .772 .000 

 Post-test 31 .785 .000 .837 .000 .802 .000 

Control class 

A 

Pre-test 32 .649 .000 .655 .000 .661 .000 

 Post-test 32 .686 .000 .815 .000 .865 .000 

Experimental 

class B 

Pre -test 28 .647 .000 .665 .000 .775 .000 

 Post-test 28 .571 .001 .740 .000 .679 .000 

Control class 

B 

Pre-test 22 .850 .000 .660 .001 .740 .000 

 Post-test 22 .597 .003 .592 .004 .673 .001 

 

Correlation scores ranged from .571 to .850. That the correlations were not higher 

may be due to the relatively coarse scores (only to the nearest half point) over a 

limited range from 1 to 5, but in any case all correlations were significant at the level 

of p < 0.01. There was some tendency for correlations to be higher for the A classes 

(i.e. those taught by teacher AF) than for the B classes (taught by BM); the numbers 

of participating students were also a bit higher for the former (31 and 32) than for the 

latter (22 and 28).  
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A comparison of the mean scores of the pre- and post-test for each class shows that 

all of them increased their average scores in the post-test; see Table 6.4 below. Based 

on t-test analysis, the difference was significant (at p < 0.001) for all classes 

(although a t-test may not be well justified for control class B, with only 22 students). 

This suggests that both teaching techniques — the traditional and cooperative 

learning — had a positive effect on students‘ English speaking. 

Table 6.4. Comparison of the speaking pre- and post-test scores 

 

Class n Mean Pre-test Mean Post-test p 

Experimental A 31 1.9774 2.8419 <0.001 

Control class A 32 2.3156 2.8969 <0.001 

Experimental B 28 2.0536 2.7321 <0.001 

Control class B 22 2.1773 2.7500 <0.001 

 

This does not show which of the two approaches was more effective, however. To 

test this, two measurements were used. First, a t-test was used to see if there were 

significant differences between the experimental and control classes in the average 

amount of improvement, as shown in Table 6.5 below. According to the t-test 

analysis the increase was significant at p < 0.05 (p = 0.044) for the A classes taught 

by teacher AF but not for the B classes taught by teacher BM (p = .331). 
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Table 6.5 Comparison of score improvement between the experimental and control 

classes for the speaking test 

 

Class n Mean  pre- 

and post-test 

difference 

Class n Mean pre- 

and post-test 

difference 

p 

Experimental A  31 0.8645 Control class A  32 0.5813 0.044 

Experimental B  28 0.6786 Control class B  22 0.5727 0.331 

 

While both experimental classes improved a bit more (at 0.86 and 0.68) than the 

control classes (at 0.58 and 0.57), the improvement in the experimental class was 

significantly better (at p < 0.05) than in the control class only for AF, and not for 

BM. However, since both experimental classes started with lower pre-test scores than 

the control classes and they only ended up at a level similar to the control classes 

(see Table 6.4), it is difficult to be sure that the difference between AF‘s two classes 

was really due to the difference in teaching approach rather than some sort of 

‗ceiling‘ effect that kept scores from improving further.  

 

To investigate more clearly whether there were differences in improvement between 

students in the experimental and control classes, a pairwise comparison was also 

made. For classes taught by the same teacher, students in the control class were 

paired with ones in the experimental class who had obtained exactly the same pre-

test score; see Appendix F.3 for the complete data. When more than one student from 

either class could be paired, I paired them randomly by writing their numbers on 

cards and then having a friend choose cards at random; the actual pair comparison is 

presented in Appendix F.4. 
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Table 6.6. Comparison of the experimental and control classes using Wilcoxon 

matched pair test for the speaking test 

 

Classes  Number of pairs T value for p≤ .05 Result from pair 

comparison 

SXA & SCA 14 pairs 21 24 (p > .05) 

SXB & SCB 12 pairs 14 34.5 (p > .05) 

 

The non-parametric Wilcoxon matched pairs test (e.g. Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991, pp.   

297-299) was then used to see if there was any significant difference between 

students in the experimental and control groups. As shown in Table 6.6, there were 

fourteen pairs from the experimental and control groups (SXA and SCA 

respectively) taught by teacher AF and twelve pairs from those taught by teacher BM 

(SXB and SCB respectively). In both cases the results of the comparison exceeded 

the T value for the test, showing that the difference between the results for the 

experimental and control classes was not significant. This will be discussed further 

along with other results in the conclusion (Section 6.3 below).  

6.2  The listening tests 

The listening tests were also administered in the language laboratory, with each class 

taking the tests at different times. The experimental and control students were given 

exactly the same listening tests, and again one of the teachers in my university helped 

me to carry them out (see Section 3.2.3.2). 

 

In each test, students had to answer multiple choice questions based on native 

speaker conversations. The test consisted of 55 questions. The scores for the listening 

test ranged from 1 (lowest) to 55 (highest). The tests included a pre-test and two 
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post-tests: in the first post-test the questions were different from the ones used in the 

pre-test to avoid any memory effects, while in the second the questions were the 

same as the ones used in the pre-test to measure students‘ improvement on the same 

questions (Appendices G.1 and G.2; for the complete listening tests results see 

Appendix G.3).  

Table 6.7. Comparison of the listening pre- and post-tests 

 

Class n Mean  

pre-test 

Mean of 

post-test 1   

p Mean of 

post-test 2   

p 

Experimental A 26 29.2308 29.9231 .683 33.1923 .018 

Control class A 29 28.9655 31.0345 .166 31.7241 .084 

Experimental B 25 28.8000 30.2800 .394 31.5200 .113 

Control class B 23 30.2609 30.9565 .654 33.0870 .073 

 

A comparison of mean scores of the pre- and post-test for each class shows that all of 

them increased their average scores in both the first and second post-test; see Table 

6.7 above. Based on t-test analysis, however, the differences were not significant 

except for experimental class A for the second post-test (where p = .018). Only for 

that one class is there any evidence that the teaching approach had any significant 

effect on the students‘ English listening skills, and this only when the same test was 

repeated as the post-test. In general students tended to do better in the second post-

test than in the first one, possibly because the questions were the same as ones in the 

pre-test. 
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Table 6.8. Comparison of score improvement between the experimental and control 

classes for the listening tests 

 

Comparisons of Listening pre-test with post-text 1 

X 

class 

n Mean pre- and post-

test 1 difference 

C 

class 

n Mean pre- and post-

test 1 difference 

p 

XA 26 0.6923 CA 29 2.0690 0.303 

XB 25 1.4800 CB 23 0.6957 0.625 

 

Comparisons of Listening pre-test with post-text2 

X 

class 

n Mean pre- and post-

test 2 difference 

C 

class 

n Mean pre- and post-

test 2 difference 

p 

XA 26 3.9615 CA 29 2.7586 0.44 

XB 25 2.7200 CB 23 2.8261 0.924 

 

Similarly, using t-tests to compare differences in improvement between the 

experimental and control classes (in Table 6.8) found that the differences were not 

significant for any pair of classes. This thus gave no evidence that the teaching 

method applied by either teacher had any effect on the students‘ English listening 

ability.  

 

The non-parametric Wilcoxon matched pairs test (e.g. Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991, pp.  

297-299) was also used to analyse the results of listening tests as shown in Table 6.7. 

The pairwise comparison between the control and experimental class is presented in 

Appendix G.4. When more than one student from either class could be paired, I 

paired them randomly, as I did in the speaking test (see Section 6.1). The actual pair 

comparison is presented in Appendix G.5. 
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Table 6.9. Comparison of the experimental and control classes using Wilcoxon 

matched pair test for the listening tests 

 

Class  Pairs T value for p≤.05 Result from pair 

comparison 

XA & CA post-test 1 12 pairs 14 35 (p > .05) 

XA & CA post-test 2 13 pairs 17 29.5 (p > .05) 

XB & CB post-test 1 10 pairs 8 26 (p > .05) 

XB & CB post-test 2 9 pairs 6 30.5 (p > .05) 

 

Twelve pairs for the first post-test and thirteen pairs for the second post-test were 

from the experimental and control groups (XA and CA respectively) taught by 

teacher AF. Ten pairs for the first post-test and nine pairs for the second post-test 

were from those taught by teacher BM (XB and CB respectively). In all cases the 

results of the comparison exceeded the T value for the test, showing that the 

difference between the results for the experimental and control classes was not 

significant for both post-tests, which agrees with the result from the t-test analysis 

above (Table 6.8). This will be discussed further along with other results in the 

conclusion (6.3 below).  

6.3 Conclusion 

From measuring the duration of speaking in the pre- and post-tests it was clear that 

both experimental classes increased the duration of their English responses much 

more than the control groups (Section 6.1.1). This is probably because they had 

become used to sharing their ideas in English amongst their classmates during 

semester. This was confirmed by a Mann Whitney U analysis that found the 

difference between experimental and control classes to be significant well beyond the 
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p < 0.001 level. Apparently the use of the cooperative learning approach in the 

experimental classes tended to induce students to speak much more English in the 

speaking tests than the more traditional control classes did.   

 

For the most part the quantitative data on the quality of the English did not 

demonstrate any differences among the classes, although it seemed clear that all 

classes did improve in speaking tests (Section 6.1), if not so much in listening tests 

(6.2). For teacher AF alone there was some evidence from t-tests that her 

experimental class improved more than her control class in speaking (Table 6.5) and 

in repeating the same listening test (Table 6.7), but this was not confirmed by the 

Wilcoxon matched pair test. The following chapter considers what we can learn from 

the qualitative data gathered through student questionnaires and interviews.  
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CHAPTER 7 STUDENTS’ EXPERIENCES IN THE 

CONVERSATIONAL ENGLISH CLASS 

 

This chapter presents the results of the student questionnaires and interviews to show 

students‘ perception about their conversational English classes. It is divided into 

subsections on students‘ views on their conversational English teachers (7.1), their 

class activities (7.2), their experiences working in groups (7.3), their classmates 

(7.4), and their reasons for making notes in the conversational English class (7.5). 

These are followed by a conclusion (7.6). 

 

One hundred and sixteen students returned questionnaires (Section 3.2.3.3) and forty 

one of them were also interviewed in groups at that time (Section 3.2.3.4). The 

quotes from interviews are preceded by abbreviations for students, such as XA1 for a 

student who was interviewed from the experimental (X) class A, and is the first such 

student. The results from open questions on questionnaires are also accompanied by 

abbreviations, such as XA for a result from the open questionnaire from the 

experimental class A. 

 

A summary of quantitative results from the questionnaires is presented in Appendix 

E.5. The averages of all the scores in each class ranged narrowly from 0.66 to 0.79, 

showing that student views of their conversational English classes tended to be only 

moderately positive, not even as high as 1.0.  

7.1 The students’ views on teachers 

Students‘ perceptions about their teachers in the conversational English class varied 

as shown in the following Table.  
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Table 7.1. Students‘ views on teachers 

 

No Item  Experimental  Control  

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

13 

My teacher always helps me when I 

encounter difficulties in speaking 

English during class activities. 

0.88 0.46 0.8 1.21 

14 My teacher encourages me to speak 

English more in the class.    

1.00 0.89 1.00 1.04 

15 

My English teacher speaks English 

clearly and fluently when he/she 

teaches us in class  

0.97 0.74 0.83 0.88 

16 

The teaching techniques applied 

provided me more opportunities to 

speak English 

0.78 0.43 0.56 0.67 

 

Averages for items13-16 

0.91 0.63 0.80 0.95 

 

The averages for items 13 – 16 make it clear that AF did better in her experimental 

class (0.91) than with the control class (0.80), the difference being especially notable 

with item 16. The difference is also notable with item 15. In item 15, AF‘s English 

instruction was the most fluent and clear in her experimental class (.97), and in item 

16 she also provided them the most opportunity to speak English (.78) among the 

three classes. AF‘s encouragement for experimental and control class in speaking 

English was good for both classes (1.00). 

 

On the other hand, BM did much better in his control class (0.95) than in the 

experimental (0.63). The difference comes across in all four questions, but most 

heavily in item 14. BM‘s control class obtained the most teacher‘s help (1.21) and (in 

item 15) also the teacher‘s encouragement to speak English in class (1.04). These 

scores for BM‘s control class were higher than those for the other three classes, even 

exceeding those for AF‘s classes and BM‘s experimental class (1.00 and .89). In item 
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15, BM‘s English instruction was somewhat clearer and more fluent in his control 

class (.88) than in his experimental class (.74), and in item 16 he also provided the 

control class with more opportunities to speak English (.67) than the experimental 

class (.43). It intrigued me why BM‘s experimental and control students‘ views of 

their teacher were so different from each other; see Section 7.1.2 below. 

 

7.1.1 Teacher AF 

In the recorded videos and my class observations I found some evidence for why 

AF‘s experimental class had more positive perceptions of their teacher than her 

control class. AF seemed always to note students‘ progress and scored students who 

spoke English actively during class activities. Since she applied cooperative learning 

techniques employing many small groups in the experimental class, she seemed 

busier in monitoring, making notes and scoring each student‘s progress. While most 

students tried to share ideas in groups, she made an extra effort to pay attention to 

students who engaged in groups actively. She moved around from one group to 

another to monitor them and remind them to discuss things in English. She 

sometimes asked the name of a student who shared ideas actively in a group and then 

wrote something in her book. This was noticed by most of the students; they knew 

that the teacher might score or note their progress during class activities. AF 

commented as follows: 

Yes [I always score each student in each meeting] to know his/her progress. 

(E.1.1.11) 

It was interesting that in experimental class A, when AF employed group 

presentation, some students engaged actively in asking questions. In the course of 

one group‘s presentation, the teacher suddenly asked students why they asked 
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questions in the presentation, and one student answered spontaneously, ―We want to 

get a score, Bu‖. Students clearly understood that their teacher monitored and scored 

them and this might have encouraged them to engage in all the class activities. It 

seemed that she knew most of the students‘ names. This was understandable because 

she had taught some of them in earlier semesters.  

 

In the interviews, AF told me that she always noted the progress of every student in 

every meeting and always called every student by name (Appendices E.1.1.9 and 

E.1.1.10). This seemed to build strong teacher-student relationships. In my class 

observation in AF‘s experimental class, most students seemed to engage in class 

activities actively.   

 

On the other hand, AF also noted students‘ improvement in the control class, 

although she did it less than in the experimental class. This is probably because in the 

control class, she called students individually then asked them to answer questions or 

give opinions. It seemed that this was a usual thing for students, since they knew the 

teacher‘s style from when she had taught them conversational English in earlier 

semesters.    

 

Based on the open questionnaires, there were interesting suggestions from AF‘s 

experimental class that the teacher should force them to speak up in class; one 

student even wrote that she could use punishment to make students speak English. 

She also should forbid students from bringing notes for speaking and pay more 

attention to all students in particular who were not good at speaking English. One 

student suggested that she should provide more time for students to practice speaking 
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English. She also should use small groups in order to enable students to speak 

English maximally, use varied teaching methodology and not have too many students 

in the class (Appendix E.5.2.XA item 5). 

 

In the interviews some other students disagreed about whether a teacher had to force 

students to speak up; instead a teacher should provide many opportunities and 

motivate and encourage them to speak up.  

XA24: A good [conversational English] teacher is one who understands 

his/her students so he/she does not force his/her authority to students, such as 

―I want my students to be like this so you [students] have to be like this‖. 

[He/she] should not force [things] and [he/she] should understand [students]. 

[He/she] helps only when students do not understand. (E.3.7) 

XA1: He/she provides more opportunities to speak; he/she encourages 

students strongly to speak. (E.3.1) 

In her control class, on the other hand, AF applied the same teaching techniques in 

almost every meeting (Section 5.4). She also scored students by calling their names 

individually to answer questions or give opinions in English. Not all students gained 

an opportunity to do this. She sometimes explained materials then asked students 

questions or for opinions randomly. After one student gave his/her opinion on the 

topic then she argued against the student‘s opinion by asking some questions about it 

until the student could not answer them, while other students prepared and waited for 

their turn to answer questions or give opinions because the materials sometimes had 

been given as homework. From my class observation, some students seemed 

worried; knowing how their friends felt it was difficult to answer hard questions from 
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AF. This might be one of the reasons why they were the most nervous among all the 

classes (see Table 7.6 below).  

 

There were some interesting comments and suggestions from AF‘s control class. 

They commented that the class was a little boring because the teacher always did the 

same things in every meeting. They suggested that a teacher should use varied and 

interesting teaching methods, such as using small groups, songs, games or watching 

movies to avoid student boredom. She also should forbid students from bringing 

notes in speaking and she should pay attention to all students in class and not give 

difficult materials. One student even wrote a strong suggestion to the teacher that 

each student has to be given an opportunity to speak English in the class (Appendix 

E.5.2.CA item 5). These things might lead students to view their teacher more 

negatively than AF‘s experimental class.   

 

In the interviews, one student in the control class stated that AF‘s teaching method is 

rather monotonous. However others thought that the teacher provided them more 

opportunities to speak than in earlier semesters:  

CA40: [Teacher‘s] teaching techniques are rather monotonous: every meeting 

[we] always [study] materials. (E.3.11) 

CA37: My experiences in the conversational English class three; I get more 

opportunities to speak than in earlier semesters, so it is interesting, Bu. We 

have an opportunity, we have something that we want to talk about and [we 

are] provided an opportunity to do it. (E.3.10) 

CA38: Yes, [I] get little improvement [in speaking], Bu. In the second 

[earlier] semester, students obtained less opportunity to speak. (E.3.10) 
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7.1.2 Teacher BM 

BM‘s control class had more positive perceptions of their teacher than his 

experimental class. In the experimental class, when BM went around the class 

monitoring groups, it seemed that he did not note students‘ progress regularly; he 

sometimes noted things and sometimes did not. In one of the interviews, he admitted 

that he forgot to announce the groups‘ scores at the end of meeting; he said that he 

would announce it next week but he did not. Moreover, from my class observation in 

BM‘s experimental class, it seemed that he hardly ever called students by name. 

These things may have made his students feel they did not have a strong relationship 

with him as a teacher. His lack of consistency and feedback might make some 

students reluctant to engage in group work actively.  

The procedure of [cooperative learning technique] works but [I] missed 

announcing [the groups‘] scores.  (E.1.2.8) 

I scored [students‘ progress] and the groups‘ scores can be announced next 

week, I forget [to announce] them today. (E.1.2.8) 

From the class observation in BM‘s experimental class, I felt that BM‘s body 

language might be noticed by students. For example, in week eight when BM used 

Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT), it seemed that he lacked concentration during 

his teaching and in his interview he admitted this (Section 5.3). Moreover, he 

sometimes instructed lessons unclearly and students did not know what to do in their 

groups (Section 5.3). Those things might lead some students to view him negatively.  

 

Some students in BM‘s experimental class commented in an interview that a teacher 

should be good at speaking English and able to explain materials clearly.   
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XB10: [A good teacher] is friendly and able to motivate students. [He/she] 

explains materials clearly. (E.3.3) 

XB5: The teacher who teaches the conversational English subject must be 

clever, good at speaking [English]; his/her pronunciation is clear and his/her 

speaking is fluent. (E.3.2) 

Some students in BM‘s experimental class wrote some other interesting comments 

(Appendix E.5.2.XB item 5). A teacher should guide students and must not be too 

dominant in class. He should require students to speak English in class and able to 

explain materials clearly and in an interesting manner. Some other students also 

suggested that he should master materials and behave warmly to students. He should 

have good teaching strategy so that students would feel it would be easy to 

understand his lessons and he should always motivate students and create a 

comfortable class atmosphere because these would affect students‘ mood in studying. 

He should create very creative and interesting activities so that students were keen to 

study and he should master English language teaching methods. 

 

On the other hand, BM‘s control students had positive perceptions about their 

teacher. This is probably because BM gave a great deal of help to his control class. 

Based on the recorded videos, BM used almost the same teaching techniques in 

every meeting in the control class (Section 5.4): he explained materials then asked 

students questions or sought their opinions. He sometimes gave materials as 

homework and therefore students could make preparations at home. Based on my 

class observation, before BM explained materials in detail, he sometimes wrote some 

difficult vocabulary related to the topic on the blackboard and then gave examples of 

how to pronounce those words correctly and asked students to imitate him. After 
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explaining the materials, he asked questions or opinions of students. After a student 

answered questions, he never asked or argued against the student‘s opinions as AF 

did. Some students might speak English as much as they could, although some of 

them spoke English only in two simple sentences in giving opinions.  

 

It was interesting that when one student spoke and then was suddenly stuck in the 

course of his/her speaking, BM helped him/her directly; giving the English words 

needed to keep speaking. When some students mispronounced some English words 

in the course of answering questions, he corrected them straightaway. He wrote those 

words on the whiteboard then asked them to imitate him to pronounce them 

correctly; he repeated this twice or three times. It seemed that students felt 

comfortable studying in his class. Most of them took turns to speak English 

individually because fortunately there were only around twenty students in the class. 

 

In interviews, some students in BM‘s control class commented that they thought they 

improved their speaking English ability. A possible reason could be that their 

vocabulary improved and they had courage to ask the teacher if they did not 

understand what he explained.  

CB30: [My] vocabulary improves and [my] speaking is fluent. (E.3.8) 

CB41: Yes I feel, I get improvement because there is an explanation from the 

teacher; in earlier semesters [I] might lack confidence to ask but I am brave 

[to ask] now; I understand the teacher‘s explanation more. (E.3.11) 

CB41: [My speaking improved] because of the teacher and secondly because 

of my own effort to improve my speaking ability. (E.3.11) 

CB29: My speaking and my confidence improve. (E.3.8) 
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Some students in BM‘s control class wrote some interesting comments that a teacher 

should know all students‘ names and should not make students nervous. He had to 

provide an opportunity to each student to speak, be patient and always encourage 

students to speak English. He also should be creative and innovative in explaining 

materials. Another interesting comment was the teacher could keep going with his 

teaching techniques because it was efficient (Appendix E.5.2.CB item 5). In my class 

observation, it seemed that most students enjoyed his teaching. It seemed that BM 

was able to build a good relationship with his students in this class because he was 

more confident with the teaching technique that he employed in the control class.  

