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ENGLISH ABSTRACT

This study attempts to explore the role edrhing center-based activities in
teaching EFL in a Palestinian context. This wasragghed through specific
examination of L2 students' achievement at acquitime English tense system.
Moreover, Students' attitudes towards the use ofi enters in learning were also

investigated.

This is a Quasi- experimental study, whicbkt@lace in the Kufur Agab Boys’
School during the first and second semesters ohtaelemic year 2009/2010. This
study answers the following questions: 1. Whahes fiole of learning centers in L2
learners’ achievement in acquiring the English ¢eagstem? 2. How do learning
centers help learners deal with the complexityhaf tense system? 3. What are the
learners' attitudes towards using learning cemtelesarning the English tense system?

To answer these questions it is hypothesized that:

1. There is no significant difference at the legél. < 0.05 on the means of post-

achievement test between the control group andxperimental group.

Several data collection techniques were used @obite data; pre-and post- tests,
a questionnaire, portfolios, and progress cheskligt Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences program (SPSS) and descriptivestgtatwere used to analyze the
data. The questions of this study were answeredobyparing the results of the pre
and post-tests for both groups, reviewing studempisitfolios and researcher’s
checklists, and analyzing learners’ responses dogtiestionnaire to determine their

attitudes.
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The results of this study reject the hypothesischs: There is no significant
difference at the level af < 0.05 on the means of post-achievement test betiheen
control group and the experimental group. The tesufl this study indicate that the
experimental group has significantly outperformeel ¢ontrol group in the acquisition
of the L2 English tense system. This is mainlyiladtied to the use of learning centers
as a teaching technique. Furthermore, students $tamen positive attitudes towards

the use of these centers in learning English tepseem.
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Chapter One

1. The Research Problem

1.1 Introduction

We live in a highly sophisticated world mairdigaracterized by an extensive use
of advanced technologies such as computers, therngit and a host of
communication devices. Consequently, people ing&nand pupils in particular, are
frequently exposed to massive amounts of informatos which English is the most
important means of communication. In Palestinidmosts, English is considered as
the primary foreign language for native speakeréabic. Yet, Palestinian teachers

of English do not possess the competence of Engésikie speakers.

Fortunately, Palestinian educators, univensistructors and students these days,
as observed by the researcher as a teacher andugiseasity student, are paying
increasing attention to English. This has also tedenhancing the teaching and

learning of English in Palestine.

In order for learners to develop their masialr English language, it is essential
that effective means of teaching, learning andi@pdtion be used. Petty (2004)
asserts that learning is an active process. Steidambuld structure and organize
information, so that this information can pass ifdng-term memory, and learners
can use it in real life. He adds that this proazss be enhanced by doing rather than
mere listening. According to Snow (1996), studdegn language effectively when

they actively engage in communication activitiehea than passively accept what



teachers say. Pica (2005) also stresses that Igegi@asses are becoming centers for
purposeful communication and meaningful exchangstead of being a formal
setting for instruction and practice. Hence, a mapgsk of English as Foreign

Language (EFL) teachers is to develop their stisleommunicative competentce

1.2 Problem Identification

For many years, classroom practices have bemnly dominated by teacher-
centered approaches. Consequently, the focus wéseamansmission of knowledge
from the teacher to the learner, which greatly eckd passive learning. Nowadays,
diversified needs of student population togethehwi host of other factors such as
school violence, educational reforms and technokmpances demand that educators,
researchers and teachers move towards more leagntgred practices (Brown, K.
2003). To ensure student success in learning, ¢escdhould pay close attention to

creating learner-centered environments in thessttaoms (David Brown, 2003).

The findings of a survey data from 2,200 nedsichool students from diverse
communities across the United States show thag thier many motivational benefits
(such as, positive attitudes towards learning, nmeegners' self esteem and more
positive relations with other learners) of learnentered practices for young
adolescents (Meece, 2003). The participants in shisly reported more positive

forms of motivation and greater academic engagenvbeh they perceived that their

! Communicative competence as defined by Bégard Djigunové (2007) is the ability to

use the language effectively for communication.n®g such competence involves acquiring
both sociolinguistic and linguistic knowledge (ither words, developing the ability to use
the language accurately, appropriately, and effelgf).



teachers were using learner-centered practicesirthialve thoughtful consideration
from teachers , establishing higher order thinlstrgtegies which requires using the
stored knowledge (like compare and contrast, waiteending, talk about their own
views), honoring and respecting students’ voicesl apinions, and adapting
instruction to individual needs and respect divdesgners' needs. Another notable
study (Denise and Kathryn, 2003) shows that childie the elementary grades
notices and advocate learner-centered practiceicylarly those focused around
children desires for teacher care and supportstéskt promote new learning and
increased competence and options to participatganous activities with peers.
Furthermore, Denise and Kathryn (2003) also mentiat some research began to
link between young children’s preference for mosarher centered practices and
important schooling outcomes such as motivatiolf, gerceived competence and

achievement.

The views advocated by Brown and others (Blaergy, 2003; Breznak & Scoitt,
2003; King-Sears, 2005, 2007; Rayan &Campa, 20@ts, R005; Tran, 2007) have
led to the development of learning centers as ateelnique for learning. As defined
by McCarthy (1977), learning centers are "spediahs designed for individual and
small-group learning experiences. They are equippiéd a variety of high interest
materials and may be set up in classrooms corckyakrooms, halls or wherever

space is available (p.292)".

Shifts towards student-centered learningremvnents have created challenges for
foreign language teachers by increasing their resipdities and roles towards their

students (Geeslin, 2003).



According to the APA Learner-Centered Psychica Principles, principle sfx
considers it the teachers’ responsibility to crdaggning environments and learning
opportunities for their students. They should hattglents working in small groups,
often using a "Center Approach”. This requiresriees to move towards learning
centers or stations where they may work with lesgractivities (APA Task force,

1993).

In teaching grammar by focusing on the cooditeferred to above, Breznak &
Scott (2003) noticed that students learn best whey work with their peers. They
enjoy working in small groups; teaching to someets, and learning in a safe
environment unworried about criticism. They aredige to move around, a situation
appreciated mainly by kinesthetic learrietdenceforth, learning centers are vital in
creating such an environment which, in turn, resd®eore active learners, and a

highly dynamic learning process.

Recognizing such a vital contribution to kdarning process, the researcher in this

study focuses on learning centers as an esseathhifjue for L2 mastery. More

2 Principle six: Context of learning

Learning is influenced by environmental factorg]uing culture, technology, and instructional
practices. Learning does not occur in a vacuumches have a major interactive role with both the
learner and the learning environment. Culturalroug influences on students can impact many
educationally relevant variables, such as motivatisientation toward learning, and ways of thirgkin
Technologies and instructional practices must lpeaiate for learners' level of prior knowledge,
cognitive abilities, and their learning and thiristrategies. The classroom environment, partitular
the degree to which it is nurturing or not, carodiave significant impact on student learning (APA
Task Force, 1993).

3 A type of learner that attains information well tarrying out a physical activity instead of just
hearing out a lecture, reading a book, or watchishow. They learn best through hands-on activity,
doing experiments, and acting things out. They iciensdoing a presentation rather than writing paper
(http://wiki.answers.com




specifically, she investigates their role in the I[e@rners’ acquisition of the English

tense system.

1.3 Statement of the problem

This study attempts to explore the role aréng centers-based activities in
teaching EFL in the Palestinian context. This igprapched through specifically
examining L2 students' achievement in acquiringBhglish tense system. Students'

attitudes towards the use of such centers in legrae also investigated.
1.4 The significance of the study

1. Dewy (1916) points out that communication @maecess of sharing experiences till
it becomes a possession. In learning centers, r#sidghare experiences; they
collaborate with each other, with relatively loweative filte*. These centers are one
way to achieve communication, collaboration andpewation in schools contributing,

in effect, to creating a socially healthy community

2. Students differ in their acquisition of new &killn other words, their skill levels

vary and their practice opportunities fluctuatealreng centers expose learners to
varied tasks and activities in an attempt to mieeir iversified learning needs. They
are one of the techniques that benefit both stsdant teachers (King-Sears, 2005,

2007).

* According to Johnson (2001) affect is considered 4ister’ through which foreign language input
has to pass before it is acquired. Learner witlitipeseeling is more open to input; her filterdean
and language passes easily through it. A learntbr weigative feelings is more closed to input; her
filter is clogged, and little gets through.



3. Today, educators are for more active learnirgarhers should take an active role
in their learning as they work together in grougsllaborating on projects,

exchanging ideas and practicing social skills, he process. They should also be
given the chance to think and make decisions. Lagguteachers have become
teachers of language learners in meeting theiresiist social, academic and work-

related needs (Pica, 2005).

4. Using a simple and straightforward approach sagHearning centers to teach
grammar in groups is bound to make students meporesible for their own learning

rather than totally relying on their teachers (Biaz & Scott, 2003). As such, learning
centers will function as a new strategy for gramuolivery creating in the process an

interactive learning environment.

5. This study will contribute to the literature tgarning centers, particularly in the
Palestinian context. It will also draw attention tteeir role in teaching English

structures such as the English tense system.

6. The findings of this study will hopefully be dglkefor local and international
teachers of English in using learning centers asvaapproach in teaching a complex

structure such as the English tense system.

1.5 Research Questions

In light of the above, this study attemptatswer the following questions:

1. What is the role of learning centers in L2 leash achievement in acquiring the

English tense system?



2. How do learning centers help learners deal ligh complexity of the tense

system?

3. What are the learners' attitudes towards usgagning centers in learning the

English tense system?

1.6 Hypothesis

It is hypothesized that there is no significdifference at the level af < 0.05 on

the means of post-achievement test between theotarbup and the experimental

group.

1.7 Definition of Terms

Learning Centers:

They are defined by McCarthy (1977) as "speciehardesigned for individual and
small-group learning experiences. They are equippéd a variety of high interest
materials and may be set up in classrooms corckyakrooms, halls or wherever

space is available" (p.292).
Second/Foreign Language Acquisition

Larson-Freeman & Long (1994) define second/Forkgguage acquisition as "the

acquisition of any language(s) other than one’sradanguage”(p.7).

The Tense System

> Some SLA studies distinguish between ‘second’ &mebign’ language acquisition, and also
differentiate ‘acquisition’ from ‘learning’. Suchdistinction will not be taken into account in this
study.



Cowan (2008) defines the tense system as "a systéemses used in any particular
language, in English the tense in verbs expresdsegime that an action occurs in

relation to the moment of speaking” (p.350).

Academic Achievement

It is defined by Rivkin, Hanushek and Kain (200%) "¢he rateof learning over

specific time period" (p.422).

Attitude:

In this study, attitude is defined as "a psychmalgtendency that is expressed by
evaluating a particular entity with some degreefaxor or disfavor" (Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, p.1.) Although some attitudes areemesistant to change than others,

the general view is that attitudes are subjechtonge (Eagly and Chaiken).



Chapter Two
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Chapter Two

2. Literature Review

This chapter identifies the theoretical fravoek for this study, examining, as
well, the learning centers pedagogy and previouslies in terms of four

important dimensions:

Learner-centered Education,

Rationale for Teaching and Learning English Grammar

Learning Centers in Different Domains, and

Teaching Small Groups.

In this study, despite the fact that thera ignited literature available about
learning centers in the Palestinian context arttiéncontext of language learning
and teaching, the researcher has reviewed theguedimensions with a focus

on Foreign language learning and teaching.
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2.1 Theoretical framework

The Constructivist and Humanistic frameworksrm the underlying
principles for this study. They are both manifeséed embodied in the use of

learning centers for teaching and learning.

Petty (2004) points out that learning is ative “meaning-making” process.
Information will only stay in the long-term memotlyit is reused or recalled.
What governs the learners’ ability to recall whHagyt have learned is “frequency
and recency”. According to this view, Constructivism claims thiearning
occurs when learners construct their own meanintherbasis of prior learning
and instructional experiences (Petty). It, furthelgims that learning occurs
through trial and error when it is actively praeticby students through planned
activities which require them to check for theirroand others’ learning. Harris
and Graham (1994) also mention that actual undetstg can take place only
when children participate fully in their own leamgi This will direct them into
deeper and richer understanding and use of knowledg a result they will
promote access to this knowledge and will be ableagply what they have

learned.

Therefore, teaching is just a means to an &vidat learners do is more

important than what teachers do. Blyth (1997) moiott that teachers should

® Frequency and recency principles state that tHiegs most often repeated and most recently
learned are best remembered. Therefore important glould be, practiced, repeated, restated
and reemphasized to help the students remember(thietzman,2010).
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shift their focus from teaching to learning. Taskeuld be enjoyable and should
lead to more cognitive engagement, participati@amcentration and persistence.
The Educational approaches based on constructrasts contain "whole
languagé cognitive strategies instruction, cognitively dedl instruction,
scaffolded instruction, literacy-based instructialmected discovery and many

more" (Harris & Graham, 1994, p. 233).

This view of constructivism as a powerful mabdor explaining how
knowledge is produced and how students learn is@ded by many educators
including Blyth, 1997; De berg, 2006; Gorden, 20@affam, 2003; Henry,
2002; Lainema, 2009; Mercer, Jordan and Miller, 49%Rodriguez and
Berryman, 2002; Schur, Skuy, Zietsman & Fridjoh02, Sharon & Nimala,

2008; Terhart, 2003; and Windschitl, 2002.

Gorden (2008) asserts that constructivisthiggy practices are becoming
more widespread in teacher education programs.oAgth these programs
generally vary in ways in which they relate constirist models of learning yet

constructivism is a controlling learning or meanimgking theory.

Lainema (2009) discusses how the Constrigetivilearning paradigm
enlarges our recognition of the learning procesbattake place in simulation
gaming instruction. It enables us to understand lgame participants are

meaning makers and knowledge constructors. It alsgphasizes the group

"It describes a literacy philosophy which emphastbat children should focus on meaning and
strategy instruction. It is often contrasted wittopics-based methods of teaching reading and
writing which emphasize instruction for decodingl apelling( Bergeron, 1990).
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environment because games are social systems agdirtblude participants,
rules and resources. Furthermore, the learner iditg on his internal

representation of knowledge and this knowledge Ivgays open to change.
Constructivism principles can be applied when desg computer—based
instructions which are used as a tool to help lea@ro think as well as they can

be applied when designing learning centers-basidtiss.

Henry (2002) mentions that bringing constirisin into the classroom is an
effective way to add vigor and interest to tradifibhistory courses. It helps the
instructor to cover material and encourages hisabthinking in his students. He
views constructivism as an important tool in sttéeging classroom instruction

at the postsecondary school level.

Graffam (2003) states that using construstiyiractices to introduce the
teaching for understanding framework clarifies t@ncept of understanding
itself. This introduction becomes a tool for leagnithrough which the teacher’s

role is transformed into a participating voice, aatontrolling voice.

Blyth (1997) demonstrates how a constructivistrapph to teacher education
helps inexperienced teachers understand the lgpand teaching of aspect, a
core grammatical concept. This doesn't mean tleather education instructors
should teach teachers how to teach aspect butrr&théacilitate and guide

inexperienced teachers' own construction of tegchnactices and continuously
reflect on them. To teach aspect teachers mustcseficiously experience

narration in order to understand aspect as a foaystem and as a process for
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creating meaning. Teacher education programs shpaldde activities in which
teachers perceive real or imagined events and dhgainize perceptions into a
coherent recounting of events, in this way teacherstruct a deeper awareness
of the form /meaning aspectual correlations. Moespwhe argues that a
constructivist approach to teacher education fatds the development of
innovative grammar pedagogy by challenging teacheditional beliefs about

the nature of grammar.