 

On the questionnaire (Appendix C.4), all respondents from experimental and control 

classes were asked to describe (in Indonesian) a teacher who supported them for 

speaking English in the conversational English class. Some students wrote a 

paragraph about it, some others wrote short lists of the teacher‘s characteristics and 

some others simply left it blank. A summary of the responses is presented in 

Appendix E.5.3 and the English equivalents of the descriptive terms used are listed in 

Table 7.2 below: 

Table 7.2 Summary of students‘ descriptions of 

a good teacher for the conversational English class 

 

No Teacher 

characteristics  

Experimental classes Control classes Total  

  AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 116 total 

1 Friendly 12 (38%) 18 (51%) 15 (60%) 11 (46%) 56 (48%) 

2 Smart 5 (16%) 12 (34%) 9 (36%) 10 (42%) 36 (32%) 

3 Patient 6 (19%) 11 (31%) 9 (36%) 7 (29%) 33 (28%) 
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4 Good at 

speaking 

English  

6 (19%) 10 (29%) 5 (20%) 4 (17%) 25 (22%) 

5 Kind 1 (3%) 6 (17%)  4 (16%) 2 (8%) 13 (11%) 

6 Motivating 

students 

 3 (9%) 3 (9%) 2 (8%) 3 (13%) 11 (9%) 

7 Mastery of 

pronunciation  

1 (3%) 1 (3%) 2 (8%) 2 (8%) 8 (7%) 

8 Caring 3 (9%) 1 (3%) 2 (8%) 1 (4%) 7 (6%) 

9 Helpful 2 (6%) 3 (9%) 1 (4%) 1 (4%) 7 (6%) 

10 Mastery of 

materials  

1 (3%) 5 (14%) - - 6 (5%) 

 

Many students from both the experimental and control classes noted that an ideal 

teacher for the conversational English subject should be friendly. The next three 

attributes that students chose most were smart, patient, and good at speaking English. 

XB13 commented that ―[An ideal teacher is one who is] clever, friendly [and] he/she 

can be a teacher and friends as well. There must be cooperative relationship between 

a teacher and students‖ (25.4), while CA35 commented that ―[An ideal teacher] 

should be interesting, friendly and be able to speak English well‖ (25.10). This might 

be because students needed to practice speaking English in the class. If their teacher 

is friendly and patient, this might make them comfortable to practice speaking 

English. They might not be afraid of asking questions, such as about English 

vocabulary, when they encounter difficulties in the course of their conversation. A 

teacher also should be smart and good at speaking English. This might be because 

he/she not only explains lessons but also serves as a model for speaking English for 

students in the conversational English class.  

 

Not shown in the table are a variety of characteristics chosen by few students, 

including that a good teacher should have a mastery of vocabulary and structure and 
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have a broad knowledge, he/she is able to manage a class well, create a comfortable 

class atmosphere, teach on time, and show mastery of teaching methodology. Other 

attributes that some students noted were that he/she should also be creative, 

innovative, wise, helpful and confident, and some students even noted that he/she 

should be good looking and neatly dressed. He/she should not be arrogant, not be 

irritable, not force his/her authority on students, and not blame students, particularly 

when they practiced speaking English in the class (see Appendix E.5.3).  

 

In the interview, some students in AF‘s and BM‘s experimental and control classes 

made interesting comments when they were asked about the characteristics of 

teachers who support their spoken English ability (Appendix E.3). XB12 pointed out 

that an ideal teacher for the conversational English class should be professional and 

have a firm attitude (E.3.4), while CB3 commented that ―An ideal teacher, he/she 

must be friendly; he/she guides and does not force [students], he/she is responsible‖ 

(E.3.2).  

 

Some students pointed out that an ideal teacher should be good at speaking English, 

with good pronunciation and an extensive vocabulary. He/she should drill students 

and give examples for pronouncing English words correctly. He/she should speak 

English slowly to help them understand. The role of teachers was thus not only to 

transfer knowledge but also to be a model of good English pronunciation. CA40 

commented that ―[A teacher] should give an example how to pronounce [English 

words correctly], therefore he/she does not only explain theories, but then asks 

[students] to search materials and asks them to practise [speaking English] 

themselves‖ (E.3.11).   
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CA36: An ideal conversational English teacher is one who is able to explain 

materials well and he/she is good at speaking English, especially in 

pronunciation so that students can imitate him/her. (E.3.10) 

CA39: His/her pronunciation should be good, and he/she has an extensive 

vocabulary. (E.3.10) 

XA22: His/her speaking is good and easy to understand for students and 

he/she should not speak too fast to help students understand. (E.3.6) 

Moreover, some students commented that a good teacher should use varied teaching 

methodology. He/she should be good at teaching and explain materials clearly to 

help students understand them easily. XA16 characterised a good teacher as ―First, 

one who is able to explain materials well: if he/she [gives] a topic to discuss, he/she 

has to explain it first and if students do not understand what he/she explained, he/she 

provides extra time outside of class [for students to ask]‖ (E.3.5). CB30 stated that 

―In my opinion, a good teacher is one who is good at teaching; [he/she] sometimes 

uses games to keep students from feeling bored‖ (E.3.8). 

 

One student made an interesting comment that an ideal conversational teacher should 

use English and Indonesian mixed in instructing and explaining materials. This was 

consistent with the findings of the first stage of this study (Sections 4.7.1.1). A 

possible reason could be that students still encountered difficulties in understanding 

their teacher‘s explanations in English. XA26 commented that ―An ideal teacher is 

one who is active and creative, but he/she must not always use English all the time 

because English is not the first language for Indonesians therefore if it is possible 

[he/she explains materials] mixed in Indonesian [and English]‖ (E.3.7).  
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Some students noted that a good teacher should guide students. He/she does not force 

his/her authority on students because this affects students‘ concentration to study. 

He/she also should have good attributes such as being friendly and helpful because 

this makes the class atmosphere comfortable for study. This was consistent with 

some comments from students in the interviews in the first stage (Section 4.6.2.).  

XB11 characterised a good teacher as ―One who is smart and friendly, be friendly to 

students because this can make a comfortable atmosphere; then [he/she] explains 

material clearly and motivates [students]‖ (E.3.4).  XB4 characterised one as ―One 

who is able to guide; he/she is friendly and not put pressure on [students] because if a 

teacher is irritable this makes students unable to concentrate [on study]‖ (E.3.2). 

XA25 characterised one as ―A teacher who understands his/her students and helps 

them when they have problems‖ (E.3.7).  

 

Some students considered that a teacher‘s motivation is important because this 

indicates that the teacher cares for them. This finding was consistent with one of the 

findings from the first stage of this study (see Section 4.6.2.2). Students also felt that 

a teacher should also create a comfortable class atmosphere, because this could 

influence students‘ mood to study. XA27 commented that ―The teacher is cheerful, 

close and takes care of students. If he/she is clever but he/she does not take care of 

students, it is nothing, Bu. The proof that he/she takes care of them is that he/she 

motivates students; he/she does not merely explain materials‖ (E.3.7). Other students 

also commented as follows:  

CA6: Teacher‘s motivation is very important because if there is no 

[motivation from teacher], students become lazy to attend [the class]. (E.3.2)   
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XA21: An ideal teacher firstly, he/she should understand his/her students and 

then [understand his/her students‘] capability, and [he/she] wants to accept 

[students‘] suggestion. If a teacher does not care to students, this makes 

students lazy to attend [his/her class]. (E.3.6) 

XB9: [A teacher] always motivates and does not make students feel down. 

(E.3.3) 

CB33: [An ideal teacher is] one who is able to teach comfortably, relaxed, 

and is not angry easily. (E.3.9) 

7.2 The students’ views on class activities 

With regard to class activities, both teachers gave the same treatments: they applied 

cooperative learning techniques in the experimental class and they used traditional 

teaching techniques in the control class (see Sections 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4).  

Table 7.3. Students‘ responses on class activities 

 

No Item  Experimental  Control  

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

5 

I participate actively in class 

activities 0.34 0.37 0.24 0.33 

6 

My fluency increases during 

class activities 0.84 0.57 0.83 0.38 

7 

My grammatical accuracy 

increases during class activities 0.72 0.46 0.76 0.29 

8 

My vocabulary increases during 

class activities 1 0.91 0.8 0.92 

9 

The class atmosphere is 

conducive to speaking English 

during class activities 0.75 0.66 0.6 0.58 

 Averages for items 5-9 0.73 0.59 0.65 0.5 

 

AF‘s activities clearly did better than BM‘s. It is also the case that the experimental 

classes did slightly better than the control classes for both AF (0.73 to 0.65) and BM 
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(0.59 to 0.50). Looking at the individual questions, the biggest differences between 

AF‘s classes and BM‘s were in questions 6 and 7 — students thought that AF‘s 

activities in both classes were much better for their fluency and grammar than BM‘s. 

For items 6 and 7, AF‘s experimental and control classes‘ scores were much the 

same, while it is here that BM‘s experimental classes did noticeably better than his 

control classes. Otherwise differences between experimental and control classes do 

not seem particularly large, although items 5, 8, and 9 do tend to support such a trend 

for at least AF. Generally, most students felt that their English vocabulary improved 

during the semester (see item 8). AF‘s experimental students felt this the most (1.00) 

among the four classes.  

 

Students‘ participation in both experimental classes was slightly better than in both 

control classes (item 5). The class atmosphere in both experimental classes was 

slightly more comfortable than in the control ones (item 9). This may be because in 

the experimental classes, teachers used small groups frequently; students seemed to 

enjoy working in groups (Sections 5.2 and 5.3).  

 

In the interview some students in both control classes stated that they enjoyed 

following class activities. They believed that their vocabulary improved and believed 

that teachers provided them opportunities to speak English. CA37 stated that he 

obtained more opportunity to speak than in earlier semesters (Appendix E.3.10), 

although some other students were disappointed because they lacked opportunities to 

speak English in the class. One student commented that his/her spoken English did 

not improve. A possible reason might be because there were many students, so that 

not all of them had an opportunity to speak English in class.  
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CA35: Yes, [I] can speak [English in class], then my vocabulary, grammar 

and my pronunciation improve because [teacher‘s name omitted] drills us. 

(E.3.10) 

CB3: I feel my speaking improves; [teacher‘s name omitted] provides 

opportunities to speak, although students only get an opportunity to speak if 

the teacher chooses him/her. [A teacher] should choose students based on the 

student‘s attendance list to let them [have an opportunity to] speak. (E.3.2) 

CA40: In my opinion [my speaking does not improve] because there are 

many students [in class]. (E.3.11) 

On the other hand, in the interview most of experimental students commented that 

they enjoyed following class activities. Since all class activities required group work, 

they thought that they participated more in the class. They had more opportunities to 

practice speaking English and their vocabulary improved.   

XA2: It [group work] is very effective because [I] can speak [English] to my 

classmates more so that [I] am not blank. (E.3.2) 

XB7: [I] have enthusiasm to discuss [thing in groups] more than speak 

individually. [I feel] it is easier to share ideas and then [I feel] braver. In 

individual speaking [in front of the class] only clever students who are able to 

speak a lot. (E.3.3) 

XB10: It is amazing; [class activities] improves [my] confidence to speak 

English and increases my vocabulary, because I lacked of confidence, Bu. 

(E.3.3) 

On the open questionnaire students were asked whether their fluency, and their 

courage and confidence in speaking English increased during class activities. Some 

students in both the experimental and control classes perceived that their fluency 
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improved during class activities while others did not. For those who perceived that 

their fluency improved, the reasons given were that teachers strongly demanded they 

speak English in class, teachers provided many opportunities to speak, and that 

students were accustomed to speaking English in class and their vocabulary 

improved. For those who believed that their fluency did not improve, the reasons 

were that they did not have enough opportunity to speak English in the class, they 

did not have extensive English vocabulary, the class atmosphere and classmates did 

not support practicing speaking English, there were so many students in the class, 

and they did not master the materials (Appendix E.5.2 item 2). There were no 

particular differences between experimental and control classes in these and the 

following respects.  

 

Furthermore, some students in both experimental and control classes also perceived 

that their courage and confidence in speaking English improved during class 

activities. Students reported that this was because they were in groups and there were 

various class activities and these made students practice speaking English amongst 

them. They had to share ideas in English in the class. They thought that their teacher 

and classmates were cheerful and friendly therefore they were not nervous to speak, 

they were also helpful and corrected them when they made mistakes and the teacher 

always motivated them to speak English in the class. However, some others 

commented that their bravery and confidence did not improve in the class because 

they were ashamed, felt inferior, lacked vocabulary, and the class atmosphere made 

them nervous to speak. Other reasons were that they felt ashamed if they 

mispronounced words and were then laughed at by their classmates, since there were 
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some students who were good at speaking English. One interesting comment was 

that one student was afraid of the teacher (Appendix E.5.2 item 4). 

7.3 The students’ views on group work 

Both experimental and control classes had the same questionnaire to fill in (Section 

3.2.3.3). With regard to group work, the experimental group students had much 

experience, since their teachers used group work in each meeting. On the other hand, 

the control classes did not experience group work this semester, since their teachers 

used traditional methods (Section 5.4). Thus the answers of the control group 

students could merely be speculation, or they may have experienced group work in 

classes for other subjects or in their previous semesters.  The relevant section of the 

table for this topic is as follows: 

Table 7.4. Students‘ responses on group work 

 

No Item  Experimental  Control  

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

1 I enjoy working in small groups 

during class activities 0.94 0.94 0.68 0.75 

2 I practice speaking English more in 

small groups during class activities 0.75 0.49 0.6 0.58 

3 Working in small groups improves 

my speaking ability 0.94 0.77 0.6 0.83 

4 I enjoy practicing speaking English 

in small groups 0.84 0.94 0.56 0.87 

 Averages for items1-4 0.87 0.79 0.61 0.76 

 

The averages show that both experimental classes had positive perceptions of group 

work, especially for AF‘s experimental class. BM‘s experimental and control classes 

both had almost the same perception about working in groups. AF‘s classes believed 

they practiced speaking English more than BM‘s classes (item no 2). AF‘s 
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experimental class believed this the most (.75) among the classes, while BM‘s 

experimental class believed this the least (.49).  

 

In the interview, there were various positive comments by students in the 

experimental classes about group work. Most of them thought that group work 

provided them more opportunities to speak and they helped each other to understand 

lessons. The strong point for group work was they could discuss amongst classmates 

if they encountered difficulties about the lesson. XA22 commented that ―I like 

working in groups because we can share with each other [about the lesson], if we do 

not understand about the lesson we can ask for help from others‖ (E.3.6). Others 

commented as follows: 

XA20: Yes, I like [working in groups], I am happy in group work because 

when I do not know [the materials] I can ask friends who are cleverer than 

me. (E.3.6) 

XA24: I like [group work] because [I] can discuss and share ideas in groups. 

(E.3.7) 

XB5: I like working in small groups because this makes students speak, 

although they sometime use Javanese, but this improves vocabulary. At the 

end there is a presentation and this improves [our] bravery and confidence to 

speak [English]. (E.3.2) 

XB11: I like working in groups much for the conversational English subject. 

Because this is the first step when we want to speak [English], we are not 

afraid of [speaking in groups] and then there is presentation and this makes us 

more confident [to speak]. There is sharing ideas in group work, which 

provides many opportunities to speak. (E.3.4) 
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XA16: [I feel] more enjoyable; [I] practice [speaking English] more. (E.3.5) 

 

Some other experimental students also commented that working in groups provided 

them more input to improve their spoken English skills, in particular their English 

vocabulary improved. This is because they share ideas among group members, and if 

one did not know an English word, other group members could help him/her. In 

addition they also could learn pronunciation more during their discussion, since they 

sometimes corrected each other‘s English pronunciation. 

XA19: I like working in groups. If we speak alone [in front of the class], we 

use less vocabularies, but if [we are] in group work, there are many inputs 

from friends, and then we know that our friends have extensive vocabulary 

and are fluent in speaking and then we are more challenged [to be like them].  

(E.3.5) 

XB9: [I] like [working in groups], because in groups [I] have much 

opportunity to speak with friends. We can discuss, share ideas and when we 

do not know [the materials] we can ask [the group‘s members]. We discuss 

[in English and Indonesian] mixed; but when we present [the group‘s results 

we use] English. (E.3.3) 

XA16: Working in groups is more amazing; in particular we can share ideas 

and knowledge so it improves our knowledge and we like to share ideas [in 

group work] more. (E.3.5) 

XB8: It is enjoyable; [working in groups] improves vocabulary. It is clearer 

when materials are discussed together. (E.3.3) 
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It was interesting to find out that some students believed working in groups improved 

their social skills, such as togetherness and respect for other students‘ opinions in 

groups. This also reduced their anxiety to speak English.     

XB14: In small groups [we] learn togetherness, although only one student 

will present [the group‘s result]; the most important thing is the process [of 

sharing ideas in groups]. (E.3.4)  

XA25: Really I like [working in groups], Bu, because in small groups, if [we] 

make mistakes, this can be corrected by our friends, therefore the feeling of 

anxiety and shame lessens, not like speaking in front of many people. (E.3.7)  

XA17: [I] like it; it is useful because in group work we can share [thing] that 

we do not know and when we share [them] in groups, we are not afraid or 

nervous. (E.3.5) 

Some experimental students also commented that their confidence and feeling of 

courage in speaking English improved while they worked in groups. They state that 

this is because they had more opportunities to practice speaking. It seemed that the 

more they practiced speaking among classmates the more confident they were (see 

Section 4.6.1.5). They also felt that this improved their fluency in speaking English.  

XA2: [My] confidence improves much and then [I] can practice speaking 

English because it was started in groups. (E.3.1) 

XB14: The [advantage] of group work is [I] can speak more and feel 

confident. (E.3.4) 

XB11: [My] Vocabulary, fluency and bravery improves. (E.3.4) 

XA21: [I] am encouraged to speak [English]; I was inferior [about doing] 

before, [now I am] confident. (E.3.6)   
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Those students‘ comments were consistent with the teacher‘s comment in one of her 

interviews about her experimental class: AF commented that working in groups 

improved students‘ confidence to speak English.  

AF: I see the change not in how much they speak, Bu, but in how they are 

more confident [to speak]. (E.1.1.10) 

AF: Yes, for example [student‘s name omitted], this person is quiet; I have 

known him since he was in semester two. Now he is confident to speak. 

(E.1.1.10) 

AF: [Student‘s name omitted] shows improvement [in speaking]; another 

student such as [student‘s name omitted] — she is the girl in group one — 

she is also able to speak English more [in class]. (E.1.1.11)  

There is an interesting comment; one student stated he/she liked group work because 

the group members always changed. This agreed with one of the findings from the 

first stage of the current study (see Section 4.3).  

XA19: I like [group work] because friends [in groups] always change. If 

friends [in groups] are always the same and the topics to discuss are [also] 

always the same, this usually makes students bored. (E.3.5) 

In the interview, a majority of students liked and had positive perceptions of working 

in groups; only one student of twenty-seven experimental students who were 

interviewed commented that he/she rather disliked working in groups. The reason 

he/she gave was because most group members did not engage in discussion but 

instead they conversed about other things among themselves. Two other students 

stated that group work had both strengths and weaknesses. The strength of group 

work is that students could help each other when they did not understand materials, 

and they could also share ideas. Another benefit is that working in groups improved 
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vocabulary and confidence to speak English. The weakness of group work, on the 

other hand, is that some students tended to become passive; they just followed the 

group‘s result without contributing. They tended to converse among themselves 

while other group members discussed materials.  

XB12: Really this type [working in groups] is common, it has strengths and 

weaknesses. Its weakness is that each group which consists of many 

members, all of them did not speak [English]. Its strength is that if I do not 

understand [things], I can ask or share [with others]. (E.3.4)   

XB13: It is good enough, there is strength and weakness in [group work]; its 

weakness is that many group members are just followers [they just follow 

group‘s result without contributing], while its strength is we can help each 

other when we do not understand [things] and this also improves vocabulary 

and bravery. (E.3.4) 

XA27: I rather dislike working in groups because most of its members are not 

active in sharing ideas; they converse among themselves. It may be because 

they lack vocabulary; they tend to keep silent [in the group] when the teacher 

goes around, and when he/she does not approach their group, students 

converse among themselves. Therefore this is not comfortable; it is good if [a 

teacher] directly chooses a student to give his/her opinion individually. 

(E.3.7) 

 

On the open questionnaire, both the experimental and control groups were asked 

whether they liked speaking English in small groups during class activities. Most of 

the students liked it for the reasons that they had more opportunities to speak English 

among themselves, they could help each other and discuss materials easier, and they 
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felt comfortable to share ideas among themselves. They could also speak without 

feeling ashamed and their confidence to speak English improved. Working in groups 

built togetherness among their classmates. 

 

Only thirteen students out of 116 from both experimental and control classes 

commented in the open questionnaire that they disliked group work because: they did 

not have enough vocabulary, they felt inferior, and they were not accustomed to 

sharing ideas in English (Appendix E.5.2 item 1). Only one experimental student 

disliked it; the other twelve students who disliked it were from control classes. Some 

students also did not speak English much in their group because they thought that 

their classmates might not understand their spoken English. There were some other 

interesting comments about this on the open questionnaire; the complete answers for 

all classes are presented in Appendix E.5. 

If I speak English then my friends do not understand what I talk about, so I 

just speak Indonesian. (E.5.2.XB) 

I am not sure that the partners whom I talk English with, that they understand 

what I talked about. (E.5.2.XB) 

Not all group‘s members understand what we talk about if we discuss things 

in English. (E.5.2.CB) 

The English ability among students is not at the same level. (E.5.2.CB) 

My friends sometimes do not understand what I talk about [if I speak in 

English] (E.5.2.XB) 

I do not speak English fluently therefore I switch in code between [English] 

and Indonesian (E.5.2.CA) 
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In the interview, one experimental student made an interesting comment that he/she 

did not speak English much in their group because he/she thought that his/her friends 

did not understand if he/she always used English. 

XB12: If [I] only use English, [some group members] understand and others 

do not. (E.3.4) 

XA2 commented that his/her group discussed things in Indonesian and his/her 

teacher did not notice it (E.3.1). It seemed that some students spoke English if the 

teacher approached their group. This agreed with both teachers‘ comments in one of 

the interviews: students discussed things in English if teachers approached their 

group (Appendices E.1.1.11 and E.1.2.4). A teacher should give proper materials to 

students to keep them speaking English. XA22 stated that a teacher should not give 

difficult topics; if materials were difficult to discuss, students could only speak a 

little about it (E.3.6). 

XB12: It may be because the teacher is not strict [to control students who 

converse things among them]; yes, [students] speak Indonesian and English 

mixed. (E.3.4) 

XA2:  Depending on the group: if the group is active, I speak, but if it is 

passive, [I] am silent. (E.3.1) 

XB11: If there are many students speaking actively in [my] group, then [I] 

am challenged [to speak]. (E.3.4)   

On the open questionnaire, students both in the experimental and control classes 

were asked to write what they felt when they worked in groups. Some students wrote 

more than one kind of expression of their feeling, although some others did not and 

left it blank (Appendix E.5.2 item 3). 
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Table 7.5. Summary of positive responses about students‘ feelings in group work 

 

No Positive responses Experimental  Control  

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

1 Cheerful   2 (6%) 7 (20%) 6 (24%) 4 (17%) 

2 Comfortable  3 (9%) 2 (6%) 1 (4%) 4 (17%) 

3 More confident   1 (3%) 3 (9%) 1 (4%) 2 (8%) 

4 Bravery to speak   1 (3%) 1 (3%) 1 (4%)  

6 Enjoyable 3 (9%) 2 (6%)   

7 Proud  1 (3%) 1 (3%)   

8 Relaxed  1 (3%) 1 (3%)   

9 Able to speak English 

more  

2 (6%)    

 Total 14 (44%) 17 (49%) 9 (36%) 10 (42%) 

 

Table 7.6. Summary of negative responses about students‘ feelings in group work 

 

No Negative 

responses 

Experimental  Control classes 

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

1 Nervous 8 (25%) 10 (29%) 9 (36%) 6 (25%) 

2 Unconfident   1 (3%) 4 (11%)  2 (8%) 

3 Scary 2 (6%) 4 (11%) 1 (4%)  

4 Bored  3 (9%)    

5 Confused     2 (6%)    

6 Ashamed    2 (6%)   

 Total 16 (50%) 20 (57%) 10 (40%) 8 (33%) 
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The above tables show that students both in the experimental and control classes 

perceived both positive and negative experiences when they worked in groups. The 

three kinds of positive expressions that the students chose most were cheerful, 

comfortable and more confident while three kinds of negative expressions that 

students chose most were nervous, unconfident and scary.  

 

Compared to the control classes, students in the experimental classes experienced not 

only more positive experiences but also more negative experiences of group work. 

This was understandable, because they experienced working in groups more than 

those in the control classes. Their positive experiences included such things as 

feelings of enjoyment and being proud and relaxed, while the negative experiences 

included ones such as feeling bored, confused and ashamed.  

7.4 The students’ views on classmates 

Here is the section of the table about students‘ thoughts on their classmates. While 

this may relate to group work in the experimental classes, in control classes I 

observed that classmates often helped each other when teachers asked a student to 

answer a question or give an opinion individually and he/she suddenly found it 

difficult to find English words. 

Table 7.7. Students‘ responses on classmates 

 

No Item  Experimental  Control  

AF/32 BM/35 AF/25 BM/24 

10 

My classmates induce me to 

speak English more in class 0.59 0.69 0.48 0.46 

11 

All friends in my group always 

help me when I encounter 

difficulties in speaking English  0.69 0.77 0.68 0.71 
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12 

I like to practice my spoken 

English with my classmates 

during class activities 0.63 0.4 0.6 0.46 

 Averages for items10-12 0.64 0.62 0.59 0.54 

 

Here the averages alone would suggest that there is really very little difference 

among the four classes, that how they feel about their classmates is largely 

independent of teacher and approach. That is not what the individual scores say, 

however, item 10 shows that students felt that classmates in the experimental classes 

induced them to speak English somewhat more than students in the control classes 

believed. This inducement was the highest (.69) for BM‘s experimental students, 

although the differences in scores among the four classes were very small.  

 

In item 11, students from the four classes had almost the same opinion about 

classmates‘ help in class; their scores are much the same. Both of AF‘s classes liked 

to practice speaking English with their classmates more than BM‘s classes (item 12). 

A possible reason could be AF always encouraged her classes to speak English (item 

14 in Table 7.1). 

 

On the questionnaire (Appendix C.4), all respondents from experimental and control 

classes were asked to describe (in Indonesian) a partner who supported them for 

speaking English in the conversational English class. Some students wrote a 

paragraph about it, some others wrote short lists of a friend‘s characteristics and 

some others simply left it blank. A summary of the responses is presented in 

Appendix E.5.3 and the English equivalents of the descriptive terms used are listed in 

Table 7.8 below: 
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Table 7.8 Summary of students‘ descriptions about good partners in the 

conversational English class 

 

No Partners‘ 

characteristics 

Experimental classes Control classes Total  

AF 

n = 32 

BM 

n = 35 

AF 

n = 25 

BM 

n = 24 

 

n = 116 

1 Smart  8 (25%) 17 (49%) 11 (44%) 12 (59%) 48 (41%) 

2 Friendly 9 (28%) 16 (46%) 7 (28%) 9 (38%) 41 (35%) 

3 Helpful  6 (19%) 11 (31%) 11 (44%) 9 (38%) 37 (32%) 

4 Kind 1 (3%) 8 (23%) 5 (20%) 2 (8%) 16 (14%) 

5 Caring 5 (16%) 2 (6%) 3 (12%) 3 (13%) 13 (11%) 

6  Not being 

arrogant 

3 (9%) 5 (14%) 2 (8%) 2 (8%) 12 (10%) 

7 Patient 2 (6%) 4 (11%) 2 (8%) 4 (17%) 12 (10%) 

8 Good at 

speaking 

English  

2 (6%) 6 (17%) 2 (8%) 2 (8%) 12 (10%) 

 

The three characteristics of ideal partners that the students chose most were smart, 

friendly and helpful. Not shown in the table are a variety of characteristics chosen by 

few students, that ideal partners supported each other in speaking English, liked to 

share ideas in English, humble, respectful, not being so bossy, cooperative, and 

genuine, not being selfish, a motivator, independent, cheerful and funny (E.5.3).  

 

In the interview some students thought that friends should be smart and in particular 

able to speak English well. XB8 stated that good friends were ones who were clever 

and able to motivate. XA17 commented that good partners were ones who supported 

her and were good at speaking English, in particular in their pronunciation. Others 

commented as follows: 
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XA19: At the beginning [we] feel inferior [to smart partners], however 

because they are smarter, we feel challenged to be smarter than them.  (E.3.5) 

CB29: [An ideal friend: one who is] good at speaking, friendly and caring.  

(E.3.8) 

XA17: In my opinion, ideal friends are ones who support [me] much, in 

particular in [their] knowledge and the way how they think, and then they are 

good at speaking English, with good pronunciation and extensive vocabulary 

and other things that support [me] to converse in English. (E.3.5) 

Some students also believed that good partners or interlocutors should have good 

attitudes, such as they give them opportunities to speak or are helpful or friendly. 

This is probably because in speaking, students need an opportunity to interact and 

share ideas equally, with nobody dominating the conversation in groups, so they 

could support and help each other. CB30 noted that good partners were ones who 

wanted to help each other. CB34 said that a good partner was one who can 

cooperate; if one encountered difficulties in speaking, he/she wanted to help. XB7 

commented: ―[A good partner] is one who is helpful even though he/she may not be 

clever‖ (E.3.3.). Others comments were as follows:  

XA1: [A good partner] is someone who gives opportunities to speak. (E.3.1) 

CB31: Friends who help me if I have problems, they are helpful and not 

selfish. (E.3.8) 

XB11: [A friend] who is clever, friendly and helpful, [I] can ask or share 

whether in English or Indonesian so [we] can help each other. (E.3.4) 

XB5: A friend is one who is smarter than me so if I do not understand 

[materials] I can ask him/her. (E.3.2) 
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Some students thought that partners should understand, respect and support each 

other to speak up in class. They did not insult their friends when the latter did not 

understand or made mistakes.  

CB33: [He/she] understands [me]; if I do not know [things] he/she corrects 

me in a polite way. (E.3.9) 

XB4: A good friend: one who supports [me] and if [I] make mistakes, it is no 

problem. (E.3.2) 

XA21: A friend: one who, if my score drops, he/she does not insult me but 

he/she encourages [me] to study. (E.3.6)  

7.5 Students’ reasons for making notes in speaking English 

It was interesting to find that some students made notes for speaking English, 

especially in the control classes. This was consistent with one of the findings from 

the first stage of this study (see Section 4.3). I found in my class observations that 

some students even wrote in Indonesian first and then translated into English when 

they spoke in front of their friends. I did not realize this at the beginning, since this 

issue came up in the course of data collection. After the lesson was over, I asked 

some students‘ permission to keep their notes as evidence of their tendency to write 

notes. Moreover, BM commented in one of the interviews that some students in the 

experimental class made fewer notes during class activities (see Appendix E.1.2.8).  

There was an interesting comment from one of the students in the experimental 

classes regarding making notes: he/she was not making notes anymore before 

speaking English: 
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XA32: There is [an improvement]: in the conversational English class before 

[I] was used to making notes, however now I can speak [English] directly 

(E.3.9). 

The most common reason students made notes for speaking were that they were 

afraid that they might suddenly forget what to talk about among their friends in the 

course of conversation. Another reason was that it could help make them confident 

when they did not know what to say about things in English.  

CB33: [My speaking improves] but little; I still make notes as preparation 

because I am afraid of speaking [English among classmates]. (E.3.9)  

XA28: [I make notes] because I am not brave enough [to speak], Bu; I am 

sometimes blank [i.e. do not know what to say]. (E.3.7)     

XA2: [I make notes] to prepare what to talk about; if I do not make notes I 

cannot speak and this makes me blank. I sometimes really bring notes just in 

case if I forget [what to talk about, then I can read them]. Bringing notes 

improves my confidence, although [even when] I bring them in front [of the 

class] I sometimes do not read them. (E.3.1) 

CB34: We are speaking a foreign language, so we think twice; if I speak 

[English] directly, its structure is not correct. (E.3.9) 

CA40: [I] make preparation first because [I] do not know what to say [in 

English].  (E.3.11) 

7.6 Conclusion  

In this chapter I explored students‘ views on their conversational English teachers, 

their experiences with class activities, their experiences working in groups, their 
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classmates, and their reasons for making notes in class based on questionnaires and 

interviews.  

 

Students had varied perceptions about their conversational English teachers (Sections 

7.1.1 and 7.1.2). AF‘s experimental class had more positive perception about her 

than her control class. A possible reason could be that students perceived that she 

was competent in teaching them using small groups. She was able to instruct them in 

English clearly and fluently in class (Table 7.1). It seemed that AF had a strong 

teacher-student relationship.  

 

On the other hand, BM‘s control class had more of a positive perception of him than 

his experimental class. Students in his control class perceived that he was good at 

explaining materials. Moreover, he was also very helpful in giving the English words 

needed by students to keep speaking in class. However, it seems that his 

experimental class thought that he was not capable in applying group work in class. 

It seems that he did not have a strong student-teacher relationship.  

 

With regard to class activities, both experimental classes felt that they participated 

more actively in class than both control classes. While differences between 

experimental and control classes do not seem particularly large, however, the average 

score tends to support such a trend (see Table 7.3). In view of the students‘ 

questionnaire, the class atmosphere in both experimental classes was more conducive 

to practicing speaking English than in both control classes (Section 7.2).  This might 

be because most activities were in groups.   
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Relating to students‘ views on group work, most of the students in the experimental 

classes had more positive opinions about it than those in the control classes. This 

could be because they were experienced with it (Section 7.3). There was an 

interesting comment in the student interviews (Appendix E.3) from both 

experimental and control classes that a teacher should strictly monitor students when 

they worked in groups to keep them using English and so that nobody dominated 

speaking in groups.  

 

Concerning students‘ views on classmates, there was very little difference among the 

four classes in the experimental and control classes (Section 7.4). Students in both of 

the experimental classes felt that classmates induced them to speak English 

somewhat more than students in the control classes. Some students both in the 

experimental and control classes still tended to make notes for speaking English.  
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CHAPTER 8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  

After reviewing what this thesis set out to do (in 8.1), this chapter summarizes and 

discusses the findings of this study from the first stage (8.2) and the second stage 

(8.3) of the research, presents conclusions and discussion (8.4) and suggests further 

research (8.5).  

8.1 The nature of the study 

As discussed in Chapter 1, this research initially set out to explore ways to improve 

Indonesian students‘ spoken English ability by enhancing their confidence in 

speaking English. This chapter also discussed the motivation which led me to carry 

out this study (1.1) in the conversational English class (1.2), its research questions 

(1.3), its significance (1.4), and an overview of the thesis (1.5).  

 

To provide a basis for this research, Chapter 2 presented a review of relevant 

literature, starting with background on English teaching in Indonesia (2.1), and 

problems in teaching spoken English skills in Indonesia (2.2). Considering those 

problems led me to look into the matter of self-confidence (2.3), and the possibility 

of applying cooperative learning (CL) to improve students‘ spoken English ability 

and Indonesian research on cooperative learning was summarized in Section 2.4. A 

conclusion was presented in Section 2.5. 

 

The research approach was described in Chapter 3. In order to investigate ways to 

improve students‘ self-confidence in speaking English, I first carried out action 

research on my conversational English class for one semester. This was designed to 

proceed in a cycle of planning, action, observation and reflection, with each cycle 



236 

 

followed by another to identify strategies to improve students‘ confidence in 

speaking English (Section 3.1). This led to the findings described in Chapter 4 and 

summarized in Section 8.2 below. In view of those results I decided to explore the 

use of cooperative learning in Indonesian classrooms using the quantitative and 

qualitative research methods described in Section 3.2. The results of this second 

stage of research were presented in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 and are summarized and 

discussed in Section 8.3 below. 

8.2 The first stage: Action research 

The first stage of research ran for one semester, using action research that positioned 

students as collaborators. Student feedback forms in each meeting contributed 

critically to all class activities during the project (Appendix D.3). The student 

feedback supported me in designing and deciding on better strategies to improve 

their confidence in speaking English.  

 

Comparing the results from the initial and final questionnaires, it was found that by 

the end of the semester, some students had changed their perceptions and believed 

that their frequency in speaking English increased slightly, if not their beliefs about 

their communicative competence (Tables 4.3 and 4.4). They also believed that their 

fear, inferiority, and anxiety in speaking English among classmates decreased 

slightly (Section 4.5). The interview data shows that the main factor which helps 

build students‘ confidence in speaking English in class was the teachers‘ teaching 

methodology, which focused on students‘ involvement in group work (Section 4.6).  

Other factors which were found to affect students‘ confidence in speaking English 

included the teacher‘s role (Section 4.6.2.2). This supported a study by Kawano 
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(2008) which found that a teacher could have an influence on students. Moreover, 

some students believed that the changes of group members in each meeting and the 

level of the partners English also contributed to improving students‘ confidence in 

speaking English (Section 4.3 and 4.6). Other factors which supported students‘ 

confidence were having a strong English vocabulary, mastering pronunciation, 

grammar, and teacher-generated materials (Sections 4.3 and 4.6). In addition, a 

comfortable class atmosphere also contributed to improving their confidence 

(Section 4.3 and 4.6). This finding supports a study by Songsiri (2007), which found 

that one of the ways to promote Thai students‘ confidence in speaking English was to 

present activities in non-threatening ways. This finding also supports one of the 

concepts from Clément et al. (1994, p. 418) about the tricomponent motivational 

complex in L2 learning, namely that classroom atmosphere affects students‘ 

confidence. This is similar to the finding in a study by Zheng (2010), who found that 

the learning situation was one of the strong indicators of motivation which affected 

language achievement and confidence. 

 

This study found that students liked it when their teacher used English and 

Indonesian mixed in the class, whether for giving instructions or explaining lessons 

(Section 4.7.1.1). It also found that a majority of students preferred working in small 

groups rather than in large groups (Section 4.6.1.1). The research also found some 

problems in applying group work. Not all students were active in groups; they also 

tended to use Indonesian or Javanese in groups. They still tended to make notes 

before speaking English; apparently what students had experienced in the previous 

semesters led them to making notes and memorizing (Section 4.3). 
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8.3 The second stage: cooperative learning (CL) 

 

In view of the result from the first stage of this study that using small group work 

improved students‘ confidence in speaking English, the second stage explored the 

use of cooperative learning (CL), which depends on group work. It also continued to 

explore the general question of the sorts of teachers and partners that students believe 

support them to improve their spoken English skills in class (Section 1.2).  

 

To explore the implementation of cooperative learning, I applied a quasi-

experimental research methodology as the second stage of this study. Two different 

teachers each taught two different classes with two different teaching techniques, 

namely a traditional technique and cooperative learning (Section 3.2). Before they 

taught, I provided the two teachers, AF and BM, with some training in the 

cooperative learning techniques they would implement in their experimental classes 

(Section 5.1). Each teacher then taught one class as a control class and another as the 

experimental class. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses were used to evaluate 

the two approaches to teaching (Chapters 5 and 6). Students‘ perceptions about their 

conversational English classes were presented in chapter 7.  

 

In view of the empirical evidence, both teachers faced problems in implementing CL 

techniques in their classes. They missed some procedures in employing CL 

techniques in several meetings or they did not apply them properly. This could be 

because they were still confused about differentiating among the CL techniques 

because of the limited teacher training and time for implementation (Chapter 5). Due 

to time limitations the teachers also could not repeat all CL techniques in their 
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classes (Sections 5.2 and 5.3), which could have helped them master the skill. This is 

because teaching certain techniques is a skill which needs to be repeated frequently. 

When a teacher tries a new skill, it takes around 20 to 30 practice sessions until 

he/she feels comfortable about and masters the skill (Whitlock in Slavin, 2010, p. 

146).  

 

Both teachers also encountered difficulties in forming small groups, activating 

students to work in groups and time management (Sections 5.2.1 and 5.3.1). 

However, they made great efforts to solve problems which emerged during the 

implementation of CL (Sections 5.2.2 and 5.3.2). Weekly interviews with me after 

they taught helped them to discuss and solve problems that they encountered during 

the implementation (Section 5.2 and 5.3), and by the end of the semester they were 

applying CL much better than earlier in the semester.  

 

The impact of the cooperative learning experimental classes and the more traditional 

control classes was compared by using speaking and listening pre-tests and post-tests 

(Chapter 6). Measuring the amount of time students used to answer the questions on 

the speaking tests found a striking difference between the experimental and control 

groups: although experimental group students tended to speak less than control group 

students on the pre-test, they spoke far more than them on the post-test (Section 

6.1.1).  

 

At the same time, the other results of the speaking tests (in 6.1.2) and the listening 

tests (6.2) did not for the most part find any significant difference in the extent to 

which students improved the quality of their English. There could be several reasons 



240 

 

for this. One could be that a semester was simply not a long enough time for 

differences in the quality of the English to become apparent from the tests that were 

used. This could be especially true since improvements in English quality also 

depended on the other English classes the students were taking, so that what was 

happening in the conversation classes may only have had a small impact on them. 

Another reason might be that both teachers lacked experience and were not 

accustomed to implementing CL in their conversational classes. This would be 

similar to the finding in a study by Yu (Liang, 2002, p. 45), where the experimental 

group did not improve their academic achievement because of the teacher‘s 

unfamiliarity with cooperative learning techniques or lack of experience in teaching. 

This finding also supports Lee‘s (1999) conclusion that one of the aspects caused the 

failure of the implementation of CL in teaching English to Japanese students at a 

language school was that teachers lacked understanding of the principles and 

techniques of CL in general. A study by Taylor (1995, pp. 251-252) also supports 

this finding in that one of the obstacles in the implementation of CL in South Africa 

was that many teachers are unskilled and lack of experience to implement CL in the 

class. However, the use of cooperative learning in the present study could not have 

been entirely ineffective, considering the great difference made in the amount of 

English spoken by students in the speaking tests. 

 

In any case, the qualitative data suggested that both the teachers and the students in 

the experimental classes believed that CL benefited and helped improve students‘ 

spoken English ability (Chapter 7). At the same time it also found that some students 

were passive in group work. A possible reason might relate to someone‘s personality. 

He/she was reluctant to practice spoken English since he/she did not want to be seen 



241 

 

as a stupid student when he/she could not pronounce English words well. He/she did 

not want his/her friends to look down on him/her, and he/she might have felt that 

his/her spoken English was not good enough to discuss things in groups. With regard 

to more general issues, from the student questionnaires and interviews it seemed that 

most students believed that teachers‘ and partners‘ good attributes supported their 

spoken English skills in class (see Sections7.1 and 7.4) 

8.4 Conclusions and discussion 

The first stage of this study confirmed the value of having students work in small 

groups for improving their spoken English in the conversational class. The first stage 

found that a majority of students preferred small groups. This finding supports a 

study by Kuswandono et al. (2011) that Indonesian students prefer working in groups 

to studying alone. Working in small groups helped develop students‘ confidence in 

speaking English amongst their classmates, although some of them still tended to use 

Indonesian or Javanese in groups and make notes before speaking English. This main 

finding led me to explore cooperative learning in the second stage, since this 

approach uses group work.  