Another view of learning is put forward dyethumanistic approach which
asserts that society, schools and colleges exishdet the individual learner
needs. Learning is easiest, most effective and mmestningful when it takes
place in a non-threatening situation (Petty, 200¥ang (2005) also adds that
Humanism focuses on the importance of the learimerer world and places the
individual's thoughts, feelings and emotions at thead of all human

developments.

The humanistic approach emphasizes humamisnthe most significant
element in the language teaching process. Longmarcgonary of Applied
Linguistics (1989) defines the “Humanistic Approaah language teaching as a
term sometimes used for methods in which the fahgwprinciples are
considered important. These principles includediieelopment of human values,
the growth in self-awareness and in the understgnali others, the sensitivity to
human feelings and emotions, and the active stusimolvement in learning.

Reflecting on a humanistic approach to teachingleaching, Bala (2007) asserts
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that the core objective of learning that teachingcpces should continue to be
rooted in is the enrichment and the improvementthaf learner. From that
perspective, the ultimate objective for a teachdoigive up authority in order to
become a facilitator for empowered learning. W&2@0p) also points out that in
light of the humanistic approach, language teacland learning i.e. what to
learn and how to learn is influenced by the cogaitmotivation, which is
determined by individuals’ affect. So in languagaahing, successful teachers
should always bear in mind the importance of aifectactors giving priority to

students.

Winfred and Randall (1987) believe that temfanistic approach to language
study should recognize the necessity of learningnguage in its social and
cultural contexts, encompassing the ecology andniheerial, social, religious
and linguistic cultures of the language studied"1®6). Furthermore Barghouthi
(2008) argues that "national and culturally-basedtextualized knowledge" (p.
35) should be included in teaching English as aifpr language. She adds that
native culture is important because it establigfezsple’s context of behavior and
identity. In addition, their thinking, perspectivebackground knowledge,
cognition, conscious and social awareness are fbrine their own culture.
Moreover she clearly emphasizes that the succestawhing and learning
processes only occurs when taking into considerdegarners’ own social and

cultural context.
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Hence, following the humanistic approachitenfocus on communication,
language teaching in such situations would not oaeilgforce mastery of tense

structure but it would also improve learners’ oWlesammunicative proficiency.

Another approach claims that learners' dvecammunicative proficiency is
improved through Communicative Language TeachingT)C which views
language as a system for expressing meaning;ntgiéun is to allow interaction
and communication. Language structures reflect fisnctional and
communicative uses. Moreover, the primary unit$aofjuage are categories of

functional and communicative meaning (Richards &l&ers, 2002).

According to Richards (2006) CLT can be vievesddescribing a set of core
principles about language learning and teachingmapsons. There are several
ways to practice them and they are included iredkfiit aspects of the teaching
and learning processes. Dunan (1991) adds thaCdmemunicative Language

Teaching approach is characterized by the follovigagures:

1- An emphasis on the learner to communicate throwggraction in the
target language;

2- The introduction of authentic texts into the leaghsituation;

3- The provision of opportunities for learners to fegaot only on language
,but also on the learning process itself;

4- An enhancement of the learner's own personal egpegis as important

contributing elements to classroom learning;
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5- An attempt to link classroom language learning iethguage activation
outside the classroom (p. 279).
In the CLT approach, learners learn a languagsutir using it in authentic and

meaningful communication which is the goal of ctassn activities.

In communication, different language skille antegrated. Richards (2006)
states that some focus centrally on the inputédehrning process. Thus content-
based teaching stresses that the content or subgter of teaching drives the
whole language learning process. Moreover, Dun&91L makes the point that
the communicative task has evolved to become asntak component within
curriculum planning, implementation, and evaluatiodn the other hand,
Savignon (2003) asserts that the focus should btherearner himself and the
identification of learner communicative needs whsttould provide the basis for

curriculum design.

Teachers differ in their reactions to CLT &ese of their own preparation and
experiences. Savignon (2003) points out that sosechers welcome the
opportunity to develop their own materials, prommglilearners with a range of
communicative tasks, while others feel that theuwlsion of the communicative
ability is ambiguous and the negotiation of meammay be a lofty goal. Sato and
Kleinsasser (1999) report on a study documentiegvtbws and practices of CLT
by Japanese second language in-service teachetie isi known about what
second language teachers actually understand bya@tdThow they implement it

in classrooms. Ten teachers of Japanese in teereliff state high schools in a
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large Australian metropolitan area participatedhis study. Using multiple data
sources including interviews, observations and esygythe researchers find that
teachers’ views and actions dealt little with tlbademic literature related to CLT
or their knowledge about it. Instead teachers tedato their personal ideas and
experiences; solidifying their notions of foreiganuage (L2) teaching in

pursuing further their growing conceptions of CLT.

Musumeci (1997) questions "the role of graanin communicative language
teaching as it creates an uneasy relationship leetvieo elements: namely,
grammar on the one hand, and communication onttle”o She adds that CLT is
fundamentally concerned with making meaning in theguage, whether by
interpreting someone else's message, expressirig @ma, or negotiating when
meaning is unclear. Teachers can understand thelerity of the grammar of a
language by viewing grammar with all of its compuatse It is obvious that the
goal of language learning in the communicative stlaem is for learners to
acquire the grammar of the second language inr@adest sense, to enable them
to understand and make meaning; that is, to begofeient users of the second

language.

One significant approach that contributes tiee development of
communicative competence is Cooperative Languagachileg which, as
Richards & Rodgers (2002) emphasize, promotes canuative interaction in
second language classrooms. It is seen as an mxteok the principles of

Communicative Language Teaching. Stenlev (2003pheefcooperative learning
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as “learning in small groups where interactiontiactured according to carefully
worked-out principles. Cooperative learning canubed at all age levels, from
kindergarten to university. It is much more thastja bag of tricks to make
teaching run more smoothly. It is a different wégaonceiving teaching” (p.33).

According to Johnson, Johnson and Holub&94), cooperative learning
raises the achievement of all students, helps #wcher build positive
relationships among students, gives students thernce they need for healthy
social, psychological and cognitive developmentd aalso replaces the
competitive organizational structure of most claesis and schools. This has
been demonstrated by numerous studies which haeeezba wide range of subject
areas and age groups (for reviews, see Cohen, I6Bdson, Johnson, & Stanne,
2001; Sharan, 1980; Slavin, 1995). Generally, iheirfgs of these studies suggest
that, when compared to other instructional appresicroup activities structured
along cooperative learning tenets are associatéd gains on a host of key
variables: achievement, higher level thinking, -estieem, liking for the subject
matter and for school and inter-group relations.

Compared with traditional instruction, ceogtive learning, Zhang (2010)
concludes, tends to promote productivity and admeent, providing, as well,
more opportunities for communication. When conreatéth foreign language
learning, it shares the same basic set of prirgipMth the widespread
Communicative Language Teaching. It makes clearttteaobjective of foreign
language teaching is not only to teach studentsesgrammatical rules and

vocabularies, but also how to put knowledge intacpce in order to express or
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narrate thoughts and ideas. He adds that cooperainguage learning reacts to
the trend in foreign language teaching method fiogusn the communicative
and affective factors in language learning. Morepviee emphasizes that
cooperative language learning is beneficial to ifprelanguage learning and
teaching. First, it provides more opportunities fmmprehensible input and
output and the processes of negotiation. Secordfeits a relaxed climate in the
classroom, and also increases student motivatibird,TCooperative language
learning allows learners more chances to producguizge in a functional
manner. This means that it can be used to createnéc real-life social settings
in which language is normally used. Finally, theafiaim of cooperative learning
is to make each student a stronger individual thinodoing work cooperatively.
It, therefore, emphasizes individual accountabilitys, therefore, worthwhile for
teachers and scholars to maximize the use of tathad in the language learning

classroom (Zhang, 2010).

2.2 Previous Studies

Although English teachers may use variooBviies in the classroom,
learning centers-based activities, where learnsasenl by themselves and rotate
from one center to another, are highly infrequekiiore specifically, the
Palestinian educational scene does not documentsardies on the use of
learning centers in local academic institutionsstéad, particular emphasis is
placed on diagnosing English language learninglprod rather than proposing
proper solutions, which is apparent through thesrem of studies made in the

Palestinian context. Thus, this study is a mod#strgt at drawing specialists’
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attention to learning centers and their role in IishgL2 learning. Hence, the

focus is on the following dimensions:

2.2.1 Learner-centered education

Brown (2003) points out that twenty-firstntagry classrooms should shift
from traditional, teacher-centered curriculum torentearner-centered approach.
The teacher-centered approach is associated chigfty the transmission of
knowledge whereas the learner-centered approackthe characteristics of all
learners under the microscope with specific empghasi low-performance
learners. Learner-centered, as defined as by the\&Brk Group of the Board of

Educational Affairs (1997,) (Cited in McCombs, 200heans:

The perspective that couples a focus on indivitkeiners—their
heredity, experiences, perspectives, backgrouatsts, interests,
capacities, and needs—with a focus on learning-b#s¢ available
knowledge about learning and how it occurs andiateaching
practices that are most effective in promotinghiuyhest levels of
motivation, learning, and achievement for all fesas. This dual
focus then informs and drives educational decisiaking. Learner-
centered education is a reflection in practicthefLearner-Centered

Psychological Principles—the programs, practipesicies,
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and people that support learning for all (p.186).

Pierce & Kalkman (2003) call for applying tlearner-centered psychological
principles such as creating positive personal imlahips, respecting students’
ideas and opinions, assisting higher order thinkizwgd addressing students’
individual needs and beliefs in teacher prepargbimygrams to provide teachers
with models of effective learner-centered practidesmt promote student

motivation for learning.

Henson (2003) cites the following points las premises of Learner-centered

education

1. Learners have distinctive perspectives or fsanwd reference,
contributed to by their history, the environmefgit interests and goals,
their beliefs, their ways of thinking and the likihese must be attended to
and respected if learners are to become more §ctimgolved in the

learning process and to ultimately become indepatrtienkers.

2. Learners have unique differences, including @mat states of mind,
learning rates, learning styles, stages of devedmpmabilities, talents,
feelings of efficacy, and other needs. These maisaken into account if all

learners are to learn more effectively and effitien

3. Learning is a process that occurs best when wehbeing learned is

relevant and meaningful to the learner and whenléhener is actively
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engaged in creating his or her own knowledge anderstanding by

connecting what is being learned with prior knowje@nd experience.

4. Learning occurs best in an environment that aiost positive
interpersonal relationships and interactions andviiich the learner feels

appreciated, acknowledged, respected, and validated

5. Learning is seen as a fundamentally naturalgesiclearners are viewed
as naturally curious and basically interested amrigng about and mastering

their world (p.207).

Moreover, Bansberg (2003) discusses how |lear@tered principles such as
understanding the learning process together witherstanding learners’ needs
and their individual differences can provide a feavork to creating effective
curricula and instructions in literacy. He also adses learner-centered
instructional approaches as those based on acatamihg, connecting new
learning with prior knowledge, stimulating studentinterest, adapting to
individual developmental differences and providiagcaring and supportive

environment.

Meece (2003) draws the attention to the irgmze of using learner-centered
psychological principles for improving academic aggment and learning of 13-
16 years-old middle classroom students. Using sudaga from 2,200 middle
school students from diverse communities acrosJthieed States, the findings
indicate many important motivational benefits adirlger-centered practices for

young adolescents. Moreover, students reported npwsitive forms of



25

motivation and greater academic engagement whenpthieeived their teachers
were using learner-centered practices that invaagng, establishing higher
order thinking, honoring students’ voices and aigpinstruction to individual

needs. In addition, in Denise and Kathryn (2003)dobn in the elementary

grades are aware of the learner-centered practpasicularly those focused
around their desires for teacher care and supjasks that promote new learning
and increased competence and options to participat@rious activities with

peers. Furthermore, Denise and Kathryn also mentiahsome research began
to link between young children’s perceptions of entgarner centered practices
and important schooling outcomes such as motivasielh perceived competence

and achievement.

In addition, Hong, Milgram and Rowell (200g)esent a learner-centered
homework approach designed to prove that using iamein a positive manner
would improve educational achievement. They alssgnt research findings on
the relationship of the learner-centered approacladhievement and attitude
toward homework. Hong, Tomoff, Wozniak, Carter, ahopham (2000) use
guestionnaires to assess student's preferred amal aays of studying at home.
They reported that students who actually applieir tstrong preference in doing
homework had more positive attitudes toward homé&wloan those who did not.
Dunn, Deckinger, Withers and Katzenstein (1990)essslearning styles of
college students .The findings from three examometiindicated that students
group who applied their strong preferences whilmgllhvomework and studying

outperformed those who did not. These studies siggt accommodating
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students’ home learning preferences by manipulagimgronmental conditions
(such as work in an environment responsive to theeds for sound, light,
design, intake and mobility) will make homework qaation more meaningful
and productive. This will lead students to devedapore positive attitude toward
homework because they will learn from doing it, atiteir homework

performance will also improve.

Learner-centered conventions are also eaged and preferred by teachers.
In Paris and Combs (2006), eighteen teachers fiamstates that vary greatly in
cultural and class composition were intervieweexplore their understanding of
being learner-centered teachers. Their answersalrdtieee broad and simple
meanings of learner-centeredness which are: tlieistus the starting point for
curriculum making; the teacher and students arpactieipants in the learning
process; and, the teacher strives toward intensdest engagement with the

curriculum.

2.2.2 Rationale for Teaching and Learning Englislisrammar

Over the centuries, second language educators @sidEllis, Thornburry,
Krashen) have argued whether or not to teach gramAgpgproaches, methods
and techniques have also been controversial (Rgbhci, 2006; Ellis, 1998;
Fitch, 2001; Frantzen, 1998; Harper, 2004; KaliyodQ90; Levine, 2006;
McKay, 2000; Nichols, 1984; Nunan, 2005; Riende2609; Tanaka, 1999;
Wyse, 2006; Zhongganggao, 2001). Vavra (1996) poimit that English

grammar teaching debate continues and will contimydoth proponents and
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opponents. Vavra explains that the anti-grammarem@nt was bolstered by a
belief among teachers that students’ grammar wonftove simply as a result
of their writing. In addition, it is believed tharo-grammarians feed students
with grammar definitions, rules, exceptions and @istic exercises. Teaching
grammar in this way will not help students. Grammstaould be used as a tool to
teach students how sentences work and emphasitgdd®yput on sentences in
context, paragraphs or short essays. Even befe@dande (1984) emphasizes
teaching grammar, he claims that the condition dnclwv effective grammar
teaching depends is that teacher should get away the teachers’ grammar and
develop a learners’ grammar. This implies thatuke of real-life situations in
grammar learning and teaching can improve bothestisd command of grammar

and the teachers’ confidence in teaching it.

Also Boon-Long(1978) points out that approachestdaching grammar to

foreign learners are based on:

1- students’ interests in learning English are stimgaby their classroom
activities.

2- Meaningful learning is preferred over rote learniaihough both kinds
are evident in human behavior, but most of the epts; ideas and other
items which are retained over a long term are aymbof meaningful

learning.
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3- Different ways of teaching English grammar leaddifferent effects on
students, for example, a structural approach vsituational approach,
implicit vs. explicit.

4- Language teachers should be interested in teashiagpgies that advance
the student from an ability to manipulate sentepegterns in the
classroom to the ability of conversing freely imlréfe situations outside
the classroom.

5- An introduction of grammatical concepts or any othbstract criteria is
important in language teaching.