 

The second stage found that both teachers believed that they learned a lot and 

obtained valuable experiences in implementing CL for one semester. Although they 

faced some problems in implementing CL and did not always implement it properly 

(Sections 5.2 and 5.3), they agreed that CL could be used to improve students‘ ability 

in speaking English (Section 5.6). This supports a study by McGroarty (1993) that 

CL improves students‘ spoken English ability. Both experimental classes also 

perceived that their class atmosphere was more conducive to practice speaking 
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English than in both control classes (Section 7.2). This is also similar to the finding 

by Deen (1991) that students are more active and use more of the foreign language in 

a CL setting than in teacher-centred settings. This is backed up by how the CL 

students ended up speaking much more on the speaking post-test than the control 

groups students did (Section 6.1.1), even though there seemed to be little difference 

in the quality of their English (6.1.2 and 6.2). This is similar to the finding in a study 

by Kormos and Dörnyei (2004) with a different focus; their study related to 

motivation in second language task performance. They found that the quantity of 

students‘ talk was influenced by motivation, but not the quality of their spoken 

language.  

 

While the second stage of the research explored the use of cooperative learning (CL), 

it is not entirely clear that the results really depended on the use of cooperative 

learning in particular or merely its use of group work, as was also found in the first 

stage of the research.  

 

At the same time, it seems that the implementation of the CL approach was very 

useful for the teachers for improving their teaching. They became learners again and 

this was challenging for developing their teaching quality. Based on their 

implementation of CL, I learned that to implement it successfully in Indonesia, both 

teachers and students should have enough time to adapt with it first. Especially 

because both teachers were still novices, they had to spend time for training in CL. 

Lack of adequate training for teachers in implementing the active learning method in 

the 1980s in Indonesia similarly inhibited the implementation of the method known 

as CBSA (Noel, 2008:85). They also needed to master such other teaching skills as 
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forming and monitoring groups and managing time properly. These are especially 

important for CL because all CL techniques use group work. Moreover, students also 

should be provided with time to adapt to CL techniques, particularly in an Indonesian 

cultural context. Because this approach was first developed in Western contexts, 

there might be some differences in an Indonesian one, such as in using critical 

thinking and ways to share ideas in English among their group members.  

 

Overall the findings of this study tend to suggest that CL can be useful in 

conversational English classes in Indonesia. In my view, there are some factors that 

should be considered to adapt CL better to the Indonesian context. Firstly, the class 

should consist of 10 to 15 students to ensure all students do get a chance to speak 

English. In my university where this study was carried out, most of the classes are 

big, consisting of 30 to 40 or even 50 students. Secondly, the time allocated to teach 

should be extended. The conversational English subject runs for 100 minutes. This is 

not enough time when a teacher applies CL in the class since he/she sometimes needs 

to spend much time to explain instructions and to form groups. Thirdly, classroom 

facilities should be adjusted for the implementation of CL; most classrooms use 

wooden tables and chairs, which are heavy to move when students work in groups.  

 

Working with two novice teachers in implementing cooperative learning was an 

interesting experience for me. When I trained them in this new approach, they 

seemed enthusiastic to follow the training and eager to get feedback during the 

implementation. They also openly discussed problems that they encountered in their 

classes in daily interviews with me after their teaching. At the beginning, it seemed 

that they felt ashamed since we did not know each other before. This might be one of 
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the reasons they refused to practice CL techniques during the teacher training. In my 

view, there are some basic skills that novice teachers should acquire before they try 

more complicated techniques, such as forming and monitoring group work, 

mastering class management, and building good and strong relationships with their 

students. 

 

This research may have been a step towards promoting change in my university 

simply through its having been conducted over a sustained period. This is because 

the study provided teacher training to novice teachers and gave them an opportunity 

to implement new techniques for one semester, thus improving their skills in 

applying CL techniques in particular. Although the university has a Quality 

Assurance Center (QAC) and Pusat Peningkatan dan Pengembangan Aktivitas 

Instruksional/Pembelajaran (P3AI, Center for Improving and Developing 

Instructional Activities) to help develop the teaching quality of staff, unfortunately 

many teachers still have not yet had the opportunity to undertake training offered by 

those divisions.   

8.5 Further research 

In view of the above, there is still need for more research on applying the CL 

approach in Indonesian language classrooms. A longer time is needed for teacher 

training, not just the two days as in the present study. The result is similar to what 

happened in the past, when teachers lacked training in the earlier active learning 

method known in Indonesian as Cara Belajar Siswa Aktif (CBSA) in the 1980s, 

causing a failure in implementation of the method (Noel, 2008:85).  

 



245 

 

It may also have been that the implementation of the CL approach for one semester 

was insufficient time to make a measurable difference in student improvement. 

Further research should implement this approach over at least two semesters by the 

same teachers with a longer training time. The results could be different when a 

teacher has enough time to repeat the techniques several times. Moreover, students 

also will become accustomed to working in groups using English. 

 

Further research could also be carried out using more experienced teachers to 

implement the CL approach in the conversation class. The results could differ 

because of their experience in class management. This research suggests that new 

techniques need time to be implemented – time for training of the teachers, and time 

for students to adapt, particularly in a cultural context that is very different from the 

context in which the techniques were first developed. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Ethics forms 

Appendix A.1 Plain Language Statement for students in the first stage 

Pernyataan penelitian untuk mahasiswa - Indonesian original 

Judul Penelitian Penelitian Tindakan untuk meningkatkan rasa percaya 

diri dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris bagi mahasiswa 

Indonesia.    

Tujuan penelitian Menemukan strategi untuk meningkatkan rasa percaya 

diri mahasiswa dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris dan 

menemukan berbagai faktor yang meningkatkan dan 

mengurangi rasa percaya diri mahasiswa dalam berbicara 

bahasa Inggris.  

Peneliti  Muamaroh 

Partisipan Mahasiswa jurusan bahasa Inggris  

Tugas untuk responden   Mengisi kuesioner yang akan dibagikan di awal dan di 

akhir semester.  

 Mengikuti group interview yang akan diadakan di 

pertengahan dan akhir semester. 

 Mengisi blangko umpan balik yang sudah disediakan 

disetiap akhir pelajaran. 

 Di video untuk observasi kelas.  

Anda bebas apabila sewaktu-waktu mengundurkan diri dari penelitian ini. Semua 

informasi yang sudah diberikan akan di hanguskan atau dikembalikan kepada Anda.  

Semua data anonim dan tidak ada data pribadi yang akan dimunculkan dalam 

laporan penelitian. Seluruh data termasuk hasil rekam video akan disimpan secara 

terpercaya. Laporan penelitian akan dilaporkan secara keseluruhan, seperti: 

berkenaan dengan responden secara kolektif dan bukan per individu.     

 

Jika Anda memiliki pertanyaan yang berkenaan dengan penelitian ini, Anda dapat 

menghubungi peneliti, pembimbing utama (Dr Paul Black)  atau telpon bebas pulsa 

ke  Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of Charles Darwin 

University. Berikut no telp dan alamat email yang bisa dihubungi: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417.ext.179 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black : (+618)89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

The Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of CDU: (+61) 

1800 466 215  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au). 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Student’s Plain Language Statement for the first stage – English translation 

The title of research Action Research on Improving Indonesian Students 

Confidence in Speaking English.    

Aim of research Find out the ways to improve students‘ confidence in 

speaking English by investigating factors which support 

as well as diminish students‘ confidence in speaking 

English. 

Researcher  Muamaroh 

Participants Students in the English Department study program  

The participants‘ 

requirement  

 Fill in questionnaires which will be distributed at the 

beginning and at the end of this project.  

 Participate in group interviews which will be held at 

the middle and at the end of the semester. 

 Giving brief written feedback at the end of each class 

meeting  

 Be in video pictures for class observation. 

You are free to withdraw from this study at any time in which case I will return all 

the information or destroy it. All data, including the videos will be kept 

confidential. There will be nothing to identify you. Results of this study will be 

reported only in aggregate, i.e. relating to all participants collectively rather than to 

individual any specific.   

 

If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact the 

researcher, her principal supervisor (Dr Paul Black) or the free call to the Executive 

Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of Charles Darwin University. 

Their phone numbers and email addresses are as follows: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black: (+618) 89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

The Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of CDU: (+61) 

1800 466 215  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Appendix A.2 Student Consent Form for the first stage 

 Indonesian original  

Pernyataan Kesediaan dari mahasiswa  

Judul Penelitian: Penelitian tindakan kelas: peningkatan rasa percaya diri dalam 

mempergunakan bahasa Inggris pada mahasiswa Indonesia.   

Peneliti: Muamaroh 

Saya menyatakan bahwa:  

saya setuju untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian yang dilakukan oleh sdri Muamaroh 

sebagai responden dan akan melakukan:  

 pengisian kuesioner di awal dan akhir semester   

 group interview pada pertengahan dan akhir semester. 

 Pengisian lembar umpan balik secara tertulis setiap akhir pelajaran 

pertemuan. 

 Bersedia direkam gambarnya pada saat observasi kelas. 

Peneliti telah menjelaskan tujuan, methode, manfaat dan kemungkinan resiko dari 

penelitian ini.  

Saya sukarela menjadi responden dalam penelitian ini.  

Saya memahami bahwa saya bebas untuk mengundurkan diri sewaktu-waktu dan 

semua informasi yang telah saya sampaikan bisa dikembalikan ke saya atau di 

musnahkan.  

Saya memahami bahwa laporan penelitian akan dilaporkan secara keseluruhan, 

berkenaan dengan responden secara kolektif dan bukan per individu.  

Surakarta,  .......................... 

Nama: 

 

Tanda tangan 
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Translation of Student Consent Form for the first stage 

 English translation 

Title:  Action Research on Improving Indonesian Student Confidence in Speaking 

English. 

Researcher: Muamaroh 

I acknowledge that: 

I agree to be involved in this study done by Muamaroh as a participant, participating 

in:  

 Filling in questionnaires which will be distributed at the beginning and 

end of the semesters.  

 Participating in group interviews which will be held at the middle and the 

end of the semesters. 

 Filling feedback after each class meeting. 

 Being in video pictures for class observation. 

The aims, methods, benefits and possible risks of the study have been explained to 

me by the researcher. 

I voluntarily give my consent to participate in this study. 

I understand that I am free to withdraw from this study at any time I choose and that 

all the information I gave, can be returned to me or destroyed.   

I understand that the result of this study will be reported only in aggregate, i.e. 

relating to all participants collectively rather than to any specific individual. 

 

Surakarta,  .......................... 

Name: 

 

Signature: 
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Appendix A.3 Plain Language Statement for students in the second stage 

 Indonesian original 

Pernyataan penelitian untuk mahasiswa 

Judul Penelitian Meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris 

mahasiswa Indonesia dengan menggunakan group work dan 

cooperative learning  

Tujuan penelitian Menyelidiki efek cooperative learning untuk meningkatkan 

kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris mahasiswa Indonesia, 

mengetahui partisipasi mahasiswa di kelas dan juga untuk 

membantu meningkatkan kemampuan guru bahasa Inggris di 

Indonesia dalam mengimplementasikan cooperative learning 

di conversational English class. 

Peneliti  Muamaroh 

Partisipan Mahasiswa jurusan bahasa Inggris  

Tugas untuk 

responden  

 Mengikuti pre test dan post test. 

 Mengisi angket di akhir penelitian   

 Mengikuti group interview di akhir semester. 

 Mengisi blangko umpan balik yang sudah disediakan di 

akhir pelajaran. 

 Di video untuk observasi kelas.  

Anda bebas apabila sewaktu-waktu mengundurkan diri dari penelitian ini. Semua 

informasi yang sudah diberikan akan di hanguskan atau dikembalikan kepada Anda.  

Semua data anonim dan disimpan secara terpercaya serta aman dan tidak ada data 

pribadi yang akan dimunculkan dalam laporan. 

 

Jika Anda memiliki pertanyaan yang berkenaan dengan penelitian ini, Anda dapat 

menghubungi peneliti, pembimbing utama (Dr Paul Black)  atau ke  Human Ethics 

Committee of Charles Darwin University. Berikut no telp dan alamat email yang 

bisa dihubungi: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417.ext.179 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black : (+618)89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

Human Ethics Committee: (+618) 89466498  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au). 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Plain Language Statement for students in the second stage  

 English translation 

The title of research  Improving Indonesian university students‘ spoken English 

using group work and cooperative learning  

Aim of research This study aims to investigate the effect of cooperative 

learning in improving Indonesian students‘ spoken English 

and class participation and also the practicalities of helping 

Indonesian teachers implement cooperative learning in their 

conversational English class.  

Researcher  Muamaroh 

Participants Students in the English Department study program  

The participants‘ 

requirement  

 Participate in pretest and post test. 

 Fill in questionnaires at the end of this project.  

 Participate in group interviews at the end of the semester. 

 Fill feedback after class activities 

 Be in video pictures for class observation. 

You are free to withdraw from this study at any time in which case I will return all 

the information or destroy it. All data, including the videos will be kept 

confidential. There will be nothing to identify you. Results of this study will be 

reported only in aggregate, i.e. relating to all participants collectively rather than to 

individual any specific.   

 

If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact the 

researcher, her principal supervisor (Dr Paul Black) or the free call to the Executive 

Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of Charles Darwin University. 

Their phone numbers and email addresses are as follows: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black: (+618) 89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

The Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of CDU: (+61) 

1800 466 215  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au). 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Appendix A.4 Student Consent Form for the second stage 

Indonesian original 

Pernyataan Kesediaan dari mahasiswa  

Judul Penelitian: Meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris mahasiswa 

Indonesia dengan menggunakan group work dan cooperative 

learning  

 

Peneliti: Muamaroh 

Saya menyatakan bahwa:  

saya setuju untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian yang dilakukan oleh sdri Muamaroh 

sebagai responden dengan aktivitas sebagai berikut:  

 Mengikuti pre test dan post test. 

 Mengisi angket di akhir penelitian   

 Mengikuti group interview di akhir semester. 

 Mengisi blangko umpan balik di setiap akhir pelajaran. 

 Di video untuk observasi kelas. 

Peneliti telah menjelaskan tujuan, methode, manfaat dan kemungkinan resiko dari 

penelitian ini.  

Saya sukarela menjadi responden dalam penelitian ini.  

Saya paham bahwa saya bebas untuk mengundurkan diri sewaktu-waktu dan semua 

informasi yang telah saya sampaikan bisa dikembalikan ke saya atau di musnahkan.  

Saya memahami bahwa laporan penelitian akan dilaporkan secara keseluruhan, 

berkenaan dengan responden secara kolektif dan bukan per individu.  

 

Surakarta,  ........................ 

Nama: 

Tanda tangan 
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Student Consent Form for the second stage  

 English translation  

 

Title:  Improving Indonesian university students‘ spoken English using group work 

and cooperative learning  

 

Researcher: Muamaroh 

I acknowledge that: 

I agree to be involved this study done by Muamaroh as a participant, participating in:  

 Participating in pretest and post test. 

 Filling in questionnaires which will be distributed at the end of the 

semesters.  

 Participating in group interviews which will be held at the end of the 

semesters. 

 Filling feedback after each class meeting. 

 Being in video pictures for class observation. 

The aims, methods, benefits and possible risks of the study have been explained to 

me by the researcher. 

I voluntarily give my consent to participate in this study. 

I understand that I am free to withdraw from this study at any time I choose and that 

all the information I gave, can be returned to me or destroyed.   

I understand that the result of this study will be reported only in aggregate, i.e. 

relating to all participants collectively rather than to any specific individual. 

Surakarta,  .......................... 

Name: 

Signature: 
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Appendix A.5 Plain Language Statement for teachers 

 Indonesian original 

Pernyataan penelitian untuk pengajar 

Judul Penelitian Meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris 

mahasiswa Indonesia dengan menggunakan group work 

dan cooperative learning 

Tujuan penelitian Menyelidiki efek cooperative learning untuk 

meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris 

mahasiswa Indonesia, mengetahui partisipasi mahasiswa 

di kelas dan juga untuk membantu meningkatkan 

kemampuan guru bahasa Inggris di Indonesia dalam 

mengimplementasikan cooperative learning di 

conversational English class 

Peneliti  Muamaroh 

Partisipan Mahasiswa jurusan bahasa Inggris  

Tugas untuk responden   Mengikuti training guru yang diadakan sebelum 

pengajaran di semester gasal di mulai 

 Mengisi angket di setiap akhir pelajaran.  

 Mengikuti individual interview di setiap akhir 

pelajaran. 

 Di video untuk observasi kelas.  

Semua data anonim dan disimpan secara terpercaya dan aman. Tidak ada data 

pribadi yang akan dimunculkan dalam laporan penelitian. 

 

Jika Anda memiliki pertanyaan yang berkenaan dengan penelitian ini, Anda dapat 

menghubungi peneliti, pembimbing utama (Dr Paul Black) atau ke Human Ethics 

Committee of Charles Darwin University. Berikut no telp dan alamat email yang 

bisa dihubungi: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417.ext.179 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black : (+618)89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

The Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of CDU: (+61) 

1800 466 215  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au).  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Plain Language Statement for teachers – English translation 

The title of research  Improving Indonesian university students‘ spoken 

English using group work and cooperative learning  

Aim of research This study aims to investigate the effect of cooperative 

learning in improving Indonesian students‘ spoken 

English and class participation and also the practicalities 

of helping Indonesian teachers implement cooperative 

learning in their conversational English class.  

Researcher  Muamaroh 

Participants Speaking teachers in English Department study program  

The participants‘ 

requirement  

 Participate in teacher training. 

 Fill in questionnaires which will be distributed at the 

end of every meeting.  

 Participate in depth interviews which will be held at 

the end of every meeting. 

 Be in video pictures for class observation. 

All data, including the videos will be kept confidential. There will be nothing to 

identify you. Results of this study will be reported only in aggregate, i.e. relating to 

all participants collectively rather than to individual any specific.   

 

If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact the 

researcher, her principal supervisor (Dr Paul Black) or the free call to the Executive 

Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of Charles Darwin University. 

Their phone numbers and email addresses are as follows: 

Muamaroh : (+62) 271.717417 (muamarohmf@yahoo.com). 

Paul Black: (+618) 89467761) (paul.black@cdu.edu.au). 

The Executive Officer of the Human Research Ethics Committee of CDU: (+61) 

1800 466 215  (cdu-ethics@cdu.edu.au). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:muamarohmf@yahoo.com
mailto:paul.black@cdu.edu.au
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Appendix A.6 Teacher Consent Form for the second stage 

 Indonesian original  

Pernyataan kesediaan dari pengajar  

Judul Penelitian: Meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris mahasiswa 

Indonesia dengan menggunakan group work dan cooperative 

learning  

Peneliti: Muamaroh 

Saya menyatakan bahwa:  

saya setuju untuk berpartisipasi dalam penelitian yang dilakukan oleh sdri Muamaroh 

sebagai participant dengan aktivitas sebagai berikut:  

 Mengikuti training guru yang diadakan di awal sebelum pengajaran di 

semester gasal di mulai 

 Mengisi angket di setiap akhir pelajaran.    

 Mengikuti individual  interview di setiap akhir pelajaran. 

 Di video untuk observasi kelas. 

Peneliti telah menjelaskan tujuan, methode, manfaat dan kemungkinan resiko dari 

penelitian ini.  

Saya sukarela menjadi responden dalam penelitian ini.  

Semua data anonim dan disimpan secara terpercaya dan aman. Tidak ada data pribadi 

yang akan dimunculkan dalam laporan penelitian. 

 

Surakarta,  .............................. 

Nama:  

Tanda tangan: 
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Teacher Consent Form for the second stage  

 English translation   

Title:  Improving Indonesian university students‘ spoken English using group work 

and cooperative learning.  

 

Researcher: Muamaroh 

 

I acknowledge that: 

I agree to be involved this study done by Muamaroh as a participant, participating in:  

 Participating in teacher training.  

 Filling in questionnaires which will be distributed at the end of every 

meeting.   

 Participating in group interviews which will be held at the end of every 

meeting. 

 Being in video pictures for class observation. 

The aims, methods, benefits and possible risks of the study have been explained to 

me by the researcher. 

I voluntarily give my consent to participate in this study. 

I understand that the result of this study will be reported only in aggregate, i.e. 

relating to all participants collectively rather than to any specific individual. 

 

Surakarta,  ........................ 

Name: 

 

Signature: 
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Appendix B. research instruments for the first stage 

Appendix B.1 Students’ questionnaire – Indonesian Original 

Bagian  A:  

Seberapa sering Anda melakukan aktivitas berikut ini (items 1-5) dan seberapa sering 

Anda merasa hal-hal berikut ini (items 6-13)? Berilah tanda  (√) pada salah satu 

alternatif jawaban yanag tersedia 

 

No Pernyataan  Tidak 

pernah 

Jarang Kadang-

kadang 

Sering Selalu 

1 Saya  berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan banyak teman dalam 

kelompok besar di kelas 

     

2 Saya  berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan  teman dalam kelompok 

kecil di kelas 

     

3 saya  berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan  teman secara 

berpasangan  di kelas 

     

4 Saya berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan orang yang baru saya 

kenal di kelas 

     

5 Saya berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan sekolompok orang yang 

baru saya kenal di kelas 

     

6 Saya takut orang lain akan 

menertawakan saya bila saya 

berbicara bahasa Inggris di 

kelas  

     

7 Saya merasa mahasiswa lain 

berbicara bahasa Inggrisnya 

lebih baik dari pada saya   

     

8 Saya cemas jika saya berbicara 

bahasa Inggris tanpa persiapan.   

     

9 Dalam kerja secara 

berpasangan, saya cemas 

pasangan saya lebih baik dalam 

berbicara bahasa Inggris 

daripada saya.  

     

10 Saya cemas bila membuat 

kesalahan dalam berbicara 

bahasa Inggris di kelas.  

     

11 Saya cemas ketika guru 

berbicara bahasa Inggris dengan 

saya di kelas.  