Mclaughlin (2003) refers the grammar teachd®jpate to approaches that
have been followed for teaching grammar. Partityldne explains how the
structural approach in which quiet classrooms dateith by teachers give long
and complex explanations of grammatical structunel drills with endless
written exercises and countless quizzes and testsg@garded as the only way to
learn languages. Mclaughlin (2004) asserts thajuage is a fundamental aspect
of being human. Language is not a grammatical syste be memorized and
recited in perfection rather it is the tool by wiigenuine communication, i.e.,
giving and receiving real messages, is achieveerefbre language learning
success is enhanced by a classroom environmenhwitilizes real exchanges of
information which require concentration on the fimms of language. She
suggests that, although language functions areesged through grammatical
structures, language teachers should find a balaeiweeen the two. One way to

achieve this balance is to introduce a grammastmaicture covertly or overtly
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and give students the opportunity to practice udimg a functional way. Skretta
(1996) also adds that grammatical knowledge is &estiired, as all language is,

naturally and authentically.

Hudson and Walmsley (2005) question the importasfceeaching English
grammar in the twentieth century. Not only is teaghgrammar indicative for
the research community and school teachers bug #@lso a concern for the
general public. Hudson and Walmsley explain whydechin should learn about

grammar:

* To expand their grammatical competence: an expbeitareness of
grammatical structure possibly helps children tpaad their competence
to include many grammatical structures they wikaas adults.

* To strengthen this competence in performance (eding, writing,
speaking, listening)

 To support foreign-language learning: the explicistruction is an
important part of grammar-teaching, and learningngnar is easier if
students understand how their first language w{Bksjars and Burridge,
2001).

* To develop their ability of logical connections:ildren’s main tool for
talking is grammar. They'll be able to talk aboogikal connections such
as classification, causation and time.

* To develop their investigation skills: existing kviedge is investigated in

order to obtain new one.
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* To appreciate their own minds: grammar is a hightgrrelated mental
system and when taught well most people find énesting.
* To develop a critical response to some of the wayshich language is
used in their everyday environment (Hudson& Walmsk05).
Celce-Murcia (1991) and (1992) clarifiestthiae challenge for language
teachers is to develop effective ways of focusiearier attention on form at
critical moments while learners are using the sdclamguage for purposeful
communication. It helps learners develop grammhticauracy which indicates
that a second language learner is competent; pishgben academic, social and

economic doors for learners.

It is noticeable that second language edusabave alternated between
favoring grammar teaching approaches which focufaring students analyze
language in order to learn it and those which eramgristudents’ using language
in order to acquire it. Larsen-Freeman (2001) assémnat there is little
disagreement that L2 learners need to learn to agmuate grammatically
although the approaches remain controversial. titiad, she also shows how
the choice of grammatical form often signals sunghgs as the speaker’s attitude,
power and identity and the place of grammar inadanteraction.

There are many different grammar teachingtesgies (communicative drills,
declarative knowledge, and procedural knowledga) tlan facilitate learning in
the classroom. Language teachers need to regagmse ©f kinds of grammar
teaching strategies that best facilitate learnfdg.the one hand, 83 four to six

years old boys and girls were presented with erpartal conditions where
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context, transformational complexity and verbal ssweere varied (Bozinou,
1983). Two experimental tasks, a perceptually Cetectask and an abstract task,
were included. The technique used in this studggmts subjects with obligatory
contexts to elicit linguistic structures (the Praserogressive and the Past tense).
Participants of the study were assigned to a vecbal or a nonverbal cue
conditions. The Verbal Cues were phrases that nspéeific reference to the
time the activity took place. Thus the Verbal Caethe present progressive was
the phrase "right now" and for the past tense & W& phrase "already". Verbal
Cues were omitted for the non verbal cue conditiddisparticipants responded
to sentences. These sentences included both teenpnerogressive and the past
tense. The results of this study reveal significeffeects of age and tense factors
and improved performance on comprehension overugtazh, with younger
children making fewer errors than older ones. Bigdints performed better on
the present progressive than on the past tensheopetrceptually Concrete task
while the reverse was true on the Abstract tasle fiiidings of this study show
that language performance is the result of a compiterrelationship between
transformational complexity and the perceptual proes of linguistic structures.
On the other hand Larsen-Freeman (2001) tssdbat there is little
disagreement that L2 learners need to learn to agmuate grammatically
although the approaches remain controversial adpliand implicitly. The
students under the explicit teaching condition teates and example sentences
of a given grammar structure while the studentseurttie implicit teaching

condition heard ten times more examples of theetasgucture than the students



32

under the explicit condition. A comparison of meaores of students under each
condition revealed a statistically significant ditnce with the students under the
explicit teaching condition performing better.

Ellis and Fotos (1991) question the use obmunicative grammar-based
task with two groups of Japanese EFL college stisdarney have argued that
grammar tasks may contribute to 12 acquisitionno tvays. They may contribute
directly by providing opportunities for the kind @ommunication which is
believed to promote the acquisition of implicit kvledge, and they may
contribute indirectly by enabling learners to degekexplicit knowledge of 12
rules which will later facilitate the acquisitiori inplicit knowledge. The results
of this exploratory study lend some support to ¢helsims. The Japanese EFL
learners at the college level were able to incrélasie knowledge of difficult L2
rules by completing a grammar task. But also a remab considerations have
been raised. First, the grammar task used didstiltréen the same level of longer-
term learning as did the traditional, teacher-fedhgrammar lesson. Second,
although the grammar task produced a large numberinteractional
modifications, the nature of the exchanges was amacal.

Fotos (1994) investigates grammar consciesssinaising tasks as one way to
integrate formal instruction within communicativermhework. The subjects of
his research were 160 Japanese university EFLdeamaking up three intact
classes of first —year non English majors. Theltes his study support the use
of grammar consciousness-raising tasks as one bp@ssnethod for the

development of knowledge of problematic grammaucstires (such as; indirect
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object placement, word order, adverb placement w@atative clause usage)
through communicative activities.

Ellis (1995) suggests an alternative apgrdacgrammar teaching based on
interrupting input. He adds that this approach $ié§arners notice grammatical
features in the input, comprehend their meaningscampare the form present in
the input with those occurring in learner outpué émphasizes that a complete
language program should include a variety of tals&sinvite both focus on form
and a focus on message conveyance.

Gaudart (1999) discusses how games can feetieé tools for teaching
English to speakers of other languages in Malayd@a.argues that games like
card games, board games, simulation games andtgpgygames should be used
90% of the teaching time. Not only do games mo#\sitidents toward learning
and giving them the opportunity to practice theefgn language structures, but
they also allow learners to fully use the langu#us they have learned, and
participate in the communicative process throughioeitgame.

Kanda and Beglar (2004) investigate thec#iffeness of two experimental
communicative grammar lessons in teaching the ptgaz®gressive verb tense
based on four instructional principles: teach fdumetion relations, compare
similar grammatical forms, promote learner autonpamd provide opportunities
for generative use. Ninety-nine Japanese first-pagii-school students
participated in this study. The results show that &xperimental communicative
grammar lessons based on the above-mentioned foocigles are more

effective than a standard structure- based lessbelping those students acquire
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a more accurate understanding of the present @sigee tense and its
relationship to simple present tense in Englishndéaand Beglar conclude that
communicative grammar learning has the potentiaihtprove communicative
accuracy while maintaining the degree of focus-amaf demanded by the local
EFL context and offer one route to effective foroatised instruction.

Andrews et al. (2006) report on the resoftdwo international systematic
reviews which focus on different aspects of teaghgnammar to improve the
quality and accuracy of 5-16-year olds writing inglish. The results of this
systematic review reveal first that the teachingyftax (as part of a traditional
approach to teaching grammar) appears to have fheemece on either the
accuracy or quality of writing. They explain thaist doesn’'t mean to say that
there could be no such influence but it simply nsetrat there have been no
significant studies to date that have proved sdfgcie The first key point must
be qualified with caution. There was considerabiiéicdlty in synthesizing
studies on the teaching of syntax because of theierogeneity: they used
different intervention materials; different anabtgi frameworks; and there was
some methodological invalidity or unreliability. @ad the teaching of sentence-
combining appears to have a more positive effectwoiting quality and
accuracy. They add that there appears to be andlisth between the two
approaches they have reviewed. For example, tlohitenof syntax appears to
put emphasis on ‘knowledge about’ the constructibnsentences. Sentence-
combining suggests a pedagogy of applied knowletiges. also important to

mention that Cowan (2008) points out that the dseeb forms is one of the two
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or three most difficult areas for English langudggrners to master but teaching
could be improved by taking into account improvthg teaching of verb forms

and tense and aspect.

It's worth mentioning that the use of learning @stis not restricted to language

teaching and learning.

2.2.3 Learning Centers in Different Domains

Through learning centers, it is possible to stirmuldifferent kinds of

learning in different domains and areas.

Cosgrove (1992) states that learning cenpeosided a specific focus on
knowledge and a special learning opportunity. Theesgers reinforce learners to
learn in a cooperative setting. Learning centetssziies can be organized by
skills, interests and themes. They are game-lik@dture; they offer learners
opportunities to learn and play at the same timik.cAnters activities should
include objectives (teachers want to achieve)ctivas (learners should follow),
and assessment (to evaluate learners' learning)alSh emphasizes that learning
centers is a way to integrate portfolio assessnmaot the classroom. These
centers can be beneficial for both students archera. Learners can practice and
review newly learned skills. Teachers can work veithall groups of learners in

an organized way.

Hainen (1977) argues that a music teachar adapt learning centers to

music education programs. These music centersdtetfents develop their own
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impression of a musical work in arts or in wordscsi they work by themselves

and without the direct involvement of the teacher.

CALLIOPE, an online learning center for mess, is another successful
example of a learning center. It allows learnersetdance their professional
writing skills in one of five languages, one of whiis English. Learners are also
introduced to several techniques of completingimgitasks. They reflect on and

monitor their own writing improvement (Jocobs, Opaeker &Waes, 2005).

According to Persson (2000) science centezsnaw ways of institutional
informal learning. They provide learners with thgportunity to do experiments,
and experience hands-on learning. Persson arga¢sthibse science learning
centers provide learners with an unforgettable B&pee and long-lasting
learning. Learners may make career choices bas#ueorexperience with those

centers.

In Lauderdale’s (1977) study, Anthropologgiining centers are viewed as a
method of individualizing instruction and self dited learning. Fourteen
Anthropology learning centers equipped with needetkerial were developed for
children achieving at or above grade level in gsatieee through six in Michigan
Elementary School. The Anthropology learning centeere evaluated on the
basis of participant-observation, teacher and uekns’ interviews, student
journals and taped interviews, parental opinionad ahe comments of
educational observers, school administrators ame meporters. The evaluation

shows that the goal of individualized learning loedn met. The center design
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met a variety of student needs and abilities. Baatrding centers were less
successful in meeting the goal of self-directedrr®. Most of the students had
little experience in choosing learning activitiesgcheduling their time and

assuming responsibility for study.

Judge (2001) discusses the importance efiiating computer technology in
the early childhood classrooms. She explains thatputer technology is a new
and interesting way to maximize learning. Teackbamuld find ways to use them
in their classrooms. She finds out that one wawptiegrate computers is to set up
a computer center in the classroom. Learners cark wooperatively at the
computers. Teachers can provide them with work tshee work on
independently and further more teachers can engeutearners to choose
software independently. This center should be exritand accessible to
everyone in the classroom. Judge concludes thatpeaters centers have a

significant potential not only to what learnersrtelut also to how they learn it.

Chen and Chang (2006) study teachers' @gstuskills and practices of using
computers in early childhood classrooms. The ppeids were 297 teachers
from metropolitan public school system in the USeTesults of this study reveal
that almost half of the teachers (44.8%) felt aderfit about using a classroom
computer centers. Half of them (50%) felt comfoleabbout teaching young
children to use computers. Describing classroonatimes, 52.7% worked with

children individually and 53.3 % used computergeasning centers.
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Genisio and Drecktrah (1999) suggest diffedearning centers activities
(ABC Center, Library Center, Shared Reading Cerequencing Center and
Read the Room Center) to support children with ispeeeds. These centers
according to them are one way to personalize legraind to stimulate these
children. They assert that today's classrooms dhg@ubvide a chance for
everyone to learn. By creating these centers in dlassroom, the learning
opportunity will be enhanced for all children inding those with special needs.
They conclude that these learning centers are poramity to provide children

with special needs the ability to choose and toetheir daily learning.

Turner (2007) explains how educators need ingproved ways to present
the curriculum, reinforce students, and strengtteationships among students
and overcome deficiencies. She also shows howngritienters in secondary
schools are one way to resolve deficiencies. Wyitcenters can improve
students’ basic skills in writing. These centerevite students with strategies
that can be applied in different writing pieces.eyhare also one way to
individualize learning. Thus giving students theus and the time they need to
improve their writing. Turner (2001) report a stualy Jones (2001) suggests that
students who use the writing center gain highedegathan those who don't.
They performed better than those who learn writm@ traditional way. They
showed a reduction in the failure rate in a stadewated proficiency exam in
composition. They also showed improvement in thargnar skills in post tests
and they produce advanced mean scores on an egwogmition test after they

were exposed to a writing center. In addition, K@@07) finds out that his high
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school writing center is an effective way to slmfto a constructivist pedagogy.
Learner is responsible for their writing and foherts' writing. Learners earn a
higher assessment from the teacher and from tb#eagues. He concludes that
their writing center and the learners’ portfoliesan effective way to promote

organization of teaching writing and assessingea’ writing.

2.2.4 Studies on Teaching Small Groups
When students work in learning centers, thegrn in small groups.
Reviewing the literature on teaching in small gr®igoan important dimension of

the studies on learning centers.

Teaching in small groups is a common andlizighlued practice in the field
of education today. Describing effective teachinggples, Ellis & Worthington
(1994) claim that students achieve more in clagsgesre they work in groups
most of the time. Consequently, many articles ahdliss documented the
effectiveness of using cooperative learning andtiea in different subject areas
(AbuSleileek, 2007; Bandiera and Bruno, 2006; Bodgja€arey, Dodd, Repath
and Whitaker, 2005; Chen and Cheng, 2009; Gha@f32Kulick and Mather,
1993; Kyratzis, 2004; Nagel, 2007; Oldfather, 1993achs, Candlin, Rose and

Shum, 2003; Steinert, 2004; Storch, 2001; Wolféteyvard and Alber, 2001).

Soliman (1999) describes how small group instructiohigher education is a
common and significant learning activity. Learnbesome more involved; they

collaborate and examine their ideas with their pegrd share views on different
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topics. In small groups, learners' higher ordemkimg will improve. Also, small

groups work involves cooperative learning.

Sharan (1980) chooses five published methodg€onducting cooperative
small-groudearning in the classroom. They include Aronsangsaw classroom,
DeVries’ Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGBlavin’s Student Teams and
Academic Divisions (STAD)the Johnsons’ cooperative learning approach, and
the Sharans’'Small-group Teaching method. These methods are iardm
evaluated, andompared. The first three methods are describd®eas-Tutoring
methods. The additional two are described as Ghoupstigation (G-I)
approaches. A variety of cognitivand social-affective variables such as
motivation, self-concept, self regulation, partatipn and attitudes are affected

by those cooperative small group methods (Sha@80)1

Nagel (2007) argues that cooperative legrisrmore than working together;
it helps in building positive interdependence betwéearners. He proposes some
small group learning strategies to help the teaohepocial studies move beyond

the lecture.