     

12 Saya malu bila menjawab 

pertanyaan guru dalam bahasa 
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Inggris di kelas.   

13 Saya cemas bila berbicara 

bahasa Inggris di kelas 

     

 

Bagian B: 

Bagaimanakah pendapat Anda tentang kemampuan komunikatif dalam berbicara 

bahasa Inggris? Berilah tanda √ pada salah satu alternatif jawaban yang ada (items 

14-20)?  

 

Apakah Anda setuju atau tidak, pernyataan dibawah ini bisa meningkatkan 

kepercayaan diri dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris. Berilah  tanda  (√) terhadap salah 

satu jawaban yang ada (items 21-28)   

 

 

No Pernyataan  Sangat 

tidak 

setuju 

Tidak 

setuju 

Netral Setuju Sangat 

setuju 

14 Saya menguasai kosa kata 

dalam bahasa Inggris  

     

15 Saya menguasai tata bahasa 

Inggris dengan baik  

     

16 Saya menguasai cara 

pengucapan bahasa Inggris 

dengan baik  

     

17 Saya mampu berbicara bahasa 

Inggris  dengan guru bahasa 

Inggris saya.  

     

18 Saya mampu berbicara bahasa 

Inggris dengan teman-teman 

sekelas saya dalam bahasa 

Inggris   

     

19 Saya mampu berbicara bahasa 

Inggris dengan orang yang baru 

saya kenal    

     

20 Saya berpartisipasi aktif dalam 

bahasa Inggris pada aktivitas di 

kelas.  

     

21 Memiliki banyak kosa kata 

dalam bahasa Inggris 

     

22 Memiliki pamahaman yang baik 

terhadap tata bahasa Inggris 

     

23 Menguasai cara pengucapan 

bahasa Inggris dengan baik  

     

24 Berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan guru bahasa Inggris  

     

25 Berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan teman-teman sekelas  

     

26 Berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan orang yang baru dikenal   

     

27 Berpartisipasi aktif dalam      
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aktivitas kelas dengan 

menggunakan bahasa Inggris  

28 Membuat persiapan secara 

tertulis sebelum berbicara 

bahasa Inggris di kelas 

     

 

 

Students’ questionnaire – English Translation 

Part A:  

Tell how often you do the activities below (items 1-5) and how often you have the 

feelings below (items 6-13) by ticking (√) one of the choices! 

 

No Statements Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

1 I speak English in a large 

group of friends in the 

classroom 

     

2 I speak English in a small 

group of friends in the 

classroom 

     

3 I speak English in pairs with 

friends in the classroom  

     

4 I speak English to an 

acquaintance in the classroom 

     

5 I speak English to a small 

group of acquaintances in the 

classroom 

     

6 I am afraid that others will 

laugh at me when I speak 

English  

     

7 I feel that the other students are 

better than me at speaking 

     

8 I get nervous if I haven‘t 

prepared for speaking  

     

9  In pair-work I worry if my 

partner is better than me at 

speaking English 

     

10 I worry about making mistakes 

in speaking English in the class 

     

11 I am nervous when the teacher 

speaks to me in English class 

     

12 I am embarrassed when I 

answer the teacher in English 

class  

     

13 I get nervous when speaking in 

English class 

     

 



280 

 

 

Part B:  

 

Tell how you feel about your communicative competence in speaking English by 

ticking (√) one of the choices (items 14-20).  

 

Do you agree or disagree that the following statements will increase your confidence 

in speaking English? Indicate your choice by ticking (√) one of the choices (items 

21-28).  

 

No Statements Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

14 I have a strong English 

vocabulary 

     

15 I have a good understanding 

of English grammar 

     

16 I have mastered a good 

English pronunciation  

     

17 I am able to speak English to 

my English teacher 

     

18 I am able to speak English to 

my classmate 

     

19 I am able to speak English to 

an acquaintance  

     

20 I participate more in English 

class activities 

     

21 Having a strong English 

vocabulary 

     

22 Having a good 

understanding of English 

grammar 

     

23 Mastering a good English 

pronunciation  

     

24 Speaking English to your 

English teacher 

     

25 Speaking English to your 

classmate 

     

26 Speaking English to an 

acquaintance  

     

27 Participating actively in 

English class activities 

     

28 Making written preparation 

before speaking in class 
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Appendix B. 2 Students’ interview – Indonesian Original 

Nama    : ................................................................. 

  …………………………………………… 

  …………………………………………… 

Tanggal  : ............................................................... 

1. Faktor-faktor apakah yang bisa meningkatkan rasa percaya diri Anda dalam 

berbicara bahasa Inggris?   

2. Faktor-faktor apakah yang bisa mengurangi rasa percaya diri Anda dalam 

berbicara bahasa Inggris?   

3. Apakah yang bisa dilakukan guru untuk meningkatkan rasa percaya diri Anda 

dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris? 

4. Apa pendapat Anda tentang aktivitas yang sudah dilaksanakan di kelas? 

5. Apakah aktivitas-aktivitas tersebut meningkatkan rasa percaya diri Anda untuk 

praktek berbicara bahasa Inggris lebih banyak dari sebelumnya? Kenapa iya? 

Kenapa tidak? 

6. Aktivitas mana yang paling Anda sukai? Kenapa?  

 

 

Students’ interview – English Translation 

Names   : ................................................................... 

  …………………………………………… 

  …………………………………………… 

Date  : ................................................................... 

1. What factors which contribute improve your self-confidence in speaking 

English? 

2. What factors that reduce your self-confidence in speaking English? 

3. What does a teacher have to do to improve your confidence in speaking English? 

4. What is your opinion about activities that have been conducted in the class? 

5. Did the activities promote your confidence to practice speaking English more 

than before? Why? Why not? 

6. Which activities did you like most? Why?  
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Appendix B.3 Students’ feedback form – Indonesian original 

Jawablah pertanyaan dibawah ini dengan melingkari salah satu jawaban yang telah 

disediakan dan berilah alasan Anda!  

 

1. Apakah Anda senang dengan aktivitas di kelas hari ini? Ya atau tidak, kenapa? 

a. Sangat tidak menyenangkan  

b. Tidak menyenangkan 

c. Agak menyenangkan 

d. Menyenangkan  

e. Sangat menyenangkan  

………...................................................................................................... 

2. Apakah aktivitas di kelas hari ini menarik? Ya atau tidak, kenapa? 

a. Sangat tidak menarik 

b. Tidak menarik 

c. Agak menarik 

d. Menarik  

e. Sangat menarik  

................................................................................................................... 

3. Apakah saran Anda untuk meningkatkan aktivitas yang sudah dilaksanakan hari 

ini?   

..................................................................................................................... 

 

 

 

 

Students’ feedback Form – English Translation 

 

 

Answer the following questions by circling one of the choices provided and write 

your reason! 

 

1. Were you happy to come to class today? Why or why not? 

a. Not at all happy    (NH) 

b. Slightly happy    (SH) 

c. Moderately happy   (MH) 

d. Happy  (H) 

e. Extremely happy (VH) 

.................................................................................................................... 

2. Did you think the class activities today were interesting? Why or why not? 

a. Not at all interesting (NI)       

b. Slightly interesting    (SI) 

c. Moderately interesting  (MI)  

d. Interesting  (I)    

e. Extremely interesting (EI)   

................................................................................................................. 

3. Do you see any ways in which I can improve today‘s activities? 

      ………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Appendix B.4 Teacher’s journal Form – Indonesian Original 

 

Tanggal  : ........................................................................... 

Waktu   : ........................................................................... 

Aktivitas : ........................................................................... 

Situasi mahasiswa (berbagai kejadian menarik yang terjadi di kelas)  

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................... 

 

 

 

 

Teacher’s journal Form – English Translation 

 

Date : ............................................................................ 

Time  : ............................................................................ 

Activity: ........................................................................... 

 

Students‘ situation (interesting events which happened in the class) 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 

.............................................................................................................. 
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Appendix C. Research instruments for the second stage 

Appendix C.1 Teacher’s interview – Indonesian Original 

 

Nama (dalam kode)  : ................................................................. 

Kelas/waktu   : ………………………………………….  

Tanggal   : .................................................................. 

 

1. Apakah ini pertama kalinya Anda menggunakan cooperative learning di 

conversational English class?  

2. Apa kesulitan yang Anda hadapi ketika menerapkan cooperative learning 

techniques di conversational English class?      

3. Bagaimana cara Anda mengatasi masalah yang muncul di kelas selama 

pelaksanaan teknik tersebut?   

4. Bagaimanakah reaksi mahasiswa ketika Anda menerapkan cooperative learning 

techniques di kelas?  

5. Menurut Anda apakah kemampuan mahasiswa berbicara bahasa Inggrisnya 

meningkat selama pelaksanaan cooperative learning techniques? Kenapa 

iya/tidak?  

 

 

Teachers’ interview – English Translation 

1.Is this the first time for you to employ cooperative learning for the conversational 

English class? 

2. What difficulties do you face when you use cooperative learning techniques in the 

conversational English class? 

3. What ways do you take to overcome problems during the implementation of the 

techniques?  

4. How do students react when you use cooperative learning techniques in the class? 

5. Do students improve their spoken English skills during the implementation of 

cooperative learning techniques? Why/why not? 

 



285 

 

Appendix  C.2 Teachers’ questionnaire – Indonesian Original 

Nama guru : ..................................   

Tanggal :...................................  

    

Tulislah pengalaman Anda mengajar dengan traditional teaching method dan  

cooperative learning di conversational English class!  

Metode traditional: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  

Masalah yang Anda hadapi:  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Cara Anda mengatasi masalah tersebut:  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Cooperative learning: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Masalah yang Anda hadapi 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Cara Anda mengatasi masalah tersebut:  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Teacher’s questionnaire – English Translation 

 

Teacher‘s name : ..................................   

Date   :................................... 

 

Write your experiences in implementing traditional teaching method and cooperative 

learning techniques in the conversational English class!  

 

Traditional method: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The problems that you face 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The ways to overcome the problems 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Cooperative learning: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The problems that you face 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The ways to overcome the problems 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Appendix C.3 Students’ interview - Indonesian Original 

Nama  : ................................................................. 

  ………………………………………….. 

.................................................................... 

Tanggal  : .................................................................. 

 

1. Bagaimanakah pendapat Anda tentang teknik pengajaran yang digunakan guru 

Anda di kelas? 

2. Apakah Anda merasa kemampuan berbicara bahasa Inggris Anda meningkat 

selama satu semester ini?   

3. Deskripsikan teman ideal yang mendorong Anda meningkatkan kemampuan Anda 

dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris di kelas?  

4. Deskripsikan guru ideal untuk mengajar di conversational English class!  

 

 

 

 

 

Students’ interview – English translation  

 

Name : ................................................................. 

 …………………………………………… 

.................................................................... 

Date : .................................................................. 

 

1. What is your opinion about your teacher‘s teaching techniques during class 

activities?  

2. Do you feel that your spoken English skills improved during the semester?  

3. Describe an ideal friend that promotes you to improve your spoken English 

skills in the class! 

4. Describe an ideal teacher for the conversational English class! 
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Appendix C.4 Students’ questionnaire – Indonesian original 

A. Apakah Anda setuju atau tidak dengan pernyataan di bawah ini berdasarkan 

pengalaman Anda selama di conversational English class. Jawablah dengan cara 

memberi tanda  (√)  pada salah satu jawaban yang Anda pilih!   

 

No Pernyataan  Sangat 

tidak 

setuju 

Tidak 

setuju 

Netral Setuju Sangat 

setuju 

1 Saya menikmati belajar 

dalam kelompok kecil di 

kelas  

 

    

2 Saya praktek berbicara 

bahasa Inggris lebih 

banyak dalam kelompok 

kecil selama aktivitas di 

kelas  

 

    

3 Berbicara dalam kelompok 

kecil meningkatkan 

kemampuan bahasa Inggris 

saya 

 

    

4 Saya suka praktek 

berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dalam kelompok kecil 

 

    

5 Saya berpartisipasi aktif 

dalam aktivitas di kelas 

     

6 Kelancaran berbicara saya 

meningkat selama aktivitas 

di kelas 

 

    

7 Kemampuan tata bahasa 

Inggris saya meningkat 

selama aktivitas di kelas  

 

    

8 Kosa kata bahasa Inggris 

saya meningkat selama 

aktivitas di kelas 

 

    

9 Suasana kelas mendukung  

untuk berbicara bahasa 

Inggris selama aktivitas 

kelas berlangsung.  

 

    

10 Teman-teman sekelas saya 

mendukung saya untuk 

berbicara bahasa Inggris 

lebih banyak di kelas.  

 

    

11 Semua teman dalam 

kelompok saya membantu 

saya ketika saya 

mengalami kesulitan dalam 

berbicara bahasa Inggris.  

 

    



289 

 

12 Saya suka praktek 

berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan teman-teman 

sekelas saya selama 

aktivitas di kelas.  

 

    

13 Guru saya selalu 

membantu saya ketika saya 

mendapatkan kesulitan 

dalam berbicara bahasa 

Inggris selama aktivitas di 

kelas.  

 

    

14 Guru saya selalu 

mendorong saya berbicara 

bahasa Inggris lebih 

banyak selama aktivitas di 

kelas.  

 

    

15 Guru bahasa Inggris saya 

berbicara bahasa Inggris 

dengan jelas dan lancar 

ketika mengajar di kelas   

 

    

16 Metode pengajaran yang 

dipakai memberi 

kesempatan lebih banyak 

bagi saya berbicara bahasa 

Inggris. 

 

    

 

 

 

B. Jawablah pertanyaan di bawah ini berdasarkan pengalaman Anda!   

 

1. Apakah Anda suka berbicara bahasa Inggris dalam kelompok kecil selama 

aktivitas di kelas berlangsung? Kenapa iya/kenapa tidak?  

........................................................................................................ 

2. Apakah Anda merasa bahwa kelancaran berbicara bahasa Inggris Anda 

meningkat selama aktivitas di kelas berlangsung? Kenapa iya/kenapa tidak? 

........................................................................................................ 

3. Apa yang Anda rasakan ketika berbicara bahasa Inggris dalam kelompok 

kecil selama aktivitas di kelas berlangsung? 

........................................................................................................ 

4. Apakah Anda merasa keberanian dan rasa percaya diri Anda dalam berbicara 

bahasa Inggris meningkat selama aktivitas di kelas berlangsung? Kenapa 

iya/kenapa tidak? 

........................................................................................................ 

5. Apakah yang harus dilakukan oleh guru untuk meningkatkan kemampuan 

Anda berbicara bahasa Inggris? 

....................................................................................................... 

C. Deskripsikan guru ideal untuk mengajar di conversational English class!  

....................................................................................................... 

D. Deskripsikan teman ideal yang mendorong Anda meningkatkan kemampuan 

dalam berbicara bahasa Inggris di kela 
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Students’ questionnaire – English translation   

A. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements based on your own 

experiences during class activities in the conversational English class? Indicate 

your choice by ticking (√) one of the choices. 

No Statements Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

1 I enjoy working in small 

groups during class 

activities 

 

    

2 I practice speaking 

English more in small 

groups during class 

activities 

 

    

3 Working in small 

groups improves my 

speaking ability 

 

    

4 I like practicing 

speaking English in 

small groups 

 

    

5 I participate actively in 

class activities 

     

6 My fluency   increases 

during class activities 

     

7 My grammatical 

accuracy  increases 

during class activities 

 

    

8 My vocabulary 

increases during class 

activities 

 

    

9 The class atmosphere is 

conducive to speaking 

English during class 

activities 

 

    

10 My classmates induce 

me to speak English 

more in  class 

 

    

11 All friends in my group 

always help me when I 

encounter difficulties in 

speaking English 

 

    

12 I like to practice my 

spoken  English with 

my classmates during 

class activities 

 

    

13 My teacher always 

helps me when I 

encounter difficulties in 

speaking English   
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during class activities. 

14 My teacher encourages 

me to speak English 

more in the class  

 

    

15 My English teacher 

speaks English clearly  

and fluently when 

he/she teaches us in 

class  

 

    

16 The teaching techniques 

applied provided me 

more opportunities to 

speak English 

 

    

 

 

B. Answer the following questions based on your own experiences!   

 

1. Do you like speaking English in small groups during class activities? 

Why/why not? 

........................................................................................................... 

2. Do you feel your fluency in speaking English increases during class 

activities? Why/why not?    

.............................................................................................. 

3. What do you feel when you speak English in small groups during class 

activities? 

...................................................................................................... 

4. Do you feel your courage and confidence in speaking English improve during 

class activities? Why/why not?    

............................................................................................ 

5. What does a teacher have to do to improve your spoken English ability in the 

class? 

............................................................................................................. 

C. Describe an ideal teacher for the conversational English class!  

............................................................................................................. 

D. Describe an ideal partner who supports you to improve your spoken English 

skills in the class!   

 

................................................................................................................ 
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Appendix C.5 Students’ feedback form – Indonesian original 

1. Apakah aktivitas di kelas hari ini meningkatkan kemampuan berbicara bahasa 

Inggris Anda? Kenapa iya/tidak?    

a. Iya    b. Tidak 

...................................................................................................... 

2. Apakah Anda menikmati aktivitas di kelas hari ini? Kenapa iya/tidak?   

a. Iya   b. Tidak 

................................................................................................. 

 

 

Students’ feedback form – English translation 

1. Is this class activity increasing your oral English proficiency? Why/why not? 

a. Yes   b. No  

................................................................................................ 

2. Do you enjoy class activities today? Why/why not  

a. Yes  b. No  

................................................................................................ 
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Appendix C.6 Class observation form 

Teacher‘s name:  Date:  Observer: 

Group:  Class:  Number of students:  

Topic:  

Lesson focus: 

Resources used:  

The method used: 

Duration of time: 

Location of lesson: 

 

 

Observation check list during class activities 

 

No item check comments 

1 Students‘ behaviour   

 Students‘ attendance    

 Enthusiasm to study   

 Understanding the instruction    

 Focus on the materials taught   

 Active in learning process   

 Engagement    

2 Students‘ interaction   

 Students‘ turn taking in English 

interaction 

  

 Interact actively among friends 

in English 

  

 Friend‘s relationship   

 Discuss the topic in group   

 Communication among friends   

3 Student‘s comprehension    

 Fluency   

 Vocabulary   

 Grammar   

 Pronunciation   

4 Class atmosphere   

 Cleanness    

 Comfortable    

5 Teacher‘s performance   

 Preparation    

 Instruction    

 Class management   

 Time management   

 Material provided   

 Material resources   

 Communication with students   

 Relationship with students   

 The method used   
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Observation Probes 

 

Observer comments – teaching activities 

 

What kinds of activities does the teacher employ in the class today (the steps)? How 

are these carried out?  

 

 

 

Observer comments – introduction 

Does the teacher introduce the lesson? What does the teacher do during the 

introduction?  

 

 

Are the students engaged to introduction? Does the introduction run smoothly and 

effectively? 

 

 

 

Observer comments – lesson  

 Are all the students engaged during the lesson? What is interesting activity 

happened during class activity?    

 

 

Does the teacher face difficulty in employing the method/activities? How does 

he/she overcome the problems?  

 

What do the students respond to the method/activities employed today?  

 

 

Observer comments – conclusion  

Does the teacher conclude the lesson? What does he/she do during the conclusion?  

All the students engaged? Is the conclusion effective? 