Negal also cites the research evidence whiahws that learners in small
groups who learn cooperatively have significanhgan academic achievement
than learners who were taught using a traditiometure format. He also refers to
many studies that identify cooperative learningsmall groups as an effective
learning strategy (Augustine et al., 1989-90; Ca&@)5; Johnson and Johnson,

1989; Sills and Digby, 1991; Slavin, 1995). Thetadies explain how many
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positive cognitive, affective, and social outconage achieved by cooperative
learning. Cooperative learning increases learsetsesteem, attendance, time on

task, enjoyment of school and classes and motivatidearn.

Sachs, Candlin, Rose and Shum (2003) inwstighe effectiveness of
cooperative learning in the ESL/EFL secondary ctass. The students’
participants were 520 male and female students fiter@e Hong Kong local
secondary schools. Students’ ages ranged from 14/ taith mixed language
proficiency across the three schools. This studiked at a one-year investigation
into the teaching of English in Hong Kong secondseiiool classrooms. The
teachers’ participants were eight experienced feraad male English teachers.
The teachers implement small groups’ cooperativguage learning tasks in
classrooms. Comparing the oral proficiency of stuslén traditional educational
settings with those in cooperative language legrsettings was one of the most
important aims of this study. Students' performangas tape-recorded,
transcribed and analyzed. The data indicated thetetwere no significant
differences in the performance of the experimegtaup in this study, but these
results should be explained carefully. This stukdgves that the learners in both
groups made statically significant gains on thet pest (within-subjects effects)
but between-subjects comparisons showed no signifigains over the course of
the projects. Sachs, Candlin, Rose and Shum (2@@8)t students’ feedback on
cooperative learning. Learners enjoy the coopezdéarning tasks. They enjoyed

speaking English in groups and felt that they hadenfreedom in class.
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Springer, Stanne and Donovan (1999) invattigthe research on
undergraduate Science, Math, Engineering and TéopndSMET) education
sincel1980.The results of this meta-analysis proved seaeral forms of small-
grouplearning can promote greater academic achieveth@mtreased Learners'
attitudes toward learning, and also increased é&arperseverance of learning
materials. The findings that were reported in 8tigdy support the effectiveness

of using small-group learning in undergraduate (SME

Good, Mulryan and McCaslin (1992) examine tise of small groups in
mathematics instruction. They found that small-gromstruction facilitate
student achievement especially in the basic sKillgs strategy also promotes
favorable attitudes toward peers and subject matter

Storch (2001) investigates the performantehcee pairs of adult ESL
students on a writing task assigned in class ierowal explore the nature of group
or pair interactions, whether they are collaboetr not. Results of this study
show that students working in pairs may not necégsaork in a collaborative
manner, but where they do collaborate this may hameeffect on task
performance.

AbuSleileek (2007) explores the effectivene$ two computer-mediated
techniques-cooperative and collaborative learnidgsigned for teaching and
learning oral skills, listening and speaking. Tlanple in this study comprised
130 Arab-speaking freshmen in the BA program of lBhglanguage and
literature at the Department of English Language laiterature, College of Arts

at King Saud University. Participants of the stuegre divided into four groups.
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The first group uses the cooperative computer-nieditechnique to study oral
skills. The second group studies oral skills by ¢tb#éective computer-mediated
technique. The third group uses a cooperative ttoadil technique. The fourth
group taught by a collective traditional technigue. collective computer-
mediated communication technique, learners use twmputer for
communication between the teacher and them. It rdoaaclude group
interaction. In the cooperative computer-mediatedhmunication learners in
small groups perform a task by using the compudexr means for communication
between them. This study concludes that studentsusk cooperative computer
mediated technique achieved better results ongtening and speaking test than
students who were taught with the collective teghas and traditional methods.
Ghaith (2003) examines the relationship leetwcooperative, individualized
and competitive forms of instruction, achievement English as a foreign
language and perceptions of classroom atmosphethisl study, the participants
were 135 university EFL learners. The results af thtudy indicated that
cooperative learning in small groups was positivetyrelated with learners'
perceptions of fairness of grading, class cohearmhsocial support. This means
that the more participants experienced cooperatuely in small groups, the
more they perceive that everyone in class got thdag they deserved and had an
equal chance to be successful if they work hardctaeve their goals. Also the
more learners worked together the more they feit their teachers and mates

like them and care about them personally and aciadéyn
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Scott and Ytreberg (1990) advise English teachemmake room for shared
experiences which can be exchanged through stgglenping. Small groups are
a good opportunity for language work; they creat@@amosphere of involvement
and togetherness. They also stressed that genoapei@tive pair work or group

work is usually the result of a long process ohpiag and preparation.

Another study was made by Shaaban (2006) imestigated the effect of
jigsaw cooperative learning (learning in small greuand whole class instruction
in improving learner's reading comprehension, vaodaty acquisition and
motivation to read. Forty-four fifth grade EFL lears from a private school in
Beirut participated in this study. Both the experntal and control groups were
taught by the same teacher who holds a master'seeéegnd a diploma in
teaching English as a foreign language with nirryef experience in teaching
English. The study lasted for 8 weeks at the rétemm 60- minute sessions per
week. Although the results did not indicate anynsigant differences between
the control and the experimental groups on the ntgra variables of reading
comprehension and vocabulary acquisition they fedestatistically significant
differences in favor of the experimental group twe tlependent variable of
motivation to read and its dimensions, the valugeafding and reading self-

concept.

Bongfiglio, Daly, Persampieri and Anderg@006) examine the effects of
several combinations of instructional and motivadio interventions on oral

reading fluency in the context of small group readinstruction. Four 4 grade
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students from the same elementary school parteipathis study. Three of the
students were male and one was female. They wergifiéd as poor readers by
their elementary teacher. Nonetheless, none of theam receiving special
education services. The experimental sessions gareed out in a classroom as
a part of small reading group instruction. An expenter implemented the
reading group four days per week; students weresaed individually four days
a week. The results of this study indicate thattr@atments were effective in
increasing responding for all four participants.rf®@nance and academic

engagement increased while teacher effort decreased

In summary, this chapter has outlined theotbical frameworks for this
study; namely, the Constructivist and Humanisticcluded in the review are
previous studies which are based on four imporiénensions: learner-centered
education, rationale for learning and teaching gnam learning centers use in
different domains and teaching in small groups esehdimensions advocate
learning through the use of learning centers, ptengarning through the focus
on learners, and utilize the notion of small groupkis is conducted for the
purpose of furnishing the necessary backgroundhefcturrent study; acquisition

of the grammatical tense system of L2 English.
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Chapter Three

3. Methodology and Study Design

This chapteraddresses the components of the study designclitdes the
society, the subjects, the instruments used togeth#h their validity and
reliability, as well as, the procedures and impletagon of the study. This

chapter also describes the analysis procedurgébdaesearch questions.

3.1 Research methodology

This is a Quasi-experimental study, because therempntal and control
groups haven't been randomly selected. It attenptexamine the impact of
learning centers on students' acquisition of thgliglm tense system, in addition
to their attitudes towards these centers as a mefalesirning. This experiment
took place during the first and second semestetiseodcademic year 2009/2010.
It was conducted by the researcher who taught #peremental group. The
researcher has a B.A degree in English Literatuith, another two year Diploma
in methods of teaching English from Birzeit UniviegrsShe has been teaching
English for eight years in the Kufur Agab Boys’ $ohand this study was in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for an Mdegree in methods of teaching
English as a foreign language. The control groag taught by another English
teacher, from the same school, who has been tepémaglish for twenty four
years. She taught at the UNRWA schools for fourtgears. She is a B.A holder

in English language with a diploma in methods atteng English. Furthermore,
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she used to teach seventh and eighth gradersubungdhe time of the research
she was teaching fourth, fifth and sixth grade®he used several techniques in
teaching English, and also used visual aids, sgralip techniques, bi-lingual
materials, and created a safe classroom learnvigpement. She used a mixture
of English and Arabic in her classes to create toafgective filters and to
encourage learners to participate and become mogaged in classroom
activities. When teaching English tenses, she wseathall group setting with

several drills and exercises on tenses.

Both quantitative and qualitative means wienplemented to present and

interpret the findings.

3.2 The Society

Kufur Agab Boys’ School is an elementary schooKurfur Agab town, just
between Qalandia Camp and Ramallah. Althoughahes of the schools that are
administered by the Israeli Ministry of Educatidime school uses the Palestinian
curriculum that was prepared by the Palestinianistiy of Education in all
subjects except for English. English Teachers & #ichool have chosen an
American English book named "GET SET GO!" that wmaespared by Liz
Driscoll. This book is published by Oxford UniveysiPress in 1997 for non
English speakers. Furthermore, about fifty Palestinteachers work at this
school. Also, Seven Hundred and fifty Palestiniamarstudents study at Kufur

Aqgab School. Ninety two of those students (12.3a%)fifth graders. Those fifth
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graders are divided into three sections, two ofcWwhvere chosen to participate in

this study.

3.3 Subjects

The participants of this study were 68 fraders from the Kufur Agab
Boys’ School. They were divided into two groups,experimental group and a
control group. The ages of the participants ranfgech 10 to 11 years, Most of
whom came from a social class in which their fadherere hand-laborers and
their mothers were housewives. Their curriculumuded five periods of English
a week, each of which is forty-five minutes londioe learners had studied

English for four years with no prior exposure te tharning centers approach.

3.4 Data Collection techniques

3.4.1 Pre- and post-test

A pre-test (appendix -1) was administeredbtith groups to measure
subjects’ knowledge of the English tense systenoreethe implementation of
learning centers. It consisted of five parts: Ram¢ was a “fill in the blanks”
guestion, where students had to fill each blankam appropriate tense. Part
two was “multiple choice-items” question in diffetetense forms, appropriate
for learners’ levels and attention span. Thesestdealt with different aspects
of the tense system, expressing events at diffetiergés. Part three was a
completion question, in which students were requite complete the short
story- that was supplied by the researcher-witlbbsevhich are correct in terms

of both tense and contextual use. Part four redustedents to change a variety
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of verbs that were presented in sentence formsdifterent tenses. Part five
instructed students to rewrite short paragraphanging the tenses in them into
different tense forms as required.

The same pre-test was administered as a padttstidents of both groups in
Mid-March, following the implementation of the leamg centers. The purpose
was to measure students’ knowledge of tense aptrétular point in their L2,

English, development.

3.4.2 Attitude Questionnaire

A Likert type questionnaire with five poistale (appendix -2) was given to
the experimental group at the end of the studyémtify their attitudes towards
using learning centers as a means of learning tigtidh tense system. Some of
the areas covered in the questionnaire includeinés’ reactions to learning
centers, their learning preferences in terms ohoweffectiveness, feelings, and
the effect on the tense acquisition whether itihnggoved or not. Learners were
also asked about the role of these centers in tbejperation with each other, and
in their tolerance and respect of each others’ iopg and ideas. This
guestionnaire was prepared by the researchersitwidten to students in Arabic.
The items presented in this study are the Engtashstation of the items in the

guestionnaire.

The questionnaire included 38 items, each biclwv had a five response
choices: "strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagee strongly disagree". The

positive were 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 18, 117, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27,
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28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 35, 37 and 38. The negativersents were 7, 10, 13, 15, 18,
19, 24, 32, and 34. These negative items were deresl negative because they
go against the trend in the questionnaire whicldasigned to elicit positive

responses from students.

The questionnaire items were divided into the feilgy categories:
* General items (1,2,3,5,8,10,13,18,19,21,22,2485%236,38)
» Working groups items (4,6,7,11,15,27,29,32,34,37)
e Try Try copy Center (items 12,17,23)
* Matching Center ( items 16, 26)

* Reading Center (items 20,31,33)

Rewrite center (items 9,14,30)
The researcher considered learners' attitpdegive if the mean was higher

than three and negative if the mean was less tiran.t

3.4.3 Portfolio
A portfolio was created by each student of the arpental group to monitor
individual progress. Portfolios were used for thistftime by students at school.
Each portfolio contained samples of students’ woeless for each center, and
was kept inside the classroom. Students continugilyated their portfolios by
adding new worksheets from the learning centersseltills and activities they
have performed. Students were encouraged by thes#olps as personal

records of their work. The researcher periodicadlyised each portfolio and
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checked the points which students needed to reddeBts in the control group

didn’t use portfolios, each student kept his ownmksbeets.

3.4.4 Checklist

A progress checklist (appendix-3) was prepdmgdhe researcher to observe
students’ performances and behaviors while usingrnieg centers. The
researcher observed students’ use of time, themuanication with each other,
ability to make decisions, development of ideag] amerall production. The
researcher was a participant observer, paying apediention to students’
interaction, and offering assistance when it wasded. Her role was more of a
facilitator. Also, the researcher has used thiscklst every learning center
session but she chose to present four checklistssnasnthly summary of all the

sessions.
3.5 Research Procedures

1. Two 8"-grade sections were selected to participate & ghidy; one of them

was used as the experimental group, and the ashtbeacontrol group.

2. Students’ pupil books for thd"Hrade and the previous grades were surveyed
to identify the tenses to which the study groups Ibeen, and would be, exposed
(appendix -4). The researcher found that studeets wxposed to the past tense,
present tense, present continuous tense, preseigctpeand the future tense

(appendix- 5).
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3. A pre-test was conducted to both groups duragfirst week of November
2009, before the implementation of learning centéne purpose of this test was

to determine students’ achievement levels in thedeystem.

4. Four learning centers were implemented in tewchine experimental group.
These learning centers presented learners withviteesdi to enhance their
acquisition of the English tense system in the sadaspelling, tense inflection,
and tense application in different tasks such asgo@l introduction, scene
description, story telling, and the like. The cohtgroup was taught either
deductively or inductively following traditional rtteods of teaching with no

exposure to learning centers.

In this study, the researcher had prepared larning centers with varied
activities which were designed to enhance studenmtsterstanding and

acquisition of tenses. Included in these centergwe

Center 1:Try Try Copy

This was a writing center that focused on ehtsf identification of verbs
and recognition of their different tense forms. tms and other centers,
learners worked in groups of six to eight, in ortkepractice more than only
their knowledge of tenses but also their abilitywdte these tenses with
correct spelling. The group leader, one of the esttel said a verb from a
provided list, and other students were supposedrite it correctly. The
group leader was supposed to dictate within hisgrmembers. For example,

the verb “bought”, was supposed to be written dobuat whenever the
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students missed the right spelling, he dictateabdin saying try. He would
give them two chances to write it correctly, andrtthe would allow them to
copy it. Students also had to discuss the tensd#[shese verbs and write
it/them on their sheets. This center provided sttglevith the opportunity to
focus more on irregular verbs in a nontraditionalywThis was enjoyable,

competitive and less stressful.

Center 2: Reading

This was a reading comprehension center tbhatised on students’
identification of verbs using short stories or gmegphs. In this center,
students worked in groups of six to eight to pcteading paragraphs. They
practiced different tenses through reading authemiaterials, followed by
guestions that check students’ comprehension. Stsidalso, had to discuss
the tenses used in this story and write them oir 8feets. Groups were
formed in a heterogeneous manner in order to mairthe benefits of the

small group work.

Center 3: Matching

In this center, students were asked to cantyaanatching task. They were
given a verb in the infinitive form, and then wesked to match it to its past,
present continuous, present perfect, and futurgetéorms. These verbs were
made as a domino game in which they match thetpase with the present
tense of the verb, or the future tense with thesgume continuous tense in an

amusing way.
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Students were also provided with different pronoand nouns and had to
match them with the correct verb form, making aecrsentence which is a

bigger unit than verbs.
Center 4: Rewriting

In this center, students learn to rewritetesseces using different tenses.
They first started with short sentences and shiftegparagraphs at a later
stage. This center was meant to enrich studenténstanding of sentence
elements and components. It was also another wagach students that
changing sentence tense wasn't difficult, and thatas very similar to a

game with words.

5. Towards Mid March 2010, a post test was conduateeixamine the impact
of learning centers on students’ achievement inatguisition of the tense

system.

3.6 Tools Validity

3.6.1 Test Validity

The pre-test was given to seven refereesefoew and assessment, three of
whom were Ph.D-degree holders, one of which wasxgert in subject matter,
three had M.A degrees in methods of teaching Emgtiad the ? was an expert

teacher with a B.A degree. The referees found ttiatest was valid i.e., tested
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what it was designed to test (appendix- 6). Somthem thought that the time
period should have been longer; therefore, theareber increased the test-time
length and divided it into two sessions to decrégasedom, minimize the effect
of fatigue, and obtain more reliable results. Rweitgy their reviews, the

researcher incorporated the referees’ commentsrecmmmendations into the

test design and its items.

3.6.2 Questionnaire Validity

The questionnaire was given to six referees foleme\and assessment. Three of
whom had Ph.D degrees, one of which was an expestlbject matter, while
three others had M.A-degrees in methods of teadBglish. The referees found
that the questionnaire was valid and that it tetgmined students’ evaluation of
learning centers as a mean of teaching the Engisbe system (appendix- 7).
Some of them thought that some items needed revisio modification;
therefore, the researcher modified some items,ddtleer items and added more
space for learners to provide their comments. Mwggo the researcher
incorporated the referees’ comments and recommiendanto the questionnaire

and its items.

3.6.3 Test Reliability
To measure its reliability, the pre-tests administered to two groups, in
addition to the control and experimental groupsesehtwo extra groups had the
same characteristics as those of the control ameramental groups. They

involved male learners, studying the same booknieg English in a traditional
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way. They also lived in the same area. Both groupse given the pre-test on

October 24, 2009. The results of these groups weatyzed using independent

T-Test to examine if the differences between theugs were statistically

significant. The results of these tests can be &tkin table (1):

Table (1)

Groups means comparison (Reliability of the test)

Groups Students| Means| Standard F P
Number Deviation | Value | Probability
Group One ( Dar Al- Ma’rfa Boys/ 22 2.73 0.94 2.86 0.94
School)
Group Two( fifth grade section + 22 2.86 0.94

C in Kufur Agab Boys’ Schoal,
which was not part of this study

The means of those groups are not sigmifigaifferent. This means that

had the test been given to different groups urfdesaime conditions, the results

would have been almost the same. As the table affowes, no significant

differences were found between the means of thegteops of learners. This, in

turn, confirmed the reliability of the test.

3.6.4 Questionnaire Reliability

To determine the reliability of the questiomag“Chronbach-Alpha

Coefficient” was used. The 29 questionnaires weskilduted to students. To
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determine reliability, Coefficient of Chronbach'fphAa of this questionnaire

produced a result of 0.89 which supported the unsémt’s reliability.

3.7 Data Analysis

Statistical Package for the Social Sciencemgnam (SPSS) was used to
analyze the data. The questions of this study wmessvered by comparing the
results of pre and post-tests for both groups,mnekviewing students’ portfolios
and researcher’'s checklists. They were analyzeéxjore the role of the
learning centers in the acquisition of the tens#esy. The results of the pre-and
post-tests were analyzed using the IndependentsT-dmalysis to compare the

groups’ means.

In addition, learners’ responses to the questioanveere analyzed to determine
the learners’ attitudes towards using learning exsnas a means of learning the
English tense system. Descriptive statistics (measstandard deviations) were

used to present the learners' responses.
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Chapter Four

4. Data Analysis and Results

This chapter presents the results ofgshigdy and the answers for the three
research questions. Data gathered by the pre-psstahd the analysis of the
guestionnaires is analyzed quantitatively usingcdgsve statistics; reverse
coding, T-Test, means and standard deviations. ¥élseData gathered through

the researcher’s checklist and students’ portfaamnalyzed qualitatively.

4.1 Introduction

This study attempts to explore the roleaafrhing center-based activities in
teaching EFL in the Palestinian context. This wapreached through specific
examination of students' L2 achievement in acqgitime English tense system.
Students' attitudes towards the use of such cemdesrning were also studied.

Consequently, this study aims to answer the folhgwhree questions:

1. What is the role of learning centers in L2 teas’ achievement in acquiring

the English tense system?

2. How do learning centers help learners deal tithcomplexity of the tense

system?

3. What are the learners' attitudes towards ugaging centers when learning

the English tense system?
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It was further hypothesized that

1. There is no significant difference at the lewked < 0.05 on the means of post-

achievement test between the control group anehtperimental group

The results of this study are based on analyzing

Researcher’s observations collected through cretsklappendix-3).

Students’ Portfolios.

Pre-post test (appendix -1).

Attitude questionnaire (appendix -2).

4.2 Checklist Results

A progress checklist (appendix -3) wagpred by the researcher in order
to observe students when they were working in gsouphis checklist
documented how group members behaved within tiremp, if they listened
quietly to each other, waited for the speakeringh before speaking, if they
encouraged each other, if one of them tried to seplois ideas on others, and
also if they disagreed with others opinions withgetting angry. It also checked
how group members worked within their group, if ythmade comments and
presented ideas relevant to the topic at handhely asked questions when they
didn’t understand other group members, if they esagn task, if they kept on
track with the time allotted for the activity, arftbw they managed their

problems.
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Results and observations were obtainedh fthe researcher’s checklist
through out the implementation of the centers as€lat the ends of November,
December 2009, January and February 2010. Thewioigptables (2a and 2b)
present students’ progress after the implementatfaihe four centers (towards

the end of November, 2009).

Table (2a)

Checklist 1: Results at the End of November, 2009

\When working in a group: yes no ?? Nof
sure

1. Group members listen quietly to each other 4

2. Wait for the speaker to finish before speaking. v

3. Make comments and submit ideas that arg on 4

relevant topic.

4. Disagree with others’ opinions without gett 4

angry.

5. One member tries to impose his ideas on othefs/

6. Encourage other group members. 4

7. Ask questions when needed. v

8. If the group ha a problem, they take part in v

problem solving process, if needed.

9. Students stay on task with regards to ass v
activities.

10. Stay within the time allotted for each activity. v
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Table (2b)

Checklist 1: The Results of the Group Work on eacspect Towards

the End of November, 2009

Use of time

Much time spent without purposey’

distracted others and got off track’.

used their time wisely, once they gotrtideas clear.

No wasted effort, they stayed on target.

Development of Idea

Little done to generate ideas.

imposing their ideas on the groug.

trying but not creative.

encouraging and fully exploring ideas.

Ability to make decisions

Poor resolution of differences’

Let one person rule the group.

Made compromises to get the job done.

Genuine agreement and support.

Overall Productivity

Did not accomplish their goaf.

Barely accomplished the job!

Just did what they had to.

QoD 0TIdwWo0ITIDINe 0D o)

Highly productive.

Checklist-1 observations in tables (2a) and (2lmva reveal that:

1- Learners did not listen to each other while workimg groups and
frequently interrupted each other.
2- In the four existing groups, one or two memberedirio impose their

ideas on the others.
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3- Group members didn’'t manage the time appropridiebause they didn’t
listen to each other. Thus, some periods endeddd¢hie students were
able to finish the required task.

4- Students in all groups weren't able to make densibecause they were
working as competitors and didn't work cooperativéhey neither made
comments nor presented ideas relevant to the sttolécs. They did not
encourage other group members.

The following steps were taken to remedy the afemmoned problems:

1. The researcher talked to the experimental growgxpdain the importance
of cooperative work and the importance of usingé¢heenters as groups;
she explained that learners were supposed to wdafk @ach other to
complete the required tasks in the allotted timerédver, the researcher
asserted the importance of listening to each othkleich would lead them
to focus on tasks and to use time effectively.

2. In individual sessions, the researcher talked udesits who, she noticed,
were trying to impose their ideas on others. Shls® glointed out the
importance of exchanging ideas, collaborating wahch other and
working as a team. The researcher encouraged thdrahtave more as a
group with their group members.

Until the twenty third of December, 2009 befstadents started their winter
holidays, the researcher kept reviewing the pragmdsecklist over and over
again. Afterwards, she made the presented obsengain tables (3a) and table

(3b) below:
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Table (3a)

Checklist 2: Results Towards the End of DecembeP009

When working in a group: yes no ?? No
sure

1. Group members listen quietly to each other v
2. Wait for the speaker to finish before speaking. v
3. Make comments and submit ideas that arg v
relevant topic.
4. Disagree with others’ opinions without gett v
angry.

5. One member tries to impose his ideas on otherg../

6. Encourage other group members. v
7. Ask questions when needed. v
8. If the group has a problem, they take part ir] v

problem solving process, if needed.

9. Students stay on task with regards to ass| ./
activities.

1C. Stay within the time allotted for each activity. v
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Table (3b)

Checklist 2: The Results of the Group Work on eacspect Towards

the End of December, 2009

Use of time

Much time spent without purpose.

distracted others and got off track’.

used their time wisely, once they gotrtidgas cleary’

No wasted effort, they stayed on target.

Development of Idea

Little done to generate ideas.

imposing their ideas on the groug.

trying but not creative.

encouraging and fully exploring ideas.

Ability to make decisions

Poor resolution of differences.

Let one person rule the group.

Made compromises to get the job dgne.

Genuine agreement and support.

Overall Productivity

Did not accomplish their goal.

Barely accomplished the job!

Just did what they had to?

QO MMOITIYIWoe 0TI NeoID L)

Highly productive.

Checklist -2 observations in table (3a) and (3lmvatreveal that:
1- Students still did not listen to each other. Wheeytdisagreed with each
other, they got angry, which made them sometimesffj¢érack.
2- In one of the four groups, one student did notvétl within his group; he

thought that he was better than them. Thereforg, altitude towards
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working in centers wasn't positive at all. Moregvee felt that he liked
working individually on the assigned tasks.

3- The groups made a great deal of noise while workihghe learning

centers.

4- Learners are more encouraged to work in group, Were trying to work

on tasks but still they were not creative, they gid what they had to do.

5- One group sometimes finished the requested tadksebether groups;

they were very cooperative with each other, divitleel material and the
tasks effectively, and, therefore, managed the sooeessfully.

The researcher also noticed that the tramsitietween the centers wasn’t
smooth, the centers were very close to each othersetting arrangement was
not comfortable for students and they had probletnsn they wanted to move
from one center to another.

To remedy these problems, the following steps iagdten:

1. The researcher talked to the student who wasn’pe@ive with his
group members in an individual session; she exgthito him the
importance of cooperative learning, and then taltaedis group in his
presence; she explained what made him unsatisfigtdtiaem and they,
also, explained how his snobbish behavior upsanthEhey agreed to
have a new start and work on tasks as a group.

2. The researcher talked to the groups’ members whie making too much

noise and they agreed to become quieter, andt¢m lie each other.
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3. The researcher included more assignments in thmihea centers for
groups who did their tasks quickly; learners waxavjgled with new tasks
to work on when they finish early.

4. To ensure a smoother transition, the researchéesed the centers, thus,
increasing the space between them.

After two months of the center’'s implementatitime researcher made a new
set of observations. These observations were redoafter students had come
back from their winter holidays (December,"22009 till January, 10 2010).
Three weeks after the students’ returned from timtewholidays, the researcher
made the observations presented in tables (4ajdémd

Table (4a)

Checklist 3: Results Towards the End of January, 200

\When working in a group: yes no ?? NoOf
sure

1. Group members listen quietly to each other v

2. Wait for the speaker to finish before speaking. | v

3. Make comments and submit ideas that ar{v
relevant topic.

4. Disagree with others’ opinions without geti v
angry.
5. One member tries to impose his ideas on otherg.v’

6. Encourage other group members. v

7. Ask questions when needed. v

8. If the group has a problem, they take part inf v’
problem solving process, if needed.

9. Students stay on task with regards to ass{v
activities.

10. Stay within the time allotted for each activity. |v
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Table (4b)

Checklist 3:The Results of the Group Work on each #pect towards

the End of January, 2010

Use of time

Much time spent without purpose.

distracted others and got off track .

used their time wisely, once they gotrtideas clear.

No wasted effort, they stayed on tasget.

Development of Idea

Little done to generate ideas.

imposing their ideas on the group.

trying but not creative.

encouraging and fully exploring ideas.

Ability to make decisions

Poor resolution of differences.

Let one person rule the group.

Made compromises to get the job dgne.

Genuine agreement and support.

Overall Productivity

Did not accomplish their goal.

Barely accomplished the job.

Just did what they had to?

QOIT|P MO ITILIWwal0 T N0 DL R

Highly productive.

Checklist-3 observations in tables (4a) and (4b¢aéthat:
1- Students became quieter than before, they listemedch other and they
waited for the speaker to finish before speaking.
2- Students used their time effectively. They spemietiworking and they

tried to finish the tasks in the allotted time.
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3- Students were more cooperative with their group bessi They
encouraged their group members, they made commamtsented ideas
relevant to the topic and they tried to generat® ieas, yet they didn’t
ask questions.

4- The same learner who didn’'t get along with hisugreeturned to his
mischievous behavior; he was mean to other groumbmees, talked to
them rudely, refused to collaborate with them, amiked on the tasks
individually. It was a matter of learning style; hmreferred whole-
instruction learning. Furthermore, his group didgive him a chance
because they thought that he believed that theg xeneath him.

5- The most motivated group, on the other hand, madeenand did not
respect other groups’ work.

6- Five students were very quiet and only did whay there required to do.
They followed what they were instructed either Ineit teacher (the
researcher) or by other group members.

7- The transition between groups was smooth.

After these three weeks (the end of Janu2®y0), the researcher did the
following:
1- Created more individual sessions with quiet leandre researcher
encouraged them verbally to be more involved vhrtgroup members,
to ask questions if they don't understand and tke tpart in the

discussions.
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2- Encouraged students and motivated them to respleet groups’ work.

Every time students worked on centers, eight mesntbem all groups or

even from one group received eight presents asrdswlaecause they

were the quietists, most cooperative and enthusiast

3- The researcher made the tasks and the centersatenamoothly, since

subject matter and tense proved to be difficulasr® address with ESL

learners. She always encouraged the learners, tadcépe errors they

made and assured the learners that they would daltierstand the tenses

even if it took them some time.

Before the end of this study (towards the a@idFebruary, 2010), the

researcher made a final set of observations, awrshio tables (5a) and (5b)

below.

Table (5a)

Checklist 4: Results Towards the End of February, @10

\When working in a group:

yes

no

?? Nof
sure

1. Group members listen quietly to each other

2. Wait for the speaker to finish before speaking.

3. Make comments and soix ideas that are
relevant topic.

4. Disagree with others’ opinions without geti
angry.

5. One member tries to impose his ideas on otherg.

6. Encourage other group members.

NN NN NS
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7. Ask guestions when needed.

8. If the group has a problem, they take part in
problem solving process, if needed.

9. Students stay on task with regards to ass
activities.

10. Stay within the time allotted for each activity.

ANERER R

Table (5b)

Checklist 4: The Results of the Group Work on eaclspect towards

the End of February, 2010

Use of time

Much time spent without purpose.

distracted others and got off track .

used their time wisely, once they gotrtidgas cleary

No wasted effort, they stayed on target.

Development of Idea

Little done to generate ideas.

imposing their ideas on the group.

trying but not creative.

encouraging and fully exploring ideas.