 

 

 

Observer comments – overall  

Note any other observations about the class in general, i.e. class management, class 

atmosphere, teaching style, students‘ interaction, students‘ respond, students‘ 

behaviour during class activities?    

class management  

class atmosphere  

students‘ interaction  

students‘ respond  

students‘ behaviour during class activities    

 

Observer comments – general  
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The implementation of teaching method by the teacher  

Fidelity measures 

 

Key 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Neutral  

4 

Agree  

5 

Strongly 

agree 

 

 

No Statements 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Teacher is experienced in employing teaching method      

2 Teacher opens and closes the lesson effectively       

3 Teacher monitors students‘ participation during class 

activity   

     

4 Teacher explains the purpose of the lesson clearly      

5 Teacher is able to give instruction clearly      

6 Teacher communicates effectively in delivering the lesson      

7 Teacher  is able to create class atmosphere comfortably        

8 Teacher provides ample opportunity for students to speak      

9 Teacher creates opportunity for students to interact among 

themselves 

     

10 Teacher has effective class management       

11 Teacher provides appropriate materials         

12 Teacher provides many kind of resources         

13 Teacher can manage time management well      

14 Lesson has clear goal and objectives      

15 Lesson is well prepared       

16  Lesson includes an introduction       

17  Lesson includes whole-class instruction       

18 Lesson includes cooperative learning method      

(Wolgemuth, et al., 2011)  
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Appendix C.7 Questions for the Speaking Test 

Pre-Test: 

1. What is your name? 

2. Tell me your student ID number! 

3. Where are you from? 

4. What are your hobbies? 

5. Which do you like better, to get a visit from family or friend? Why? 

6. Tell me how family has influenced your life! 

(Tell which family members had the most influence, how they influenced 

you, and what you think about it) 

 

 

Post-test 

1. What is your name? 

2. Tell me your student ID number! 

3. Where are you from? 

4. What are your hobbies? 

5. Which place do you like to stay in the city or the village? Why  

6. Tell me the happiest experience that you ever have in your life? (Tell what 

experience, where, when and how it happened  and what you think about it) 

 

Appendix D. Data from the first stage 

Appendix D.1 The first students’ interview – On CD only 

Appendix D.2 The second students’ interview – On CD only 

Appendix D.3 The results of students’ feedback – On CD only  
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Appendix D.4 The results of the first and second questionnaires 

 

Part A 

 

Items 1 - 5 (Students‘ frequency in speaking English) 

Items 6 -13 (Students‘ anxiety in speaking English) 

 

N = Never; SL = Seldom; SM = Sometimes; O = Often; A = Always 

 

No Item. N = 28 Questionnaire 1   Questionnaire 2 

  N SL SM O A N SL SM O A 

1 I speak English in a 

large group of friends in 

the classroom 

5 13 9 1    12 14 2 

2 I speak English in a 

small group of friends in 

the classroom 

2 8 15 3   1 3 16 8 

3 I speak English in pairs 

with friends in the 

classroom  

3 13 8 4   6 18 4  

4 I speak English to an 

acquaintance in the 

classroom 

16 10 2   9 11 8   

5 I speak English to a 

small group of 

acquaintances in the 

classroom 

19 6 3   7 11 8 2  

6 I am afraid that others 

will laugh at me when I 

speak English  

3 5 10 8 2 7 7 12 1 1 

7 I feel that the other 

students are better than 

me at speaking 

 2 12 8 6 3 4 13 6 2 

8 I get nervous if I haven‘t 

prepared for speaking  

1 3 6 14 4 5 7 12 4  

9  In pair-work I worry if 

my partner is better than 

me at speaking English 

4 6 10 7 1 4 7 14 2 1 

10 I worry about making 

mistakes in speaking 

English in the class 

1 4 6 14 3 4 9 10 4 1 

11 I am nervous when the 

teacher speaks to me in 

English class 

2 3 16 5 2 7 10 9 1 1 

12 I am embarrassed to  

answer teacher‘s 

questions in the English 

2 5 15 4 2 3 9 13 3  
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class  

13 I get nervous to speak in 

the English class 

1 4 15 5 3 4 11 11 2  

 

Part B  

Items 14 -20 (Students‘ perception of their communicative competence) 

Items 21 -28 (Students‘ perception of factors which affected their confidence) 

 

SD = Strongly disagree; D = Disagree; N = Neutral; A= Agree; SA = Strongly agree  

 

 

No Item. N = 28 Questionnaire 1 Questionnaire 2 

  SD D N A SA SD D N A SA NA 

14 I have a strong 

English 

vocabulary 

 5 18 5   3 19 6   

15 I have a good 

understanding of 

English grammar 

 16 9 3   8 18 2   

16 I have mastered a 

good English 

pronunciation  

1 10 14 3   5 18 4  1 

17 I am able to speak 

English to my 

English teacher 

2 6 16 3 1  5 19 4   

18 I am able to speak 

English to my 

classmate 

 4 12 11 1  1 17 10   

19 I am able to speak 

English to an 

acquaintance  

 10 12 6  1 5 17 5   

20 I participate more 

in English class 

activities 

1 17 8 1 1  6 14 8   

21 Having a strong 

English 

vocabulary 

 1 6 8 13   3 11 14  

22 Having a good 

understanding of 

English grammar 

 3 4 12 9  2 2 16 8  

23 Mastering a good 

English 

pronunciation  

 2 3 14 9  2 1 16 9  

24 Speaking English 

to your English 

teacher 

 1 7 14 6   6 15 7  

25 Speaking English 

to your classmate 

  7 14 7   3 17 8  
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26 Speaking English 

to an 

acquaintance  

 5 15 8   2 16 8 2  

27 Participating 

actively in 

English class 

activities 

 3 8 11 6   6 12 10  

28 Making written 

preparation before 

speaking in class 

 2 11 13 2 2 8 15 2 1  

 

 

Appendix D.5 The results of individual questionnaire for the first and second 

questionnaires 

 

Part A1  

Items 1 - 5 (Students‘ frequency in speaking English based on individual rating) 

 

Never  Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Code 

  

Items in questionnaire 1 Items in questionnaire 2 

1 2 3 4 5 Total 1 2 3 4 5 Total  

1W 1 3 1 1 1 6 3 2 2 1 1 9 

2M 3 4 2 2 1 12 3 4 2 1 2 12 

3S 1 3 2 1 1 8 4 4 3 1 1 13 

4W 1 3 3 1 1 9 3 4 3 3 3 16 

5W 3 3 2 1 2 11 3 4 3 1 3 13 

6M 3 4 4 3 1 15 4 4 3 2 1 14 

7W 3 3 3 3 2 14 4 3 3 2 1 13 

8W 2 3 3 2 2 12 4 4 3  2 2 15 

9M 2 2 4 1 1 10 4 5 4 3 3 19 

10W 1 1 2 1 1 6 4 4 3 2 1 14 

11W 2 2 3 2 1 10 4 5 3 3 4 19 

12W 3 3 2 2 3 13 5 5 3 3 3 19 

13M 2 1 2 1 3 9 4 5 3 3 3 18 

14M 2 2 2 1 1 8 3 5 2 1 1 12 

15S 2 3 2 1 1 9 4 4 4 3 4 19 

16M 4 2 2 1 2 11 4 4 3 3 3 17 

17M 2 2 1 1 1 7 3 4 2 1 2 12 

18W 2 2 2 1 1 8 3 4 4 1 2 14 

19M 2 2 1 1 1 7 4 4 2 1 1 12 

20S 2 3 4 1 1 11 4 5 3 2 2 16 

21W 1 2 2 2 2 9 3 5 3 2 2 15 

22S 3 3 4 2 1 13 3 4 2 2 2 13 

23S 2 3 3 2 2 12 5 4 3 2 3 17 

24M 2 3 3 2 1 11 3 3 3 3 2 14 



300 

 

25W 3 3 3 2 1 12 3 3 3 1 2 12 

26M 3 3 2 2 3 13 4 4 3 2 2 15 

27S 2 3 2 1 1 9 3 5 3 2 2 15 

28S 3 4 3 1 1 12 4 4 4 2 3 17 

 

 

Part A2  

Items 6 -13 (Students‘ anxiety in speaking English based on individual rating) 

 

Never  Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Items in questionnaire 1 

 

Items in questionnaire 2 

 
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total 

1W 5 3 4 4 5 4 5 5 35 5 3 4 3 5 5 4 4 33 

2M 2 3 2 2 2 1 2 3 17 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 18 

3S 4 5 4 4 5 3 4 4 33 4 5 4 5 4 3 3 3 31 

4W 3 3 5 3 4 5 4 3 30 1 2 4 1 2 1 2 2 15 

5W 2 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 26 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 21 

6M 4 3 4 3 5 3 3 3 28 2 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 23 

7W 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 24 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 23 

8W 2 3 4 2 3 3 3 2 22 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 25 

9M 3 3 4 2 3 3 2 4 24 2 3 2 3 1 3 1 2 17 

10W 3 3 3 1 3 2 2 2 19 3 3 2 1 1 1 2 2 15 

11W 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 30 3 4 3 3 3 4 4 3 27 

12W 4 5 5 4 3 3 4 3 31 3 4 2 3 2 1 3 3 21 

13M 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 10 1 3 1 1 1 2 4 1 14 

14M 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 28 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 24 

15S 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 14 1 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 12 

16M 4 3 4 3 4 2 3 3 26 3 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 22 

17M 3 4 5 3 4 3 3 3 28 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 22 

18W 4 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 35 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 10 

19M 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 28 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 19 

20S 4 5 4 3 4 3 3 3 29 3 4 2 3 3 2 3 2 22 

21W 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 36 3 5 3 4 4 3 3 4 29 

22S 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3 27 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 23 

23S 4 3 4 3 4 3 2 3 26 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 1 13 

24M 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 19 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 16 

25W 2 4 2 4 2 3 2 3 22 3 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 24 

26M 2 5 5 1 4 3 3 3 26 1 3 1 1 2 1 3 1 13 

27S 3 4 4 2 4 3 3 3 26 2 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 21 

28S 3 4 3 1 4 4 3 2 24 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 16 
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Part B1. Items 14 -20 (Students‘ perception of their communicative competence) 

 

 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Code Items in questionnaire 1 Items in questionnaire 2 
14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Total 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Total 

1W 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 15 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 23 

2M 4 3 3 3 4 3 2 22 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 23 

3S 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 15 3 2 2 3 3 1 3 17 

4W 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 14 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 

5W 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 19 

6M 3 3 4 3 4 3 2 22 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 24 

7W 3 3 3 3 3 4 2 21 4 3 4 3 3 2 4 23 

8W 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 22 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 17 

9M 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 17 3 3 3 3 4 2 3 21 

10W 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 20 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 19 

11W 3 2 2 3 3 2 2 17 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 16 

12W 3 2 3 3 4 4 2 21 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 22 

13M 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 25 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 26 

14M 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 25 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 19 

15S 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 31 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 25 

16M 3 2 2 4 3 2 2 18 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 20 

17M 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 15 3 2  - 3 3 3 2 16 

18W 2 2 1 1 3 4 2 15 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 19 

19M 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 17 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 

20S 2 2 2 3 4 2 2 17 4 4 3 2 2 2 3 20 

21W 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 17 2 2 3 2 4 3 2 18 

22S 2 2 2 1 4 3 1 15 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 23 

23S 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 21 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 

24M 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 21 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 25 

25W 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 21 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 

26M 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 21 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 22 

27S 3 2 3 3 4 2 2 19 3 3 4 4 4 3 2 23 

28S 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 25 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 25 
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Part B2. Items 21 -28 (Students‘ perception of factors which affected their 

confidence) 

 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

 

 

Code  Items in questionnaire 1 Items in questionnaire 2 

2

1 

2

2 

2

3 

2

4 

2

5 

2

6 

2

7 

2

8 

Total 2

1 

2

2 

2

3 

2

4 

2

5 

2

6 

2

7 

2

8 

Total 

1W 5 5 5 4 4 3 3 4 33 5 4 4 5 4 3 5 3 33 

2M 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 24 4 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 24 

3S 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 31 5 5 4 4 4 2 4 3 31 

4W 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 38 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 40 

5W 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 28 3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 28 

6M 5 4 4 4 3 3 5 4 32 5 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 36 

7W 4 4 4 5 5 3 4 3 32 4 4 4 4 3 3 5 2 29 

8W 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 5 5 5 4 3 3 3 3 31 

9M 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 28 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 3 26 

10W 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 20 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 30 

11W 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 34 3 3 2 3 4 3 4 2 24 

12W 3 5 5 4 5 4 4 2 32 4 2 5 4 4 4 4 1 28 

13M 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 29 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 2 30 

14M 4 4 4 3 3 2 2 3 25 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 29 

15S 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 35 5 4 4 5 5 5 5 3 36 

16M 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 35 5 5 5 5 5 3 4 2 34 

17M 4 2 4 3 4 2 4 4 27 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 30 

18W 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 37 3 2 2 3 4 3 5 2 24 

19M 3 2 2 2 3 2 2 4 20 5 4 4 4 5 3 4 1 30 

20S 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 37 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 38 

21W 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 4 36 5 4 5 4 5 3 5 3 34 

22S 5 4 4 4 5 3 3 5 33 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 29 

23S 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 27 4 4 4 5 5 4 3 3 32 

24M 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 32 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 33 

25W 4 4 4 4 3 2 3 3 27 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 3 28 

26M 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 30 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 31 

27S 5 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 31 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 32 

28S 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 36 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 36 
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Appendix E. Data from the second stage – On CD only 

Appendix E.1 Teachers’ interview   

Appendix E.2 Teachers’ questionnaire  

Appendix E.3 Students’ interview  

Appendix E.4 Students’ feedback  

Appendix E.5 The results of students’ questionnaire 

 

Appendix E.6 The variations of CL structures 
 

based on Kagan (1989:12) are as follows: 

 

Structure Brief Description  Function Academic & 

Social 

Teambuilding 

Roundrobin Each student in turn shares 

something with his or her 

teammates 

Expressing ideas and 

opinions, creation of 

stories. Equal 

participation, getting 

acquainted with 

teammates. 

Classbuilding 

Corners Each student moves to a corner of 

the room representing a teacher-

determined alternative. Students 

discuss within corners, then listen 

to and paraphrase ideas from other 

corners.  

Seeing alternative 

hypotheses, values, 

problem-solving 

approaches. Knowing and 

respecting different points 

of view, meeting 

classmates.   

Communication Building 

Match Mine Students attempt to match the 

arrangement of objects on a grid of 

another student using oral 

communication only. 

Vocabulary development. 

Communication skills, 

role-taking ability. 

Mastery 

Numbered 

Heads Together 

The teacher asks question, students 

consult to make sure everyone 

knows the answer, then one 

student is called upon to answer 

Review, checking for 

knowledge, 

comprehension. Tutoring.   

Color-Coded 

Co-op Cards  

Students memorize facts using a 

flash card game. The game is 

structured so that there is a 

maximum probability of success at 

each step, moving from short-term 

Memorizing facts. 

Helping, praising.  
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to long-term memory. Scoring is 

based on improvement.   

Pairs Check  Students work in pairs within 

groups of four. Within pairs 

students alternate-one solves a 

problem while the other coaches. 

After every two problems the pair 

checks to see if they have the same 

answers as the other pair. 

Practicing skills. Helping, 

praising. 

Concept Development 

Three-Step 

Interview  

Students interview each other in 

pairs, first one way, then the other. 

Students each share with group 

information they learned in the 

interview 

Sharing personal 

information such as 

hypotheses, reactions to a 

poem, conclusions from a 

unit. Participation, 

listening.  

Think-Pair-

Share 

Students think to themselves on a 

topic provided by the teacher; they 

pair up with another student to 

discuss it; they then share their 

thoughts with the class. 

Generating and revising 

hypotheses, inductive 

reasoning, deductive 

reasoning, application. 

Participation, 

involvement.    

Team Word-

Webbing 

Students write simultaneously on a 

piece of chart paper, drawing main 

concepts, supporting elements, and 

bridges representing the relation of 

ideas in a concept. 

Analysis of concepts into 

components, 

understanding, multiple 

relations among ideas, 

differentiating concepts. 

Role-taking. 

Multifunctional 

Roundtable   Each student in turn writes one 

answer as a paper and a pencil are 

passed around the group. With 

Simultaneous Roundtable more 

than one pencil and paper are used 

at once.  

Assessing prior 

knowledge, practicing 

skills, recalling 

information, creating 

cooperative art. Team-

building, participation of 

all.  

Inside-Outside 

Circle  

Students stand in pairs in two 

concentric circles. The inside 

circle faces out; the outside circle 

faces in. Students use flash cards 

or respond to teacher questions as 

they rotate in each new partner. 

Checking for 

understanding, review, 

processing, helping. 

Tutoring, sharing, 

meeting classmates.    

Partners  Students work in pairs to create or 

master content. They consult with 

partners from other teams. They 

then share their products or 

understanding with the other 

partner pair in their team 

Mastery and presentation 

of new material, concept 

development. 

Presentation and 

communication skills.  

Jigsaw  Each student on the team become 

an ―expert‖ on one topic by 

Acquisition and 

presentation of new 
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working with members from other 

teams assigned the corresponding 

expert topic. Upon returning to 

their teams, each one in turn 

teaches the group, and students are 

all assessed on all aspects of the 

topic. 

material, review, 

informed debate. 

Interdependence, status 

equalization. 

Co-op Co-op Students work in groups to 

produce a particular group product 

to share with the whole class, each 

student makes a particular 

contribution to the group. 

Learning and sharing 

complex material, others 

with multiple sources; 

evaluation, application, 

analysis, synthesis. 

Conflict resolution 

presentation skills.  

 

Appendix F. The speaking test 

Appendix F.1 Speaking test assessed by three raters 

F.1.1. Experimental class A (Pre-test) 

No Student‘s 

code 

Raters  Total score 

for 

the  pre-test  
A B C 

1 SXA1 4 3.5 3 3.5 

2 SXA2 2 1.5 2 1.8 

3 SXA3 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

4 SXA4 1 1.5 1 1.2 

5 SXA5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

6 SXA6 1.5 2 2 1.8 

7 SXA7 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

8 SXA8 1 1.5 2 1.5 

9 SXA9 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

10 SXA10 3 2 2.5 2.5 

11 SXA11 2 2 2 2 

12 SXA12 2 2 2 2 

13 SXA13 2 2 2 2 

14 SXA14 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

15 SXA15 2 2 1.5 1.8 

16 SXA16 2 2 2 2 

17 SXA17 2 1 2 1.7 

18 SXA18 2 1.5 2 1.8 

19 SXA19 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

20 SXA20 2 2 2 2 

21 SXA21 2.5 2 2.5 2.3 
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22 SXA22 1.5 1.5 1 1.3 

23 SXA23 3 2.5 2 2.5 

24 SXA24 1.5 2 2 1.8 

25 SXA25 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

26 SXA26 2.5 1.5 2 2 

27 SXA27 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

28 SXA28 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

29 SXA29 2.5 2.5 3 2.7 

30 SXA30 1 1 1.5 1.2 

31 SXA31 1 1 1 1 

     2 

 

F.1.2. Experimental class A (Post-test) 

No Student‘s 

code 

Raters Total score for the post-

test A B C 

1 SXA1 4 3 3 3.3 

2 SXA2 3 3 2.5 2.8 

3 SXA3 3 3 2 2.7 

4 SXA4 3 3 2 2.7 

5 SXA5 4 4 3.5 3.8 

6 SXA6 3.5 4 3 3.5 

7 SXA7 2.5 3 2.5 2.7 

8 SXA8 3.5 3 3 3.2 

9 SXA9 3 3 3 3 

10 SXA10 4 3.5 3 3.5 

11 SXA11 3 3 3 3 

12 SXA12 3 3 3 3 

13 SXA13 3 3 2.5 2.8 

14 SXA14 2 2.5 2 2.2 

15 SXA15 1.5 2 1.5 1.7 

16 SXA16 3 2.5 2.5 2.7 

17 SXA17 2 3 3 2.7 

18 SXA18 3 2.5 2.5 2.7 

19 SXA19 3.5 3 3 3.2 

20 SXA20 2.5 3 2.5 2.7 

21 SXA21 4 4 3.5 3.8 

22 SXA22 2 2 2 2 

23 SXA23 2 2.5 2 2.2 

24 SXA24 1 2.5 2 1.8 

25 SXA25 3.5 3 3 3.2 

26 SXA26 2 2 2 2 

27 SXA27 3.5 3 3 3.2 

28 SXA28 3.5 3 3 3.2 

29 SXA29 5 4 4 4.3 

30 SXA30 2.5 3 2 2.5 

31 SXA31 2 2 2 2 

     2.8 
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F.1.3. Control class A (Pre-test) 

No Student‘s code Raters  Total pre-

test A B C 

1 SCA1 2 2.5 2 2.2 

2 SCA2 3 3 2.5 2.8 

3 SCA3 2.5 2.5 2 2.3 

4 SCA4 2.5 2 3 2.5 

5 SCA5 2 2 2 2 

6 SCA6 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

7 SCA7 2 2.5 3 2.5 

8 SCA8 2 2.5 2 2.2 

9 SCA9 2 2 2.5 2.2 

10 SCA10 3 3 2.5 2.8 

11 SCA11 4 2.5 3 3.2 

12 SCA12 3.5 3 3 3.2 

13 SCA13 1.5 2 1.5 1.7 

14 SCA14 1 1.5 1 1.2 

15 SCA15 1.5 1.5 2 1.7 

16 SCA16 2.5 2 2 2.2 

17 SCA17 3 3 3 3 

18 SCA18 2 2 2 2 

19 SCA19 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.8 

20 SCA20 2 1.5 1.5 1.7 

21 SCA21 3 3 3 3 

22 SCA22 3 2 2.5 2.5 

23 SCA23 2.5 2.5 2 2.3 

24 SCA24 2 2 2 2 

25 SCA25 2 2 2 2 

26 SCA27 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

27 SCA28 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

28 SCA29 2 2 2 2 

29 SCA30 2 2 2 2 

30 SCA31 2.5 2.5 3.5 3 

31 SCA32 2.5 2 2 2.2 

32 SCA33 2 2 2 2 

     2.3 
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F.1.4. Control class A (Post-test) 

 

No Student‘s 

code 

Raters Total Post-test 

A B C 

1 SCA1 3 3 3.5 3.2 

2 SCA2 3 3 3 3 

3 SCA3 2 2.5 3 2.5 

4 SCA4 3 2.5 3 2.8 

5 SCA5 1.5 2 2 1.8 

6 SCA6 2 2.5 3 2.5 

7 SCA7 3 2.5 3 2.8 

8 SCA8 3 2.5 3 2.8 

9 SCA9 3 3 3 3 

10 SCA10 2 3 3 2.7 

11 SCA11 3 3.5 4 3.5 

12 SCA12 4.5 5 5 4.8 

13 SCA13 2 3 3 2.7 

14 SCA14 1.5 2 2 1.8 

15 SCA15 3 3 3 3 

16 SCA16 2 2 2 2 

17 SCA17 3 3 3.5 3.2 

18 SCA18 3 2.5 3 2.8 

19 SCA19 3 3.5 3.5 3.3 

20 SCA20 3 2 3 2.7 

21 SCA21 4 4 4 4 

22 SCA22 2.5 3 3 2.8 

23 SCA23 3 3.5 3.5 3.3 

24 SCA24 2.5 3 3.5 3 

25 SCA25 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

26 SCA27 3.5 2.5 3 3 

27 SCA28 3.5 3 4 3.5 

28 SCA29 2 2 2 2 

29 SCA30 2.5 2.5 3 2.7 

30 SCA31 2 2.5 3 2.5 

31 SCA32 4 3 4 3.7 

32 SCA33 3 3 3 3 

     2.9 
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F.1.5. Experimental class B (Pre-test) 

 