Ability to make decisions

Poor resolution of differences.

Let one person rule the group.

Made compromises to get the job done.

Genuine agreement and support.

Overall Productivity

Did not accomplish their goal.

Barely accomplished the job.

Just did what they had to?

Q0T |MOITILIWa0TId N0 DL R

Highly productive.
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Checklist-4 observations in tables (5a) and (5b¢aéthat:

1

Although the subject matter was difficult, studemisre enjoying

learning centers activities. They were enthusiastithe class, and
during the week they kept asking the researchibrely were going to
work on centers next Monday.

Students were comfortable to work in groups, thegppsrted each
other and cooperated with each other; the classroaniMonday

mornings was similar to a beehive; each learner ey with his

group, enjoying his tasks and learning at the stme

Students listened to each other. Although they rfnecanore active
they were quieter.

Students worked on their tasks, they made commesntsmitted

ideas, asked questions, and discussed their toffiadhey had a
problem, they took parts in solving it.

Although students worked and completed the requaskis they were
not creative. They did what they had to do; they bot make any
conclusions and barely made connections.

The transitions between the centers were smoothgraups finished
the tasks on time and they knew where to go andtbanove around.
They enjoyed the movement between centers.

The English classroom became an enjoyable class feve'trouble-

makers", for they enjoyed the activities with thgnmoups and they

tried to learn.
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4.3 Portfolios Results

The researcher reviewed students’ poogabn regular basis. At the end of

each month during the study she collected the stadportfolios and reviewed

them.

After the first month of learning centeiraplementation (the end of

November, 2009), the researcher recorded the follpwbservations:

1-

She needed to give students more guided practiocecbiey started working
on the Rewrite and the Reading centers; this iredual better explanation of
procedures, which involved breaking the procedwesn for students to
increase their knowledge and skill with the newteat.
The majority of students had difficulty rewritinhe tenses in the Rewrite
Center (for some Rewrite Center sheets see apped8fi In this center,
students faced difficulty when they attempted tosh the task of rewriting
sentences with new subjects; they either changed védrb incorrectly,
especially with the present, present perfect aedgit continuous tenses, or
they rewrote the subject ignoring that the sentenoneluded new subjects
which meant that every sentence ended up with tvagests. In some cases,
though, they wrote the sentence without any sulajeall.

For example: when they were asked to rewrite theesee “He played
football yesterday” into the present tense withghenoun “She”, they either
wrote it  “Everyday she play football ” oréveryday shé play football”,

or “Everyday play football” without any subjectat.
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3- In the Try Try Copy Center, students wrote the sartzorrectly and the
leaders didn’t make them rewrite those verbs.

For example: when they were asked to write the Veslght”, they wrote it
“cout”, they tried again but still made the sameer(see Try Try Copy sheet
appendix-9).

Most of the students encountered difficulties wigibs ending with the letter
(y). They didn't change it to (i) when they addes or +ed.

For example: when they were asked to write “cryitoithe present tense
with the third persormshe/hethey wrote it “crys” or “cryes” instead of
“cries”.
When they were asked to change “fry” into the ptmty wrote it “fryed” or
“fryd” instead of “fried”.

In the Reading Center (for some Reading Centertsheee appendix 10),
most of the students had difficulty understanding tontent of the reading
passages. Students weren’t able to answer com@iehequestions because
they could not grasp the meaning of the passagfesr diecause they included
unfamiliar words (such as: ingredients, picnic, erled, ribbons, whenever,
whatever...etc) or because they didn’'t understdned ténse-forms (present
perfect, future, present continuous) used in trssages.

For example: in one of the paragraphs, there wssngence “Hadi’'s family
has been in Nablus since 2000". This passage wksvédl by a question
“Where does Hadi’'s family live?” students could rastswer the question

because they did not understand the present péefese.
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6- Students faced difficulties as they attempted tonfoerbs (especially with

verb-to bg and this was apparent in the Rewrite Center itietsv

For example: they could not rewrite the followirentences:
1-Yesterday | was thirsty. Today | wases thirsty.
2- My sister is a doctor at the main hospital. Lygsar my sister ised a

doctor at the main hospital

3- | am very happy today. Yesterday she amed veryyapp

7- Unfortunately, weak learners couldn’t work on thskis because the content

was beyond their scope of knowledge. The term “weakners” applies here

to those who were having learning difficulties, dethavioral issues.

As a remedial plan the researcher;

Explained to students what is required of them he Reading, and
Rewrite centers; they should read the passages tlamdsentences
carefully, try to understand them and investigdie tentence parts
carefully (especially in the Rewrite Center); tadte the subject, the
main verb and the object of the sentence.

Prepared more sentences with new subjects in theiteecenter so that
learners could have more practice rewriting thédseénto different tenses
with different subjects and also in order to endine use of tenses in
context.

Added more tasks with familiar words in the Readiegter.

Included more tasks with verbs ending with theelety).
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« Added more tasks with special focus to vasliein all the centers.

After the second month of the learning centenplementation (towards the
end of December, 2009), the researcher reviewedests' portfolios and
recorded the following observations:

1- Students still had problems with tenses. Tenselacement,
especially in the Rewrite center, was the mostialiff task. For
example, students could not rewrite the followiegtences:

* “Yesterday my mother slept early”. Sometimes skeskarly
» “She leaves at eight o’clock every morning”. Nextek she

leave at eight o’clock every morning

* “My father usually buys me new toys”. Yesterday theyed
me a new story.

2- Also, some paragraphs in the Reading Center prtuvbd difficult for
them. Although students had studied the words (baoyrow, turned,
pot, teach...etc) which are used in these tasks, #tidycouldn't
successfully complete the tasks, especially thekwesaners.

3- In the Rewrite Center, students still faced diffigwhen the subject
of the sentence was changed; they either changedeth incorrectly,
or they rewrote the existing subject after the rseMvject or, in other
cases, they wrote the sentence without a subject.

For example: students could not rewrite the follogvsentences
» “Last year she travelled to Jordan”. Today | trangeto Syria.

* “They watched TV last night”. Everyday she watch. TV
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» “l eat an apple everyday”. Tomorrow | ate an apple

4- In the Try Try Copy Center, the students were ¢ &0 write the ten
required tenses. Thus, the researcher was satigftbceight verbs to
ensure timely transition to other centers.

5- Students faced difficulties when attempting to fayoestions and this
was apparent through the Rewrite Center. They coatdewrite the
following sentences:

* He missed the bus yesterday. Does he this$us today?

* [I'll open the door for you. Did open the ddor me?

* She goes to school everyday. She didogechool yesterday?
The researcher included more tasks on theiqarely mentioned points. She
provided more practice on these points in the legricenters activities. The
researcher included easier tasks for weak learsech as simpler reading

paragraphs, and varied the questions on theserpategin the reading Center.

After the third month of the learning castamplementation (towards the
end of January, 2010), the researcher revieweaestsidportfolios and recorded
the following observations:

1- The majority of the students had difficulty usirng tpresent perfect tense
form, while the past participle structure was nasyefor them, and they
always failed to use this structure; instead, treplaced it with the past
tense form especially in the Reading Center andRtherite Center.

For example: they could not rewrite the followirentences:
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* “She left school at one o’clock”. Now it's five, sleaved for
three hours.
* ‘| stayed there for few minutes”. Ahmad stay®r a long time.

2- Most of the students still faced difficulty wheneahpting to form verbs
(especially the irregular verbs and veéobbe and questions and this was
apparent through the Rewrite Center.

They could not rewrite the following sentences:

e Haninis a nurse. She ised a nsisee 2002.

» They saw the camel yesterday. Does they dae camel
yesterday?

* She goes to the park two times a week. Everydagrtvo the

park .

3- Students became more proficient in Try Try Copyt€erthey succeeded
in writing the verbs correctly on the first trial.
4- The Matching Center (for Matching Center game, agggendix -11) was
the most enjoyable center because it consistedjafree based activities.
As a remedy for previously mentioned bpeans the researcher added
more tasks on the past participle and the presamfég forms in the Matching,
Rewrite and Try Try Copy centers. She provided shelents with more tasks

containing irregular verbs, verb —to be, and qoesibrmation.
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Towards the end of the study (the end ebr&ary, 2010), students'

portfolios were reviewed again. Consequently, tloWwing observations were

recorded:

1-

Students became more aware of the adverbial ciney. Were also more
aware of the subjects of the sentences and howatohnthe verb to each
subject as part of the process of subject verbeageeat.

In the Try Try Copy Center sheets, fewer mistakesrewmade by
students. Students became more proficient andrgmngnized the verbs
and their tenses.

In the Rewrite Center, nearly one third of the stutd worked better than
before; they succeeded in rewriting sentences usmgtense forms, and
they became aware of the sentence parts, the sutbjeoserb, the object
and the adverbial phrase.

Students comprehended the passages given in tidinge@enter. That
was apparent after noticing that most of them vwadke to answer the
guestions on the passages, and that they alsosdetihe tenses used in
the passages and wrote them down.

The weak learners still couldn’t perform the taskisce their portfolios
showed mere copying from other group members.

4.4 Test Results

The pre-post test results were analygeantitatively using SPSS. The

analysis included results within and between thpedrmental and the control
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groups. Independent T-Test was used to comparméaas within and between
groups.

4.4.1 The Experimental Group Results

In the following table (6), the results withime experimental group on the pre-
test and the post-test are presented. Means amdbastbdeviations for the overall
test and for each question in the test were caledilaFor test questions see
Appedix-1)

Table (6)

Means and Standard Deviations for the ExperimentalGroup

Std. Error
Exam N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Q1 Pre Test 30 4.77 2.353 0.43
Post Test 29 5.07 2.72 0.51
Q2 Pre Test 30 5.61 2.16 0.40
Post Test 29 8.54 3.31 0.61
Q3 Pre Test 30 1.64 2.46 0.45
Post Test 29 3.81 3.19 0.59
Q4 Pre Test 30 1.43 1.04 0.19
Post Test 29 5.83 4.12 0.77
Q5 Pre Test 30 2.50 2.30 0.42
Post Test 29 5.17 3.96 0.73
Total Pre Test 30 15.95 6.94 1.27
Post Test 29 28.42 15.61 2.90
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Table (6) reveals that students' total mearthe post test (28.42) is higher
than the total mean of the pre-test (15.95). Thisdet also shows that students'
means on the first and the third questions in the-fest were a little higher than
students' means on these questions in the prestesients’ means on the second,
fourth and fifth questions in the post test areigeatbly higher than students'
means on these questions in the pre-test. To eramhithese means were
statistically significant, Independent T-Test wa®di to analyze them. Table (7)

presents the T-Test results.
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Independent Samples Test for Experimental Group
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Levene's Test fo

Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Std.
Error 95% Confidencd
Sig. (2-| Mean Differe | Interval of the
F Sig. Ret DF tailed) Difference | nce Difference
Lower Upper | Lower | Upper Lower | Upper Lower | Upper Lower
Q1 Equal variancey ., 032 | -45 |57 0.65 | -0.30 066 |-1.62 |1.02
assumed
Equal  variance -45 | 5526 0.65 -0.30 0.66 | -1.63 1.03
not assumed
Q2 Eaual vanancel ;397 000 |-405 57 000 |-293 072 |-438 |-148
assumed
Equal variance -4.02 | 47.96 000 |-2.93 073 | -440 | -1.46
not assumed
Q3 Equal variancey ., 0.02 |-2.94 |57 001 |-217 0.74 | -365 -0.69
assumed
Equal variance 292 |5268 001 |-217 0.74 |-366 | -0.68
not assumed
Q4 Equal variance ;065 | 000 | -5.66 | 57 0.00 | -4.39 078 |-595 | -2.84
assumed
Equal  variance 557 | 3143 000 | -4.39 079 | -6.00 | -2.79
not assumed
Q5 Eaual varancel i 75 000 |-319 | 57 000 |-267 084 |-435 | -0.99
assumed
Equal  variance -3.16 | 44.69 0.00 -2.67 0.85 -4.38 -0.97
not assumed
Total Equal variance
29.49 0.00 -3.99 | 57 0.00 -12.47 3.13 -18.7 -6.20
assumed
Equal  variance -3.94 | 38.36 000 |-1247 317 |-1887 |-6.06
not assumed




84

Table (7) reveals that students' total meanthee post test is statistically
significant because Sig. =0.00. This means thaetlsea significant difference at
the level ofa < 0.05 on the means of post achievement test witha

experimental group.

This table also shows that students’ meanghenfirst question are not
significant because Sig. =0.65. Students' meartt@second, third, fourth, and
fifth questions are statistically significant. Thtare, this table shows that the
results within the experimental group for the olletest and for each question,
except the first question, are significant. Funmthere, students in the

experimental group showed improved achievemertigrpost-test results.

The following figure (1) shows the maximum,nimium and average scores

for the experimental group for the pre-and podistes
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Figure (1)

The Maximum, the Minimum and the Average Scores fothe Experimental

Group

60 -
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Figure (1) reveals that the maximum scorehef éxperimental group in the
post- test (55) is much higher than the maximumesob the pre-test (31.2). The
average score of the post-test (28.42) is also rhigirer than the average score
(15.95) of the pre-test. The minimum score of thstpest (3.9) is higher than the
minimum score (1) in the pre-test.

4.4.2 The Control Group Results

Table (8) presents the results within theted group on the pre-and post-
tests. Means and standard deviations for the dvestland for each question in

the test were calculated.
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Means and Standard Deviations for the Control group
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Std. Error

Exam N Mean | Std. Deviation| Mean

Q1 Pre Test 30 2.83 2.57 0.47
Post Test 27 3.14 2.83 0.55

Q2 Pre Test 30 5.25 2.19 0.40
Post Test 27 5.29 3.26 0.63

Qs Pre Test 30 2.10 2.96 0.54
Post Test 27 1.83 2.25 0.43

Q4 Pre Test 30 1.57 2.28 0.42
Post Test 27 1.37 2.20 0.42

Q5 Pre Test 30 1.23 2.21 0.40
Post Test 27 1.30 2.27 0.44

Total Pre Test 30 12.98 9.92 1.81
Post Test 27 12.93 10.98 2.11

Table (8) reveals that students' total meanhe post test (12.93) is a little
lower than the total mean of the pre-test (12.98)s table, also, shows that
students' means on the first , second and fiftlstipres in the post-test are little
higher than students' means on the same questiorthe pre-test. Students'

means on the third and fourth questions in the festtare lower than students'

means on these questions in the pre-test.
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To examine if these means were statisticaipicant, Independent T-Test

was used to analyze them; Table (9) presents thesT results within the control

group.
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Table (9)

Independent Samples Test for Control Group

Levene's Test fo
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Mean Std. Error| 95% Confidencq
Sig. (2-| Differe | Differenc | Interval of the
F Sig. t df tailed) nce e Difference
Lower Upper | Lower | Upper Lower | Upper | Lower Upper Lower
Q1 Equal variancey , . 0.50 | -0.44 |55 0.66 |-031 |0.72 -1.75 112
assumed
Equal variance 044 | 52.82 0.66 -0.31 0.72 -1.76 1.13
not assumed
Q2 Equal varianceq | o 0.04 | -0.05 |55 096 |-004 | 073 150 | 1.42
assumed
Equal variance 0.05 | 44.83 0.96 -0.04 0.74 -1.54 1.46
not assumed
Q3 Equal varianceq ;. 051 | 038 |55 071 027 070 -1.14 | 168
assumed
Equal variance 039 | 5357 0.70 0.27 0.70 -1.12 1.66
not assumed
Q4 Equal variancey ; 5 055 |0.33 |55 074 | 020 | 0.60 -1.00 1.39
assumed
Equal  variance 0.33 |54.72 074 | 020 | 0.59 -1.00 1.39
not assumed
Q5  Equal varianceq ; o 0.87 |-0.11 |55 0.92 |-007 |0.59 -1.25 113
assumed
Equal variance 011 | 54.03 0.92 -0.07 0.59 -1.25 1.13
not assumed
Total  Equal variancey /o 038 |002 |55 099 005 | 277 550 | 5.60
assumed
Equal  variance 002 |52.72 099 | 005 | 279 -5.54 | 5.63
not assumed
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Table (9) shows that there are no signifiadifierences between the results
of the pre- and post-tests for the control groupalbse Sig. =0.99. This table also
reveals that students’ results on each questiothefexam don't show any
significant differences. Students in the controbuyr show nearly the same

achievement in the post test.