No Student‘s code Raters  Total pre-test 

A B C 

1 SXB1 3 3 2.5 2.8 

2 SXB2 3 2 2.5 2.5 

3 SXB3 2.5 1.5 1.5 1.8 

4 SXB4 2 2.5 2 2.2 

5 SXB5 1 1 1 1 

6 SXB6 3 2.5 2 2.5 

7 SXB7 1 1 1 1 

8 SXB8 1.5 1.5 2 1.7 

9 SXB9 2 1.5 1.5 1.7 

10 SXB10 1.5 2 2 1.8 

11 SXB11 2.5 2 2 2.2 

12 SXB12 2.5 2 2 2.2 

13 SXB13 1.5 1.5 2 1.7 

14 SXB14 1.5 2.5 2 2 

15 SXB15 2.5 2 2 2.2 

16 SXB16 2 1.5 2 1.8 

17 SXB17 2.5 2 2.5 2.3 

18 SXB18 3 2 2 2.3 

19 SXB20 1 1.5 2 1.5 

20 SXB25 2 2 2 2 

21 SXB28 1.5 2 1.5 1.7 

22 SXB29 3 2 2 2.3 

23 SXB31 1 2 2 1.7 

24 SXB32 2 2 2 2 

25 SXB33 2 2 2 2 

26 SXB34 3.5 2.5 2.5 2.8 

27 SXB35 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

28 SXB36 4.5 3 3 3.5 

     2.1 
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F.1.6. Experimental class B (Post-test) 

 

No Student‘s code Raters Total Post-test 

A B C 

1 SXB1 3.5 3 3 3.2 

2 SXB2 4 3 3 3.3 

3 SXB3 3.5 3 3.5 3.3 

4 SXB4 3 3 3 3 

5 SXB5 2 2 2 2 

6 SXB6 3 3 3 3 

7 SXB7 1 2 2 1.7 

8 SXB8 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

9 SXB9 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

10 SXB10 2 3 2.5 2.5 

11 SXB11 3 3 3 3 

12 SXB12 3 3 2.5 2.8 

13 SXB13 1 2 2 1.7 

14 SXB14 3 2.5 2.5 2.7 

15 SXB15 3 2 2.5 2.5 

16 SXB16 2 3 2 2.3 

17 SXB17 4 3 3 3.3 

18 SXB18 3 2.5 2.5 2.7 

19 SXB20 2 3 2 2.3 

20 SXB25 3 3.5 3.5 3.3 

21 SXB28 3 2.5 2.5 2.7 

22 SXB29 3 3.5 2.5 3 

23 SXB31 2 2 2 2 

24 SXB32 2 3 3 2.7 

25 SXB33 3 3 2.5 2.8 

26 SXB34 3 4 3 3.3 

27 SXB35 3 3 3 3 

28 SXB36 4 4 3.5 3.8 

     2.7 
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F.1.7. Control class B (Pre-test) 

 

No Student‘s code Raters Total pre-test 

A B C 

1 SCB1 3 2.5 3 2.8 

2 SCB2 2 2 2 2 

3 SCB3 2 2.5 2 2.2 

4 SCB4 2.5 2.5 2 2.3 

5 SCB5 2 2.5 3 2.5 

6 SCB6 1.5 2 2 1.8 

7 SCB7 2.5 2 2.5 2.3 

8 SCB8 1.5 1.5 2 1.7 

9 SCB9 1.5 2 2 1.8 

10 SCB10 3 2.5 3 2.8 

11 SCB11 2 2 1.5 1.8 

12 SCB12 2.5 2.5 3 2.7 

13 SCB13 2.5 2.5 2 2.3 

14 SCB14 2.5 2.5 2 2.3 

15 SCB16 3 3 2.5 2.8 

16 SCB17 2 2.5 3 2.5 

17 SCB18 3 2.5 2 2.5 

18 SCB19 3 3 3.5 3.2 

19 SCB21 1 1.5 1.5 1.3 

20 SCB22 2 2 1.5 1.8 

21 SCB23 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 

22 SCB24 1 1 1 1 

 

 

 

F.1.8. Control class B (Post-test) 

 

No   Student‘s code Raters  Total post-

test A B C 

1 SCB1 3 3 3 3 

2 SCB2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

3 SCB3 2 3 2 2.3 

4 SCB4 3 3 2.5 2.8 

5 SCB5 3 2.5 3 2.8 

6 SCB6 2.5 3 3 2.8 

7 SCB7 3 3 3 3 

8 SCB8 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

9 SCB9 4.5 3 3 3.5 

10 SCB10 4 3 3 3.3 

11 SCB11 3 2.5 2.5 2.8 

12 SCB12 2 3 3 2.7 

13 SCB13 3 3 4 3.3 

14 SCB14 3.5 4 3 3.5 

15 SCB16 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 

16 SCB17 3 3 3 3 
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17 SCB18 2 3 3 2.7 

18 SCB19 3.5 4 3.5 3.7 

19 SCB21 2 2 2 2 

20 SCB22 2 2.5 2.5 2.3 

21 SCB23 1 2 2 1.7 

22 SCB24 2 2 2 2 

 

 

 

Appendix F.2 The result of pre-test and post-test of speaking test 

 

F.2.1. Experimental class A  

 

No  Students‘ code Pre-test  Post-test Difference 

1 SXA1 3.7 3.3 -0.4 

2 SXA2 1.8 2.8 1 

3 SXA3 1.5 2.7 1.2 

4 SXA4 1.2 2.7 1.5 

5 SXA5 2.5 3.8 1.3 

6 SXA6 1.8 3.5 1.7 

7 SXA7 2.3 2.7 0.4 

8 SXA8 1.5 3.2 1.7 

9 SXA9 2.5 3 0.5 

10 SXA10 2.5 3.5 1 

11 SXA11 2 3 1 

12 SXA12 2 3 1 

13 SXA13 2 2.8 0.8 

14 SXA14 1.5 2.2 0.7 

15 SXA15 1.8 1.7 -0.1 

16 SXA16 2 2.7 0.7 

17 SXA17 1.7 2.7 1 

18 SXA18 1.8 2.7 0.9 

19 SXA19 1.5 3.2 1.7 

20 SXA20 2 2.7 0.7 

21 SXA21 2.3 3.8 1.5 

22 SXA22 1.3 2 0.7 

23 SXA23 2.5 2.2 -0.3 

24 SXA24 1.8 1.8 0 

25 SXA25 2.3 3.2 0.9 

26 SXA26 2 2 0 

27 SXA27 2.3 3.2 0.9 

28 SXA28 2.3 3.2 0.9 

29 SXA29 2.7 4.3 1.6 

30 SXA30 1.2 2.5 1.3 

31 SXA31 1 2 1 

  1.97 2.84 0.86 
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F.2.2. Control class A 

 

 

No Students‘ code Pre-test  Post-test Difference 

1 SCA1 2.2 3.2 1 

2 SCA2 2.8 3 0.2 

3 SCA3 2.3 2.5 0.2 

4 SCA4 2.5 2.8 0.3 

5 SCA5 2 1.8 -0.2 

6 SCA6 2.3 2.5 0.2 

7 SCA7 2.5 2.8 0.3 

8 SCA8 2.2 2.8 0.6 

9 SCA9 2.2 3 0.8 

10 SCA10 2.8 2.7 -0.1 

11 SCA11 3.2 3.5 0.3 

12 SCA12 3.2 4.8 1.6 

13 SCA13 1.7 2.7 1 

14 SCA14 1.2 1.8 0.6 

15 SCA15 1.7 3 1.3 

16 SCA16 2.2 2 -0.2 

17 SCA17 3 3.2 0.2 

18 SCA18 2 2.8 0.8 

19 SCA19 2.8 3.3 0.5 

20 SCA20 1.7 2.7 1 

21 SCA21 3 4 1 

22 SCA22 2.5 2.8 0.3 

23 SCA23 2.3 3.3 1 

24 SCA24 2 3 1 

25 SCA25 2 2.3 0.3 

26 SCA27 2.3 3 0.7 

27 SCA28 2.3 3.5 1.2 

28 SCA29 2 2 0 

29 SCA30 2 2.7 0.7 

30 SCA31 3 2.5 -0.5 

31 SCA32 2.2 3.7 1.5 

32 SCA33 2 3 1 

  2.32 2.9 0.58 
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F.2.3. Experimental class B 

 

 

No Students‘ code Pre-test Pos-test Difference 

1 SXB1 2.8 3.2 0.4 

2 SXB2 2.5 3.3 0.8 

3 SXB3 1.8 3.3 1.5 

4 SXB4 2.2 3 0.8 

5 SXB5 1 2 1 

6 SXB6 2.5 3 0.5 

7 SXB7 1 1.7 0.7 

8 SXB8 1.7 2.3 0.6 

9 SXB9 1.7 2.3 0.6 

10 SXB10 1.8 2.5 0.7 

11 SXB11 2.2 3 0.8 

12 SXB12 2.2 2.8 0.6 

13 SXB13 1.7 1.7 0 

14 SXB14 2 2.7 0.7 

15 SXB15 2.2 2.5 0.3 

16 SXB16 1.8 2.3 0.5 

17 SXB17 2.3 3.3 1 

18 SXB18 2.3 2.7 0.4 

19 SXB20 1.5 2.3 0.8 

20 SXB25 2 3.3 1.3 

21 SXB28 1.7 2.7 1 

22 SXB29 2.3 3 0.7 

23 SXB31 1.7 2 0.3 

24 SXB32 2 2.7 0.7 

25 SXB33 2 2.8 0.8 

26 SXB34 2.8 3.3 0.5 

27 SXB35 2.3 3 0.7 

28 SXB36 3.5 3.8 0.3 

  2.05 2.73 0.68 
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F.2.4. Control class B  

 

No  Students‘ code Pre-test Post-test Difference 

1 SCB1 2.8 3 0.2 

2 SCB2 2 2.5 0.5 

3 SCB3 2.2 2.3 0.1 

4 SCB4 2.3 2.8 0.5 

5 SCB5 2.5 2.8 0.3 

6 SCB6 1.8 2.8 1 

7 SCB7 2.3 3 0.7 

8 SCB8 1.7 2.3 0.6 

9 SCB9 1.8 3.5 1.7 

10 SCB10 2.8 3.3 0.5 

11 SCB11 1.8 2.8 1 

12 SCB12 2.7 2.7 0 

13 SCB13 2.3 3.3 1 

14 SCB14 2.3 3.5 1.2 

15 SCB16 2.8 2.5 -0.3 

16 SCB17 2.5 3 0.5 

17 SCB18 2.5 2.7 0.2 

18 SCB19 3.2 3.7 0.5 

19 SCB21 1.3 2 0.7 

20 SCB22 1.8 2.3 0.5 

21 SCB23 1.5 1.7 0.2 

22 SCB24 1 2 1 

  2.18 2.75 0.57 
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Appendix F.3 Complete in pair comparison for the speaking test 

 

F.3.1. Experimental and control class A   

 
No  Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post

-test 

Differ

-ence  

AV Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 

Differ

-ence  

AV 

1 SXA30 1.2 2.5 1.3 1.4 SCA14 1.2 1.8 0.6 0.6 

2 SXA4 1.2 2.7 1.5     

3 SXA17 1.7 2.7 1 1 SCA13 1.7 2.7 1 1.1 

4     SCA20 1.7 2.7 1 

5     SCA15 1.7 3 1.3 

6 SXA26 2 2 0 0.7 SCA5 2 1.8 -0.2 0.5 

7 SXA16 2 2.7 0.7 SCA29 2 2 0 

8 SXA20 2 2.7 0.7 SCA25 2 2.3 0.3 

9 SXA13 2 2.8 0.8 SCA30 2 2.7 0.7 

10 SXA11 2 3 1 SCA18 2 2.8 0.8 

11 SXA12 2 3 1 SCA24 2 3 1 

12     SCA33 2 3 1 

13 SXA7 2.3 2.7 0.4 0.92 SCA3 2.3 2.5 0.2 0.66 

14 SXA25 2.3 3.2 0.9 SCA6 2.3 2.5 0.2 

15 SXA27 2.3 3.2 0.9 SCA27 2.3 3 0.7 

16 SXA28 2.3 3.2 0.9 SCA23 2.3 3.3 1 

17 SXA21 2.3 3.8 1.5 SCA28 2.3 3.5 1.2 

18 SXA23 2.5 2.2 -0.3 0.63 SCA4 2.5 2.8 0.3 0.3 

19 SXA9 2.5 3 0.5 SCA7 2.5 2.8 0.3 

20 SXA10 2.5 3.5 1 SCA22 2.5 2.8 0.3 

21 SXA5 2.5 3.8 1.3     

     0.93     0.63 
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F.3.2. Experimental and control class B   

 
No Experimental class B  Control class B 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post

-test 

Differ

-ence 

AV Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 

Differ

-ence 

AV 

1 SXB13 1.7 1.7 0 0.5 SCB9 1.7 2.3 0.6 0.6 

2 SXB31 1.7 2 0.3     

3 SXB8 1.7 2.3 0.6     

4 SXB9 1.7 2.3 0.6     

5 SXB28 1.7 2.7 1     

6 SXB16 1.8 2.3 0.5 0.9 SCB7 1.8 2.8 1 1.05 

7 SXB10 1.8 2.5 0.7 SCB13 1.8 2.8 1 

8 SXB3 1.8 3.3 1.5 SCB10 1.8 3.5 1.7 

      SCB26 1.8 2.3 0.5  

9 SXB14 2 2.7 0.7 0.88 SCB2 2 2.5 0.5 0.5 

10 SXB32 2 2.7 0.7     

11 SXB33 2 2.8 0.8     

12 SXB25 2 3.3 1.3     

13 SXB15 2.2 2.5 0.3 0.63 SCB3 2.2 2.3 0.1 0.1 

14 SXB12 2.2 2.8 0.6     

15 SXB4 2.2 3 0.8     

16 SXB11 2.2 3 0.8     

17 SXB18 2.3 2.7 0.4 0.7 SCB5 2.3 2.8 0.5 0.85 

18 SXB29 2.3 3 0.7 SCB8 2.3 3 0.7 

19 SXB35 2.3 3 0.7 SCB16 2.3 3.3 1 

20 SXB17 2.3 3.3 1 SCB17 2.3 3.5 1.2 

21 SXB6 2.5 3 0.5 0.65 SCB23 2.5 2.7 0.2 0.3 

22 SXB2 2.5 3.3 0.8 SCB6 2.5 2.8 0.3 

23     SCB20 2.5 3 0.5 

24 SXB1 2.8 3.2 0.4 0.45 SCB19 2.8 2.5 -0.3 0.1 

25 SXB34 2.8 3.3 0.5 SCB1 2.8 3 0.2 

26     SCB12 2.8 3.3 0.5 

     0.67     0.5 
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Appendix F.4 Random in pair comparison for the speaking test 

 

F.4.1. Experimental and control class A   

 

 Experimental class A Control class A    

No  Student‘s 

code  

Pre-

test 

Post

-test 

Student‘s 

code  

Pre-

test 

Post

-test 

Differ-

ence 

Rank T 

1 SXA4 1.2 2.7 SCA14 1.2 1.8 +9 + 12  

          

 SXA17 1.7 2.7 SCA13 1.7 2.7 0   

          

2 SXA26 2 2 SCA30 2 2.7 -.7 -10 -10 

3 SXA16 2 2.7 SCA29 2 2 +.7 +10  

4 SXA20 2 2.7 SCA25 2 2.3 +.4 +6  

5 SXA13 2 2.8 SCA5 2 1.8 + 10 +13.5  

6 SXA11 2 3 SCA18 2 2.8 +.2 +3  

 SXA12 2 3 SCA24 2 3 0   

          

7 SXA7 2.3 2.7 SCA3 2.3 2.5 +.2 +3  

8 SXA25 2.3 3.2 SCA6 2.3 2.5 +.7 +10  

9 SXA27 2.3 3.2 SCA28 2.3 3.5 -.3 -5 -5 

10 SXA28 2.3 3.2 SCA23 2.3 3.3 -.1 -1 -1 

11 SXA21 2.3 3.8 SCA27 2.3 3 +.5 +7  

          

12 SXA9 2.5 3 SCA4 2.5 2.8 +.2 +3  

13 SXA23 2.5 2.2 SCA7 2.5 2.8 -.6 -8 -8 

14 SXA5 2.5 3.8 SCA22 2.5 2.8 +10 +13.5  

         24 

 

SXA and SCA: total in pair 14 (21) = 24 (not significant) 
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F.4.2. Experimental and control class B   

 
No Experimental class B Experimental class B    

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 

Differ-

ence 

Rank T 

1 SXB13 1.7 1.7 SCB9 1.7 2.3 -.6 -8 -8 

          

2 SXB16 1.8 2.3 SCB7 1.8 2.8 -.5 -5.5 -5.5 

3 SXB10 1.8 2.5 SCB10 1.8 3.5 -10 -12 -12 

4 SXB3 1.8 3.3 SCB13 1.8 2.8 +.5 +5.5  

          

5 SXB25 2 3.3 SCB2 2 2.5 +.8 +11  

          

6 SXB4 2.2 3 SCB3 2.2 2.3 +.7 +9.5  

          

7 SXB18 2.3 2.7 SCB5 2.3 2.8 -.01 -1 -1 

8 SXB35 2.3 3 SCB16 2.3 3.3 -.3 -2.5 -2.5 

9 SXB29 2.3 3 SCB17 2.3 3.5 -.5 -5.5 -5.5 

10 SXB17 2.3 3.3 SCB8 2.3 3 +.3 +2.5  

          

11 SXB6 2.5 3 SCB20 2.5 3 0   

 SXB2 2.5 3.3 SCB6 2.5 2.8 +.5 +5.5  

          

12 SXB1 2.8 3.2 SCB19 2.8 2.5 +.7 +9.5  

 SXB34 2.8 3.3 SCB12 2.8 3.3 0   

         34.5 

 

SXB and SCB: total in pair 12 (14) = 24 (34.5 is not significant) 
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Appendix  F.5 The complete results of speaking and listening tests 

 

F.5.1. Experimental class A 

 

No Students‘ 

code 

Speaking test Listening test  

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

1 SLXA1 3.7 3.3 31 36 49 

2 SLXA2 1.8 2.8 - 23 28 

3 SLXA3 1.5 2.7 33 20 29 

4 SLXA4 1.2 2.7 - 26 28 

5 SLXA5 2.5 3.8 35 36 33 

6 SLXA6 1.8 3.5 31 16 24 

7 SLXA7 2.3 2.7 23 26 31 

8 SLXA8 1.5 3.2 21 25 29 

9 SLXA9 2.5 3 31 31 27 

10 SLXA10 2.5 3.5 27 30 39 

11 SLXA11 2 3 28 32 32 

12 SLXA12 2 3 28 33 39 

13 SLXA13 2 2.8 36 34 33 

14 SLXA14 1.5 2.2 23 20 25 

15 SLXA15 1.8 1.7 - 24 24 

16 SLXA16 2 2.7 32 29 33 

17 SLXA17 1.7 2.7 39 31 37 

18 SLXA18 1.8 2.7 32 35 33 

19 SLXA19 1.5 3.2 30 36 39 

20 SLXA20 2 2.7 22 33 33 

21 SLXA21 2.3 3.8 26 39 41 

22 SLXA22 1.3 2 - 24 26 

23 SLXA23 2.5 2.2 32 25 31 

24 SLXA24 1.8 1.8 24 24 24 

25 SLXA25 2.3 3.2 30 30 32 

26 SLXA26 2 2 26 31 34 

27 SLXA27 2.3 3.2 38 33 35 

28 SLXA28 2.3 3.2    

29 SLXA29 2.7 4.3 39 41 42 

30 SLXA30 1.2 2.5 34 36 34 

31 SLXA31 1 2 31 16 24 

32 SLXA32 2.4     

33 SLXA33 2.3     
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F.5.2. Control class A 

 

 

No Students‘ code Speaking test Listening test  

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

1 SLCA1 2.2 3.2 26 31 29 

2 SLCA2 2.8 3 26 30 27 

3 SLCA3 2.3 2.5 29 29 33 

4 SLCA4 2.5 2.8 29  29 29 

5 SLCA5 2 1.8 22 30 28 

6 SLCA6 2.3 2.5 25 30 31 

7 SLCA7 2.5 2.8 29 35 34 

8 SLCA8 2.2 2.8 30 25 17 

9 SLCA9 2.2 3 31 32 34 

10 SLCA10 2.8 2.7 30 31 33 

11 SLCA11 3.2 3.5 33 40 40 

12 SLCA12 3.2 4.8 46 48 49 

13 SLCA13 1.7 2.7 32 30 32 

14 SLCA14 1.2 1.8 32 34 30 

15 SLCA15 1.7 3 26 26 25 

16 SLCA16 2.2 2 26 26 24 

17 SLCA17 3 3.2 25 35 28 

18 SLCA18 2 2.8 33 30 32 

19 SLCA19 2.8 3.3 38 42 47 

20 SLCA20 1.7 2.7 - - - 

21 SLCA21 3 4 25 21 30 

22 SLCA22 2.5 2.8 32 35 33 

23 SLCA23 2.3 3.3 30 36 39 

24 SLCA24 2 3 35 26 30 

25 SLCA25 2 2.3 30 30 26 

26 SLCA26 2.3 3 29 35 38 

27 SLCA27 2.3 3.5 26 27 34 

28 SLCA28 2 2 -  24 

29 SLCA29 2 2.7 20 27 34 

30 SLCA30 3 2.5 - 27 32 

31 SLCA31 2.2 3.7 25 30 30 

32 SLCA32 2 3 20 20 24 
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F.5.3. Experimental class B 

 

 