The following figure (2) presents the maximuminimum and average scores

for the control group, for the pre- and post-tests.

Figure (2)

The Maximum, the Minimum and the Average Scores fothe Control Group
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Figure (2) shows that the maximum score (5&f4he control group for the
pre- test is much higher than the maximum score9§48f the post-test. The

average score of the post-test (12.93) is alsoriohan the average score (12.98)
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of the pre-test. The minimum score of the pre-{2st) is a little higher than the

minimum score (0) for the post-test.

4.4.3 Test Results Between Groups

1- Pre-Test Results

In the following table (10), the results ofetlexperimental group and the
control group for the pre-test are presented. Meantk standard deviations for

the overall test and for each question in thewese calculated.

Table (10)

Means and Standard Deviations of the Pre-test fohie experimental and the
Control groups

Std. Error
Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Mean

Q1 Experimental 30 4.77 2.35 0.43
Control 30 2.83 2.57 0.47

Q2 Experimental 30 5.61 2.16 0.39
Control 30 5.25 2.19 0.40

Q3 Experimental 30 1.64 2.46 0.45
Control 30 2.10 2.96 0.54

Q4 Experimental 30 1.43 1.04 0.19
Control 30 1.57 2.28 0.41

Q5 Experimental 30 2.50 2.30 0.42
Control 30 1.23 221 0.40

Total Experimental 30 15.95 6.94 1.27
Control 30 12.98 9.92 1.81
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Table (10) reveals that the experimental gotptal mean on the pre-test
(15.95) is a little higher than the total mean loé tontrol group (12.98). This
table also shows that the experimental group’s noeathe first question in the
pre-test is noticeably higher than students of dbetrol group’s mean on the
same question. The experimental group's mean osdbend, third, fourth and
fifth questions in the pre- test are similar anolsel to the control group's means

on these questions in the pre-test.

To examine the significance of the previousuga) they were analyzed using
the Independent T-Test. Table (11) presents theest-Tresults of the

experimental and the control groups on the pre-test



Table (11)

| ndependent Samples Test Between Groups (Pre-Test)
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Levene's Test fo
Equality of
Variances T-Test for Equality of Means
Std.
Sig. Error 95% Confidencd
(2- Mean Differenc | Interval of the
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference | e Difference
Lower Upper | Lower | Upper Lower | Upper Lower Upper Lower
QL Equal  variance{ ; oo 032 |3.06 |58 0.00 |1.95 0.64 0.67 3.22
assumed
Equal  variance 3.06 |57.55 000 |1.95 0.64 0.67 3.22
not assumed
Q2 Equal  variance{ ; .- 000 |063 |58 053 | 035 0.56 -0.77 1.48
assumed
Equal  variance 0.63 |57.99 053 |0.35 0.56 -0.77 1.48
not assumed
Q3 Equal  variancey , 2 002 |-065 |58 052 | -0.46 0.70 -1.87 0.95
assumed
Equal  variance 065 |5610 | 052 |-0.46 0.70 -1.87 0.95
not assumed
Q4 Equal  variancet , o 000 |-029 |58 077 | -0.13 0.46 -1.05 0.78
assumed
Equal  variance -0.29 | 4052 077 | -0.13 0.46 -1.06 0.79
not assumed
Q> Equal - variance{ ,, o, 000 |218 |58 003 |1.27 0.58 0.10 2.43
assumed
Equal  variance 218 | 57.90 003 |1.27 0.58 0.10 2.43
not assumed
Total Equal variance
0.73 000 | 134 |58 0.18 |2.97 2.21 -1.45 7.40
assumed
Equal  variance 134 |5189 |018 |2.97 2.21 -1.47 7.40
not assumed
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Table (11) reveals that there are no significdifference between the
experimental and the control groups on the predbesause Sig. =0.18. This
means that the experimental and the control gréwape a similar performance
level. Furthermore, this table shows that the maainthe first and the fifth
guestions are statistically significant between éxperimental and the control
groups in the pre-test. This table, also, showstti@results of the experimental
group and the control group on the second, thind, tae fourth questions in the

pre-test are not significant.

2- Post-Test Results

In the following table (12), the results ofetlexperimental group and the
control group on the post-test are presented. Maadsstandard deviations for

the overall test and for each question in thewese calculated.
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Table (12)

Means and Standard Deviations of the Post-test fadhe Experimental and
the Control Group

Std. Error
Groups N Mean Std. Deviation Mean

Q1 Experimental 29 5.07 2.72 0.50
Control 27 3.14 2.83 0.55

Q2 Experimental 29 8.54 3.31 0.61
Control 27 5.29 3.26 0.63

Q3 Experimental 29 3.81 3.19 0.60
Control 27 1.83 2.25 0.43

Q4 Experimental 29 5.83 4.12 0.77
Control 27 1.37 2.20 0.42

Q5 Experimental 29 5.17 3.96 0.73
Control 27 1.30 2.27 0.44

Total Experimental 29 28.42 15.61 2.90
Control 27 12.93 10.98 2.11

Table (12) reveals that there is a huge diffee in the means of the
experimental group (28.42) and the control grouh93) on the post- test. This
table also shows the differences between the mefatie experimental and the

control groups for each question on the post-test.

To examine if these means were statisticaipicant, Independent T-Test

was used to analyze them. Table (13) shows thest+{€sults.
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Table (13)

The Independent T-Test Results for the Post-Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of
Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Std. Error| 95% Confidencd
(2- Mean Differenc | Interval of the
F Sig. T df tailed) | Difference | e Difference
Lower | Upper | Lower | Upper Lower | Upper Lower Upper Lower
QL Equal ~ variancey 5 o 1579 260 |54 001 |1.93 0.74 0.44 3.42
assumed
Equal  variance 260 | 5331 |00l |1.93 0.74 0.44 3.42
not assumed
Q2 Equal  variance /o |55 370 |54 000 | 3.25 0.88 1.49 5.00
assumed
Equal  variance 3.70 |5382 |000 |3.25 0.88 1.49 5.00
not assumed
Q3 Equal variancel o oa | 003|266 |54 001 |1.98 0.74 0.49 3.47
assumed
Equal  variance 270 | 5048 | 001 |1.98 0.73 0.50 3.45
not assumed
Q4 Equal ~ variancey 112, 1000 | 499 |54 000 |4.46 0.89 2.67 6.25
assumed
Equal  variance 5.09 | 4342 | 000 | 4.46 0.88 2.69 6.22
not assumed
Q5 Equal ~ variancet .5 o7 | 900 | 445 |54 000 |3.88 0.87 2.13 5.62
assumed
Equal  variance 454 |4519 | 000 | 3.88 0.85 2.16 5.60
not assumed
Total Equal  variancey ; oo 1501|426 |54 000 | 15.49 3.63 8.21 22.77
assumed
Equal  variance 432 |5036 | 000 |15.49 3.59 0.44 22.69
not assumed
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Table (13) reveals that the differences betwibe experimental group's and

the control group’s total means on the post test statistically significant

because Sig. =0.00. This means that there is #isant difference at the level of

a < 0.05 on the means of the post achievement testebet the experimental

group and the control group. Moreover, studentth@&experimental group have

shown a better achievement in the post-test reshdits students in the control

group.

4.4.4 Test Results for Verb Types

The pre- and post —tests were analyzed &rméete students achievement on

each verb. The following table (14) shows the expental group achievement

on each verb in the pre- and post- tests.

Tenses Analysis on the Pre- and Post- Tests for tRxperimental Group

Table (14)

The verb The grade for Pre- Test The percentage | Post —Test The
each verb in Experimental of each verb | Experimental | percentage

the exam group average (100%) group of each

on each verb average on verb
each verb (100%)
Past Tense 24.4 5.73 23.5% 11.6 47.5%
Present Tense 18.9 4.68 24.76% 8.3 43.9%
Future Tense 7.90 1 12.65% 4.6 58.2%
Present perfect 6.20 2 32.25% 2.7 43.5%
Present 2.60 0.78 28.8% 1.2 46.1%

Continuous
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Table (14) presents the experimental grouplte®n each tense in the pre-

and post- tests. It reveals that students’ averagedl tenses in the post-test are

noticeably higher than their averages in the pse-te

Although students in the experimental group legual practice on tenses,

table (14) shows different results for each te@$adents’ best achievement was

on the future tense whereas their achievement enptist and the present

continuous tenses was somewhat lower.

The following table (15) shows the control graipsults on each tense.

Tenses Analysis on the Pre- and Post- Tests for tiimntrol Group

Table (15)

The verb The grade Pre- Test The percentage| Post—Test The
for each Control group of each verb Control percentage
verb in the average on (100%) group of each verb
exam each verb average on (100%)
each verb
Past Tense 24.4 5.2 21.3% 5.1 20.9%
Present Tense 18.9 3.14 16.6% 3.7 19.57%
Future Tense 7.90 1.75 22.15% 1.8 22.78%
Present perfect 6.20 1.13 18.2% 15 24.19%
Present 2.60 0.67 25.76% 0.7 26.9%
Continuous

Table (15) presents the control group’s tesah each tense in the pre-and

post- tests. Furthermore, it reveals that the ststdighest average (25.76%)

was on the present continuous in the pre-test, lwkdca little lower than its
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average in the post test (26.9%). Students’ aesrag the present perfect and
present tenses in the post-test are higher thain &élverages in the pre-test
.However, their average on the future tense inpilee and post-tests remained
nearly the same. Students’ average on the past fantbe post test (20.9%) is

lower than their average in the pre-test (21.3%).

4.5 The Questionnaire Results

To investigate students’ attitudes towardsrieg centers, the researcher used
a Likert type questionnaire with five point scdlewas administered to students
in Arabic and the items in the tables are a trdimslaThe questionnaire results
were analyzed quantitatively. Descriptive statsstimeans, reverse coding and
standard deviations), were used to analyze ledrnegsponses to the
guestionnaire. Students’ responses to the positeias were coded using:
1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neutral, 4=agbeestrongly agree. The
reverse coding was used to analyze learners’ reggoto the negative items 7,
10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 24, 32, and 34. Students’ resps) to the negative items were
coded reversely: 1=strongly agree, 2= agree, 3+aledt= disagree, 5= strongly
disagree. The negative items are highlighted irtdbkes.

The researcher distributed twenty nine gjoesaires; only twenty eight
guestionnaires were filled; although one of thestjp@naires (number 27) was
missing answers to nine items, the researcherikept

The researcher assumed that if the mean veas than three, learners had

positive attitudes toward using learning centdrghé mean of the responses was
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less than three, that meant that students had inegatitudes towards using
learning centers.

In order to present the questionnaire resalisclearly as possible, the
researcher grouped the questionnaire items asvellgeneral items(1, 2, 3, 5, 8,
10, 13, 18, 19, 21, 22, 28, 35, 36, 38), learredtsides to group work items (4,
6, 7, 11, 15, 27, 29, 32, 34, 37), Reading Cem¢ens(20,31,33), Rewrite Center
items(9,14,30), Try Try Copy Center items( 12,173 Matching Center
items (16,26).

The following items: 1,2,3,5,8,10,13,1821922,28,35,36, and 38 are
general items assess learners' attitudes. The naedritbie standard deviations for
these items appear in table (16).

Table (16)

Learners' General Attitude Towards the Use of Learing Centers

No. Item Mean SD
1 Using learning centers has helped me in
. _ 4.62 0.86
learning the English tenses system.
2 | prefer to learn the English tense system
_ 4.31 0.97
through learning centers
3 | find learning centers fun. 4.31 1.29
5 Learning centers Have made learning the
English tense system easy. 4.21 1.08
8 | prefer to use learning centers to learn every
aspect of English, not only the English tense 4.52 0.99
system.
10 | am against using learning centers to leat 4.28 1.33
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the English tense system.

13 | prefer learning the English tense system
_ _ _ 4.00 1.60
via the conventional methods of teaching.
18 It's difficult for the teacher to control the
. _ 4.21 1.32
classroom when using the learning center
19 | find the learning centers boring 4.18 1.54
21 I've liked learning via learning centers
, _ . o 4.31 1.23
because it contained various activities.
22 | liked shifting between centers 4.28 1.31
24 The learning centers did not help me
: 4.34 1.29
learning the tenses well.
25 | hope that learning centers are used in
_ _ 3.90 1.54
learning the other subjects.
28 | told my friends about the learning centers
_ 3.48 1.50
which we used to learn the tense system.
35 | told my family how much I like the
. 3.79 1.55
learning centers.
36 Based on what I've seen, the learning centers
2.21 1.37
still need some modification.
38 | told my teachers about the learning centers
which we used in order to learn the English  3.14 1.53

tense system.

Table (16) reveals that learners have positittéudes towards using the

learning centers method to learn the English tegseem. The mean of item no.1

(4.62) was the highest among the general item$ie means of all the general

items are above three, except for item 36. Althotlgh means is below three,

students thought that the learning centers doed @@y modifications. This table
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also shows that the standard deviations of thesesitare relatively low which

indicate that the data points tend to be closbéo imeans.

As for items: 4, 6, 7, 11, 15, 27, 29, 32, &4d 37, showing learners' attitudes

towards group work, their means and standard tlemmare presented in table

@an).
Table (17)
learners' Attitudes Towards Group Work
ltem ltem Mean | SD
No.
4 Using learning centers has encouraged me to ca@pwvith
J J J 452 | 1.09
other learners.
6 | felt attended to as | used those learning cente 4.43 | 0.84
7 Learning centers have made it difficult to sustaghations
among students. 431 | 1.14
11 We use the time effectively when using the lea@ycenters.
4.48 | 1.09
15 Learners have made fun of me when we were usinig#naing
4.21 | 1.52
centers.
27 My group members helped me when we used thenitegr
Y group P e 4.10 | 1.35
centers.
29 The learning centers have improved my interactiith other
441 | 1.02
learners.
32 I haven't felt that | received enough attention wheised the
_ 421 | 1.26
learning centers.
34 The problem with learning centers is that only peeson takes
3.48 | 1.79
control over the center.
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37 The group members have listened to each othieitearning 3.97

centers.

1.35

Table (17) reveals students' attitudes towayasip work in the learning
centers activities. The means of all of the itemsrevabove three, and the
standard deviations were low. Therefore, studeat® Ipositive attitudes towards
group work practice. Moreover, the highest mean @&s2) for item no. 4 which
indicates that the learning centers’ activities cemaged learners to cooperate
with each other. The lowest mean was (3.48) fon it®.34.

The third set of items relates to learnertduates towards the Reading Center,

as shown in table (18).

Table (18)

Attitudes Towards the Reading Center

ltem ltem Mean | SD
No.
20 It has been easier for me to comprehend theingad

passages after understanding the tense formsmseem| 4.18 | 1.44
as | used the Reading Center.