No Students‘ code Speaking test Listening test  

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

1 SLXB1 2.8 3.2 28 29 27 

2 SLXB2 2.5 3.3 - 35 35 

3 SLXB3 1.8 3.3 29 23 30 

4 SLXB4 2.2 3 27 26 30 

5 SLXB5 1 2 18 36 30 

6 SLXB6 2.5 3 28 29 29 

7 SLXB7 1 1.7 24 33 26 

8 SLXB8 1.7 2.3 23 18 30 

9 SLXB9 1.7 2.3 26 24 29 

10 SLXB10 1.8 2.5 23 27 26 

11 SLXB11 2.2 3 - 31 33 

12 SLXB12 2.2 2.8 23 33 25 

13 SLXB13 1.7 1.7 - 33 27 

14 SLXB14 2 2.7 26 27 29 

15 SLXB15 2.2 2.5 - 26 35 

16 SLXB16 1.8 2.3 - 25 25 

17 SLXB17 2.3 3.3 - 32 31 

18 SLXB18 2.3 2.7 - 19 28 

19 SLXB19 1.5 2.3 35 29 31 

20 SLXB20 1.8 - 31 24 39 

21 SLXB21 - 2.5 27 34 32 

22 SLXB22 - - 34 32 36 

23 SLXB23 2 3.3 22 28 25 

24 SLXB24 - - 23 29 33 

25 SLXB25 1.7 2.7 34 32 35 

26 SLXB26 2.3 3 35 27 30 

27 SLXB27 1.7 2 33 36 37 

28 SLXB28 2 2.7 33 28 35 

29 SLXB29 2 2.8 27 31 24 

30 SLXB30 2.8 3.3 34 41 33 

31 SLXB31 2.3 3 29 34 36 

32 SLXB32 3.5 3.8 48 47 51 

33 SLXB33 - - 26 - - 

34 SLXB34 - - 25 - - 

35 SLXB35 - - 33 - - 
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F.5.4. Control class B 

 

 

No Students‘ code Speaking test Listening test  

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2 

1 SLCB1 2.8 3 36 35 36 

2 SLCB2 2 2.5 20 29 29 

3 SLCB3 2.2 2.3 26 32 29 

4 SLCB4 2.3 2.8 34 30 40 

5 SLCB5 2.5 2.8 34 30 37 

6 SLCB6 1.8 2.8 33 29 36 

7 SLCB7 2.3 3 30 30 30 

8 SLCB8 1.7 2.3 30 31 28 

9 SLCB9 1.8 3.5 33 29 32 

10 SLCB10 2.8 3.3 40 39 37 

11 SLCB11 1.8 2.8 29 25 29 

12 SLCB12 2.7 2.7 40 36 39 

13 SLCB13 2.3 3.3 21 23 28 

14 SLCB14 2.3 3.5 29 34 34 

15 SLCB15 - - 35 35 33 

16 SLCB16 2.8 2.5 29 31 36 

17 SLCB17 2.5 3 36 34 35 

18 SLCB18 2.5 2.7 31 31 36 

19 SLCB19 3.2 3.7 37 34 40 

20 SLCB20 - - 22 23 28 

21 SLCB21 1.3 2 - - - 

22 SLCB22 1.8 2.3 - - - 

23 SLCB23 1.5 1.7 - - - 

24 SLCB24 1 2 - - - 

25 SLCB25 - - 28 34 32 

26 SLCB26 - - 22 24 30 

27 SLCB27 - - 21 34 27 
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Appendix F.6 Duration of student responses to the speaking tests (in seconds) 

 

The experimental and control classes A   

NO XA class 

students 

Total 

pre-

test  

Total 

post –

test  

Differ-

ence 

CA class 

students 

Total 

pre-

test  

Total 

post-

test  

Differ-

ence 

1 SXA1 65 161 96 SCA1 59 110 51 

2 SXA2 127 116 -11 SCA2 116 117 1 

3 SXA3 47 227 180 SCA3 124 201 77 

4 SXA4 39 406 367 SCA4 126 127 1 

5 SXA5 66 351 285 SCA5 65 72 7 

6 SXA6 46 384 338 SCA6 52 109 57 

7 SXA7 56 306 250 SCA7 117 184 67 

8 SXA8 70 276 206 SCA8 98 130 32 

9 SXA9 68 381 313 SCA9 72 117 45 

10 SXA10 50 397 347 SCA10 106 106 0 

11 SXA11 141 425 284 SCA11 195 150 -45 

12 SXA12 41 399 358 SCA12 115 233 118 

13 SXA13 49 201 152 SCA13 110 187 77 

14 SXA14 41 432 391 SCA14 50 117 67 

15 SXA15 42 53 11 SCA15 54 132 78 

16 SXA16 53 348 295 SCA16 47 99 52 

17 SXA17 53 220 167 SCA17 121 115 -6 

18 SXA18 45 239 194 SCA18 207 426 219 

19 SXA19 37 423 386 SCA19 154 158 4 

20 SXA20 96 254 158 SCA20 83 88 5 

21 SXA21 127 307 180 SCA21 146 147 1 

22 SXA22 42 82 40 SCA22 156 109 -47 

23 SXA23 105 379 274 SCA23 127 121 -6 

24 SXA24 118 111 -7 SCA24 240 414 174 

25 SXA25 161 427 266 SCA25 186 344 158 

26 SXA26 50 307 257 SCA27 110 167 57 

27 SXA27 127 138 11 SCA28 118 163 45 

28 SXA28 50 299 249 SCA29 123 95 -28 

29 SXA29 51 383 332 SCA30 125 121 -4 

30 SXA30 140 364 224 SCA31 112 113 1 

31 SXA31 162 105 -57 SCA32 156 315 159 

32     SCA33 60 225 165 

Averages 76.3 287.1 210.8   116.6 166 49.4 
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   The experimental and control classes B   

 

NO XB class 

students 

Total  

pre-

test  

Total 

post-

test  

Differ-

ence  

CB class 

students 

Total 

pre-

test  

Total 

post-

test  

Differ-

ence 

1 SXB1 67 402 335 SCB1 126 197 71 

2 SXB2 52 366 314 SCB2 102 180 78 

3 SXB3 44 406 362 SCB3 131 217 86 

4 SXB4 49 203 154 SCB4 45 100 55 

5 SXB5 73 273 200 SCB5 123 142 19 

6 SXB6 71 227 156 SCB6 59 235 176 

7 SXB7 75 220 145 SCB7 124 187 63 

8 SXB8 57 282 225 SCB8 108 171 63 

9 SXB9 59 213 154 SCB9 44 117 73 

10 SXB10 104 223 119 SCB10 117 165 48 

11 SXB11 54 181 127 SCB11 119 202 83 

12 SXB12 59 120 61 SCB12 111 113 2 

13 SXB13 43 87 44 SCB13 132 113 -19 

14 SXB14 126 220 94 SCB14 148 231 83 

15 SXB15 74 202 128 SCB16 128 208 80 

16 SXB16 40 130 90 SCB17 125 185 60 

17 SXB17 61 251 190 SCB18 102 134 32 

18 SXB18 73 242 169 SCB19 125 237 112 

19 SXB19 58 138 80 SCB20 45 50 5 

20 SXB23 66 263 197 SCB21 132 113 -19 

21 SXB25 72 251 179 SCB22 40 109 69 

22 SXB26 63 128 65 SCB23 45 50 5 

23 SXB27 83 71 -12     

24 SXB28 47 211 164     

25 SXB29 45 249 204     

26 SXB30 81 250 169     

27 SXB31 99 215 116     

28 SXB32 84 249 165     

Averages 67.1 224.0 156.9   101.4 157.1 55.7 
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Appendix G The listening test 

Appendix G.1 Listening Pre-test – On CD only 

Appendix G.2 Listening Post-test – On CD only 

 

Appendix G.3 The results of listening tests 

 

 

N0 Students‘ 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ-

ence 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ-

ence 

1 LXA1 31 36 5 31 49 18 

2 LXA3 26 20 -6 26 29 3 

3 LXA5 35 36 1 35 33 -2 

4 LXA6 24 16 -8 24 31 7 

5 LXA7 23 26 3 23 31 8 

6 LXA8 21 25 4 21 29 8 

7 LXA9 31 31 0 31 27 -4 

8 LXA10 27 30 3 27 39 12 

9 LXA11 28 32 4 28 32 4 

10 LXA12 28 33 5 28 39 11 

11 LXA13 36 34 -2 36 33 -3 

12 LXA14 23 20 -3 23 25 2 

13 LXA16 32 29 -3 32 33 1 

14 LXA17 39 31 -8 39 37 -2 

15 LXA18 32 35 3 32 33 1 

16 LXA19 30 36 6 30 39 9 

17 LXA20 22 33 11 22 33 11 

18 LXA21 26 39 13 26 41 15 

19 LXA23 32 25 -7 32 31 -1 

20 LXA24 24 24 0 24 24 0 

21 LXA25 30 30 0 30 32 2 

22 LXA26 26 31 5 26 34 8 

23 LXA27 38 33 -5 38 35 -3 

24 LXA29 39 41 2 39 42 3 

25 LXA30 34 36 2 34 34 0 

26 LXA31 23 16 -7 23 18 -5 

  29.23 29.92 0.69 29.23 33.19 3.96 
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G.3.2. Control class A  

 

 

N0 Students‘ 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ-

ence 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ-

ence 

1 LCA1 26 31 5 26 29 3 

2 LCA2 26 30 4 26 27 1 

3 LCA3 29 29 0 29 33 4 

4 LCA4 29 29 0 29 29 0 

5 LCA5 22 30 8 22 28 6 

6 LCA6 25 30 5 25 31 6 

7 LCA7 29 35 6 29 34 5 

8 LCA8 30 25 -5 30 17 -13 

9 LCA9 31 32 1 31 34 3 

10 LCA10 30 31 1 30 33 3 

11 LCA11 33 40 7 33 40 7 

12 LCA12 46 48 2 46 49 3 

13 LCA13 32 30 -2 32 32 0 

14 LCA14 32 34 2 32 30 -2 

15 LCA15 26 26 0 26 25 -1 

16 LCA16 26 26 0 26 24 -2 

17 LCA17 25 35 10 25 28 3 

18 LCA18 33 30 -3 33 32 -1 

19 LCA19 38 42 4 38 47 9 

20 LCA21 25 21 -4 25 30 5 

21 LCA22 32 35 3 32 33 1 

22 LCA23 30 36 6 30 39 9 

23 LCA24 35 26 -9 35 30 -5 

24 LCA25 30 30 0 30 26 -4 

25 LCA26 29 35 6 29 38 9 

26 LCA27 26 27 1 26 34 8 

27 LCA29 20 27 7 20 34 14 

28 LCA31 25 30 5 25 30 5 

29 LCA32 20 20 0 20 24 4 

  28.97 31.03 2.07 28.97 31.72 2.76 
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 G.3.3. Experimental class B 

 

 

No  Students‘ 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ-

ence 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ-

ence 

1 LXB1 28 29 1 28 27 -1 

2 LXB3 29 23 -6 29 30 1 

3 LXB4 27 26 -1 27 30 3 

4 LXB5 18 36 18 18 30 12 

5 LXB6 28 29 1 28 29 1 

6 LXB7 24 33 9 24 26 2 

7 LXB8 23 18 -5 23 30 7 

8 LXB9 26 24 -2 26 29 3 

9 LXB10 23 27 4 23 26 3 

10 LXB12 23 33 10 23 25 2 

11 LXB14 26 27 1 26 29 3 

12 LXB19 35 29 -6 35 31 -4 

13 LXB20 31 24 -7 31 39 8 

14 LXB21 27 34 7 27 32 5 

15 LXB23 34 32 -2 34 36 2 

16 LXB25 22 28 6 22 25 3 

17 LXB26 23 29 6 23 33 10 

18 LXB27 34 32 -2 34 35 1 

19 LXB28 35 27 -8 35 30 -5 

20 LXB29 33 36 3 33 37 4 

21 LXB30 33 28 -5 33 35 2 

22 LXB31 27 31 4 27 24 -3 

23 LXB32 34 41 7 34 33 -1 

24 LXB33 29 34 5 29 36 7 

25 LXB34 48 47 -1 48 51 3 

  28.8 30.28 1.48 28.8 31.52 2.72 
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 G.3.4. Control class B  

 

No Students‘ 

code  

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ-

ence 

Pre-

test  

Post-

test 2 

Differ-

ence 

1 LCB1 36 35 -1 36 36 0 

2 LCB2 20 29 9 20 29 9 

3 LCB3 26 32 6 26 29 3 

4 LCB4 34 30 -4 34 40 6 

5 LCB5 34 30 -4 34 37 3 

6 LCB6 33 29 -4 33 36 3 

7 LCB7 30 30 0 30 30 0 

8 LCB8 30 31 1 30 28 -2 

9 LCB9 33 29 -4 33 32 -1 

10 LCB10 40 39 -1 40 37 -3 

11 LCB11 29 25 -4 29 29 0 

12 LCB12 40 36 -4 40 39 -1 

13 LCB13 21 23 2 21 28 7 

14 LCB14 29 34 5 29 34 5 

15 LCB15 35 35 0 35 33 -2 

16 LCB16 29 31 2 29 36 7 

17 LCB17 36 34 -2 36 35 -1 

18 LCB18 31 31 0 31 36 5 

19 LCB19 37 34 -3 37 40 3 

20 LCB20 22 23 1 22 28 6 

21 LCB21 28 34 6 28 32 4 

22 LCB22 22 24 2 22 30 8 

23 LCB24 21 34 13 21 27 6 

  30.26 30.96 0.70 30.26 33.09 2.83 
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Appendix G.4 Complete in pair comparison for the listening test 

 

G.4.1. Experimental and control class A (pre-test and post-test 1)  

 
No  Experimental class A Control class A 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ

ence 

AV Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ

ence 

AV 

1 LXA20 22 33 11 11 LCA5 22 30 8 8 

2 LXA26 26 31 5 4 LCA16 26 26 0 2 

3 LXA21 26 39 13  LCA15 26 26 0  

4 LXA3 26 20 -6  LCA2 26 30 4  

5      LCA1 26 31 5  

6      LCA28 26 27 1  

7 LXA11 28 32 4 4.5 LCA26 28 34 6 6 

8 LXA12 28 33 5       

9 LXA25 30 30 0 3 LCA8 30 25 -5 0.5 

10 LXA19 30 36 6  LCA25 30 30 0  

11      LCA10 30 31 1  

12      LCA23 30 36 6  

13 LXA9 31 31 0 2.5 LCA9 31 32 1 1 

14 LXA1 31 36 5       

15 LXA23 32 25 -7 -2.3 LCA14 32 34 2 1 

16 LXA16 32 29 -3  LCA13 32 30 -2  

17 LXA18 32 35 3  LCA22 32 35 3  

18 LXA5 35 36 1 1 LCA24 35 26 -9 -9 

19 LXA27 38 33 -5 -5 LCA19 38 42 4 4 

     2.34     1.69 

 

 

G.4.2. Experimental and control class A (pre-test and post-test 2)  

 
No  Experimental class A Control class A 

Student's 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

AV Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

AV 

1 LXA20 22 33 11 11 LCA4 22 29 0 0 

2 LXA26 26 34 8 8.7 LCA13 26 32 0 5 

3 LXA21 26 41 15  LCA27 26 38 9  

4 LXA3 26 29 3  LCA9 26 34 3  

5      LCA3 26 33 4  

6      LCA23 26 39 9  

7 LXA11 28 32 4 7.5 LCA33 28 24 4 4 

8 LXA12 28 39 11       

9 LXA25 30 32 2 5.5 LCA28 30 34 8 5.25 

10 LXA19 30 39 9  LCA26 30 32 4  

11      LCA5 30 28 6  

12      LCA1 30 29 3  

13 LXA9 31 27 -4 7 LCA6 31 31 6 6 

14 LXA1 31 49 18       

15 LXA23 32 31 -1 0.3 LCA21 32 30 5 2.7 

16 LXA16 32 33 1  LCA32 32 30 5  

17 LXA18 32 33 1  LCA16 32 24 -2  

18 LXA5 35 33 -2 -2 LCA24 35 30 -5 -5 

21 LXA27 38 35 -3 -3 LCA19 38 47 9 9 

  

   

4.38  

   

 

3.37 
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G.4.3. Experimental and control class B (pre-test and post-test 1)  

 

 
N

O  

Experimental class B Control class B 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ

ence 

AV  Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ

ence 

AV  

1 LXB25 22 28 6 6 LCB25 22 23 1 1.5 

2     LCB11 22 24 2 

3 LXB9 26 24 -2 0.5 LCB3 26 32 6 6 

4 LXB14 26 27 1     

5 LXB3 29 23 -6 -0.5 LCB13 29 25 -4 1 

6 LXB35 29 34 5 LCB17 29 34 5 

7     LCB19 29 31 2 

8 LXB21 31 24 -7 -7 LCB23 31 31 0 0 

9 LXB32 33 28 -5 -1 LCB10 33 29 -4 -4 

10 LXB31 33 36 3 LCB7 33 29 -4 

11 LXB34 34 41 7 1 LCB6 34 30 -4 -4 

12 LXB28 34 32 -2 LCB5 34 30 -4 

13 LXB24 34 32 -2     

14 LXB29 35 27 -8 -7 LCB18 35 35 0 0 

15 LXB20 35 29 -6     

     -1.14     0.07 

 

 

 

G.4.4.Experimental and control class B (pre-test and post-test 2) 

 

 
N

O  

Experimental class B Control class B 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

AV  Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

AV  

1 LXB25 22 25 3 3 LCB25 22 28 6 7 

2     LCB11 22 30 8 

3 LXB9 26 29 3 3 LCB3 26 29 3 3 

4 LXB14 26 29 3     

5 LXB3 29 30 1 4 LCB13 29 29 0 4 

6 LXB35 29 36 7 LCB17 29 34 5 

7     LCB19 29 36 7 

8 LXB21 31 39 8 8 LCB23 31 36 5 5 

9 LXB32 33 35 2 3 LCB10 33 32 -1 1 

10 LXB31 33 37 4 LCB7 33 36 3 

11 LXB34 34 33 -1 0.67 LCB6 34 37 3 4.5 

12 LXB28 34 35 1 LCB5 34 40 6 

13 LXB24 34 36 2     

14 LXB29 35 30 -5 -4.5 LCB18 35 33 -2 -2 

15 LXB20 35 31 -4     

     2.45     3.21 
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Appendix G.5 Random in pair comparison for the listening test 

 

G.5.1. Experimental and control class A (Post-test 1) 

 
No  Experimental class A Control class A    

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post- 

test 1 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 1 

Differ

ence 

Rank T 

1 LXA20 22 33 LCA5 22 30 +3 +4  

2 LXA26 26 31 LCA16 26 26 +5 +6  

3 LXA21 26 39 LCA28 26 27 +12 +11  

4 LXA3 26 20 LCA2 26 30 -10 -9.5 -9.5 

          

5 LXA11 28 32 LCA26 28 34 -2 -3 -3 

          

0 LXA25 30 30 LCA25 30 30 0   

6 LXA19 30 36 LCA10 30 31 +5 +6  

          

7 LXA9 31 31 LCA9 31 32 -1 -1.5 -1.5 

          

8 LXA23 32 25 LCA13 32 30 -5 -6 -6 

9 LXA16 32 29 LCA22 32 35 -6 -7 -7 

10 LXA18 32 35 LCA14 32 34 +1 +1.5  

          

11 LXA5 35 36 LCA24 35 26 +10 +9.5  

12 LXA27 38 33 LCA19 38 42 -9 -8 -8 

          

 12        35 

 

LXA and LCA post-test 1: total in pair 12 (14) = 24 (35 is not significant) 
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G.5.2. Experimental and control class A (Post-test 2) 

 

 

No  Experimental class A Control class A    

Student 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

Rank T 

1 LXA20 22 33 LCA4 22 29 +4 +6.5  

2 LXA26 26 34 LCA27 26 38 -4 -6.5 -6.5 

3 LXA21 26 41 LCA23 26 39 +2 +2  

4 LXA3 26 29 LCA13 26 32 -3 -3.5 -3.5 

          

5 LXA11 28 32 LCA33 28 24 +8 +10  

          

6 LXA25 30 32 LCA5 30 28 +4 +6.5  

7 LXA19 30 39 LCA1 30 29 +10 +12  

          

8 LXA9 31 27 LCA6 31 31 -4 -6.5 -6.5 

          

9 LXA23 32 31 LCA21 32 30 +1 +1  

10 LXA16 32 33 LCA32 32 30 +3 +3.5  

11 LXA18 32 33 LCA16 32 24 +9 +11  

          

12 LXA5 35 33 LCA19 38 47 -14 -13 -13 

13 LXA27 38 35 LCA24 35 30 +5 +9  

         29.5 

 

LXA and LCA post-test 2: total in pair 13 (17) = (29.5 is not significant) 
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G.5.3. Experimental and control class B (Post-test 1) 

 
NO  Experimental class B Control class B    

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post- 

test 1 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post- 

test 1 

Differ

ence 

Rank  T 

1 LXB25 22 28 LCB11 22 24 +4 +5  

          

2 LXB9 26 24 LCB3 26 32 -8 -9 -9 

          

3 LXB3 29 23 LCB13 29 25 -2 -2.5 -2.5 

4 LXB35 29 34 LCB19 29 31 +3 +4  

          

5 LXB21 31 24 LCB23 31 31 -7 -7.5 -7.5 

6 LXB32 33 28 LCB7 33 29 -1 -1 -1 

7 LXB31 33 36 LCB10 33 29 +7 +7.5  

8 LXB34 34 41 LCB5 34 30 +11 +10  

9 LXB28 34 32 LCB6 34 30 +2 +2.5  

          

10 LXB20 35 29 LCB18 35 35 -6 -6 -6 

          

 10        26 

 

LXB and LCB post-test 1 : total in pair 10 (8) = (26 is not significant) 

 

 

G. 5.4. Experimental and control class B (Post-test 2) 

 

 
NO  Experimental class B Control class B    

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Student‘s 

code 

Pre-

test 

Post-

test 2 

Differ

ence 

Rank  T 

1 LXB25 22 25 LCB11 22 30 -5 -7 -7 

          

2 LXB14 26 29 LCB3 26 29 0   

          

3 LXB3 29 30 LCB19 29 36 -6 -8 -8 

4 LXB35 29 36 LCB17 29 34 +2   

          

5 LXB21 31 39 LCB23 31 36 +3   

6 LXB32 33 35 LCB7 33 36 -1 -1 -1 

7 LXB31 33 37 LCB10 33 32 +5   

8 LXB34 34 33 LCB6 34 37 -4 -5 -5 

9 LXB28 34 35 LCB5 34 40 -5 -7 -7 

          

10 LXB20 35 31 LCB18 35 33 -2 -2.5 -2.5 

          

 9        30.5 
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