31 There is no doubt that the Reading Center han be
. 414 | 1.30
enjoyable.

33 Working in the Reading Center helped me to wtdad

the reading passages better. 4.24 | 0.95

Table (18) reveals that students’ meanshenitems (20, 31, and 33) were
above four. Therefore, students have positiveudttis towards using the Reading

Center.
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Learners' attitudes towards working in thevRte Center are shown in table

(29).
Table (19)
Learners' Attitudes Towards the Rewrite Center
ltem ltem Mean | SD
No.
9 | have enjoyed using the Rewrite Center. 4.11 | 1.10
14 | have learned how to write several forms of keb in
. 410 | 1.37
the Rewrite.
30 Rewriting sentences, while changing tense foimshe
rewrite center helped me understand the Englisbetes.14 | 1.13
system.

The previous table (19) shows that learmaesans on items (9, 14, and 30)

were above four. Therefore, students have pos#ititides towards working in

the Rewrite Center

Table (20) shows the means and the standanatins of the items 12, 17

and 23, which describe learners' attitudes towargsiry-Copy Center.

Table (20)

Attitudes Towards Try-Try-Copy Center

Item ltem Mean | SD

No.

12 | have learned the tense system more effectivelyar
Try..try..copy Center 446 | 1.11
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17 | believe that the Try try copy Center is furute. 454 | 1.26

23 | enjoyed writing tenses in the

Try..try..copy Center even when | wrote incorrectly 4.38 | .90

Table (20) shows that students’ means onstéifi, 17, and 23) were above

four. Students, therefore, have positive attitudasards Try Try Copy center.

As for learners' attitudes towards the MatghtCenter, they are represented in

table (21)
Table (21)
Attitudes Towards Working in the Matching Center
Iltem No. | Item Mean | SD
16 | learned how to match verbs in the Matchingt€en4.38 | 1.15
26 | enjoyed using the Matching Center. 441 | 1.12

Table (21) reveals that learners have posditdudes towards the Matching
Center, their means on these items were above four.

Students Comments

In order to provide students with another chancadid comments, they were
given an open ended question at the end of theiqneaire. Most of the twelve
students who answered this question had positiitadgs towards using learning

centers. Some of students’ comments were:

-1 found learning centers interesting and | wisénthto stay for ever.

- 1 wish that learning centers would stay but vdifierent group members.

-1 wish that the centers would stay and we woudy storking in groups.
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-1 enjoyed Try Try Copy and Matching centers.

-1 wish that all the subjects use learning centémsnjoyed Try Try Copy and

Matching centers. | wish them to stay till the erfidhe scholastic year.

-1 enjoyed working in groups very much.

- Learning centers are interesting and | wish theifme more interesting.

- | wish that the centers would stay.

Two students had negative comments towardsgusia learning centers in

learning the English tense system, these were ¢baiments:

-1 don’t want to use the learning centers any more.

-The learning centers are a waste of time.



Chapter Five



107

Chapter Five

5. Discussion and Conclusions

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings and itafibns of the qualitative and
guantitative results given in the previous chapterswers to pertinent research
guestions are highlighted and comparisons with eptscraised in the literature

are made.

The data for this study is gathered through the afseesearchers’ checklists,

students’ portfolios, pre-post tests, and an aléitquestionnaire.

5.2 Discussion of Checklists’ Results

The checklists results are an indicator oflshiis’ behavior and work within a
group. A thorough analysis of the checklist res(tbles 2a-5b in chapter four)

may lead one to infer the following:

1. Learners needed time to be familiar with the cemtine results may have
been disappointing at first, but step by step, thewerstood and
recognized the procedures.

2. ltis sensible to have differences between studargsoups, and since the
groups were heterogeneous, students had diffezamihg styles as well
as different views of English in that some holdipes attitudes while

others have negative ones.
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3. Learning centers offered students an opportunitgeeelop their ability
to work in groups, and, therefore, students addeash others’ problems,
listen to each other, and respect each othersiasnThis finding asserts
the benefits of working in groups, which is alscagtordance with many
studies that identify cooperative learning in snggibups as an effective
learning strategy (Augustine et al., 1989-90; C885; Johnson and
Johnson, 1989; Sills and Digby,1991; Slavin,199bse studies explain
how positive cognitive, affective, and social out&s are achieved by
cooperative learning. Moreover, cooperative leagrnimcreases learners'
self esteem, attendance, time spent on tasks, ragjayof school and

classes and motivation to learn.

4. Learners also needed time to learn how to coopevéte their group
members, since they were used to competitive ardividualistic

learning.

5. The researcher found it necessary to create harnbatween group
members and to use different techniques to deah wem, such as
individual group sessions, and whole class sessions

6. Learning centers were an opportunity to enhanceimcr@ase students’
knowledge of tense forms. Students discussed theetdorms, and
recognized them. Thus, these centers offered aortappty to focus on

this important system of the English language withigroup.



109

7. Learning centers did not minimize the teacher'se.rolhey needed
preparation, and continuous revision and studyinth@ groups' work. In
the class, the researcher observed students’ viackitated tasks and
examined each student’s progress. The focus difil@acenters is mainly
on both the learner and the content and the rolghef teacher is
transformed into a participating voice, as was rsddy Graffam (2003),
who emphasizes that the constructivist practicéschwis clear in the use
of learning centers in the present study, beconteo& for learning,
through which the teacher’s role is transformed @ftparticipating voice,

not a controlling voice.

8. Working within a group in learning centers didn&oessarily result in
noticeably higher achievement, especially for wésdkrners. Although
they tried to cope with other learners, they stil not show noticeable
results, as expected, and they didn't make link$ween tenses.
Furthermore, working in small groups was supposeehhance students’
learning among all students of different levelss ttvas not achieved
among weak learners. This finding is not in accoogawith Good,
Mulryan and McCaslin’s findings (1992); they foutitht small-group
instruction facilitates all students’ achievemesgpecially with the basic
skills. Also, this finding is not in accordance widlohnson, Johnson and
Holubec’s findings (1994); that cooperative leagirraises the

achievement of all students.
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9. The checklists’ use was very important in this gtwab they provided the
researcher with indicators about the groups’ worgpess during the
study period. They, also, revealed how differemtriers worked within
groups, how working in small groups affected tHemrning style and
increased their motivation towards learning Engliahd how learners
created relations with their group members. It @Bs® important to use
the checklists at different intervals throughow #tudy. The changes and
improvements of learners’ work and groups’ harmevere shown and

reflected using the checklists at different paints

5.3 Discussion of Portfolio Results
The portfolio results presented in chajpoer, section 4.3, indicate the
following:

1. Learning centers were an opportunity to enhanceiacréase students’
knowledge of English verbs. This was reflected tigio students'
portfolios, where students recognized differenberms and tenses.

2. The English tense system turned out to be a diffemea for learners, as
they had to cover five different tenses, each wghown activities and
demands (spelling, rewriting, comprehension ancchiag.)

3. Learners needed time to show their understandintheftense system.
Nevertheless, their work improved gradually. Theref continuous

practice of the tenses leads to improved studesgslts.
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4. Students' achievement on the tense system impriNegertheless, some
improved more than others. This is mainly due ®&rtdifferent levels of

performance, to their learning styles, views, aedrdes of motivation.

Learning centers did not reduce the teashemrk load, for the teacher
needed to revise students' portfolios on a contiaubasis. The use of the
portfolios was also very important because the fplos reflected students’
strengths and weaknesses and gave a clearer imalgeiroperformance levels.
They helped the researcher (their teacher), exteéetant information to address
problematic issues. Consequently, the studentsatiwvwork was enhanced and
fewer errors were made towards the end of the stkidgt (2007) concluded in
his study that his writing center and the learnetfolios were effective ways
to promote organization of teaching writing andeassng writing. Cosgrove
(1992) also pointed out that learning centers iway to integrate portfolio
assessment into the classroom. These centers atfiolips can be beneficial for
both students and teachers, since learners caticerand review newly learned
skills, and teachers can work with small groups$eafners in an organized way,

based on their needs and capacities.

5.4 Discussion of Test Results
Using the pre- and post- tests was venyontant to investigate students’

achievement on the English tense system. The sesfltthe control and
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experimental groups, within and between groupswskahe effectiveness of the
learning centers’ approach verses the conventapaoach.

The experimental group’s pre- and post-testilts revealed how the use of
learning centers causes significant differencebiwithis group. Furthermore, the
achievement of the experimental group, in learrting English tense system
using learning centers has been enhanced and iethrav contrast, the control
group’s pre-and post- test results revealed thatdbnventional approach in
teaching the English tense system did not imprbee& aachievement in acquiring
the English tense system. This could be due tdaitle of using games, learning
centers, checklists and portfolios. Also it could baused because different
materials were used and different teachers’ appeswere followed.

The pre-test results between groups, also,atedethat both groups which
participated in this study were equivalent grouldghough Table (12) in chapter
four reveals that there are no significant diffeeat the level of < 0.05 on the
means of pre-achievement test between the contoolpgand the experimental
group. There were, still, significant differendestween the experimental and

control group means on the first and fifth question

Additionally, the post-test results showedvHearning centers play a crucial
role in the acquisition of the English tense systmtween the experimental and
the control groups. Not only was the experimentalig's post-test mean, 28.42,
higher than the control group's post-test mearQ3 2out, also, the difference

between the means was significant, since studenthd experimental group
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achieved better than students in the control grdbpse findings, clearly, do not

confirm the hypothesis of this study which is:

-There are no significant differences at the lefat < 0.05 on the means

of post-achievement test between the control ganupthe experimental

group

This study rejects this hypothesis becauseetis a significant difference at
the level ofa < 0.05 on the means of post-achievement test betteenontrol
group and the experimental group. The insignifiaqasults of the control group
showed how the conventional approach didn’'t enhdeemers’ achievement on
the English tense system. The teacher-frontediaesiythe continuous drills and
repetition, and the long exercises did not resuftignificant results. Whereas the
learning centers method, where learners workedpengently on tasks, the
different, carefully prepared activities, the teaichandling of problematic issues,

and the different tasks yielded significant results

Analyzing students’ achievement on eachaanshe experimental and the
control group, as presented in section 4.4.4 ipwrdour, presents the learning
centers’ noticeable role in improving the experitaémroup’s achievement on

each tense.

While table (15) in chapter four revealed tthegt control group’s performance
on each tense didn’t improve, table (14) in chagtarr revealed that the

experimental group showed a noticeable improvernaentach tense. However,
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the tenses did not have equal weighs in the prarengost tests, the ratio of each

tense to the over all tenses which were coveredhtmigt be accurate.

5.5Discussion of Questionnaire Results

Reviewing tables (16-21) in chapter fouraeag that students had positive
attitudes towards using the learning centers tonl¢lae English tense system.
Learners liked the learning centers and have, deéhtheir parents and teachers
about them, since they enjoyed the activities ¢goathwithin them, have found it
easier to acquire the English tense system thrabhgke centers, and have
enjoyed moving around as they moved from one ceattre next. Learners also
enjoyed working in groups, helped and encourageth edher. They used the
time effectively and they felt attended to whenythused the learning centers.
The learning centers also have improved their @&tgyn with other learners and

they have developed positive relationships.

Furthermore, the students comprehended thliBngg@assages easily because
they had understood the tense forms which were usdidese passages at the

reading center.

They also had positive attitudes towards wagkin the Rewrite Center, which
means that learners have enjoyed it. They have, l@iarned how to write several
forms of the verb, and they understood the Endisise system because they
rewrote many sentences, and they changed theftemse correctly.

Learners' attitudes toward the Try Try Copytee were also positive, which

indicates that learners have enjoyed writing teneesn when they wrote them
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incorrectly, since they found this center amusing & helped them learn the
English tense system.

Learners, also, had positive attitudes towawbrking in the Matching
Center; they have learned how to match verbs ageyl hlave enjoyed using this
center.

These and other previous results will be udised in relation to the study
guestions.

Students were provided with an open ended quesisoan opportunity for
them to add more comments. However, only twelvedesits answered this
guestion, simply because they might have felt thatquestionnaire covered all
the important points. In addition, students’ resggmto this question varied from
one student to another. Nevertheless, most of tiedthpositive attitudes towards
using the learning centers. They mostly enjoyedMiagching and Try Try Copy
centers; they wished that they could stay usingcmgers and continue working
in small groups. These results are in accordantte @aith (2003) who found out
that the more learners worked together the morg figle that their teachers and
mates liked them and cared about them personatlyaeademically. In addition,
these results are in accordance with Sachs, Cariise and Shum (2003) who
report students’ feedback on cooperative learnfugthermore, they stated that
learners enjoy cooperative learning tasks, sine@ students enjoyed speaking

English in groups and felt that they had more foeedn class.

Additionally, only two pupils had negaiattitudes towards using the

learning centers, one of whom didn’t want to camirusing the centers, and the
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other one simply thought of them as a waste of .tlxiter checking this student’s
identity, it was found that this student was the @rho previously had problems
adapting to his group; it might have been that ilde’'tiget along with his group

or that the competitive learning was his own leagrstyle.

5.6 Discussion of the Study Questions

5.6.1 First Question: What is the role of learningcenters in L2 learners’

achievement in acquiring the English tense system?

Learning centers’ activities enhance and improwslents' acquisition of the
English tense system. Also, students’ understandingwledge, application and
practice of the tenses are improved since studgaidfolios and the pre- post
test results indicate that the experimental gro@glsievement in acquiring the

English tense system has improved.

It is essential to mention, here, that the resoitthe present study reflect the
difficulty of learning the English tense system tignnative learners of English.
This difficulty poses a great challenge for Pateatt English language teachers.
Moreover, this challenge is addressed by Celce-Muit991) and (1992) who

point out that the main challenge for language heecis to develop effective
ways of focusing learner’s attention on form atical moments while learners
are using the second language for purposeful conuation, which helps

learners develop grammatical accuracy.
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The results of the present study also asisatrtwhile there are many different
grammar teaching strategies, such as communicahilis, declarative, and
procedural knowledge (Mckeachie, Pintrich and Lii85), which can facilitate
learning in the classroom, language teachers, s&#d to discern a sense of that

guides them to the grammar teaching strategieshadest facilitate learning.

The portfolio results in this study alsoigate that learning centers enhance
and increase students' achievement in the acguigfithe English tense system.
Students' work on the tenses enhanced gradualliycamtinuous practice led to
better results, as students became more aware ¢érise forms; they recognized
the tenses in authentic contexts. Furthermore,fihéing is also in accordance
with Ellis (1995), as he suggests an alternativer@gch to grammar teaching,
based on interrupting input by making learnersagogjrammatical features in the
input, comprehend their meanings, and compare dh@a present in the input
with those occurring in learner’s output. He, also)phasizes that a complete
language program should include a variety of tagkih invite both focus on
form and focus on message conveyance.

Learning centers provide an opportunity feadhers to focus on learners'
needs. This was reflected through the continuowssiom of the researcher
checklists and students' portfolios, and the cowoiirs updates of the activities to
meet learners' needs. On the other hand, weakelsamm the classroom did not
show better results in the acquisition of the Esigliense system. Also, their
portfolios reflected the difficulty they faced witthis grammatical area of

English, since their work showed mere copying fribreir group members. Not
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only are their results linked to the controversigbate on the teaching and
learning of the English grammar, whether to teanfgliEh grammar or not, but,
also, these results are in accordance with Cow@0@@88) statement, as he points
out that the use of verb forms is one of the twdhoee most difficult areas for
English language learners to master. Nevertheteashing could be improved
by taking into account the enhancement of teacbfrdjfferent things, including
verb forms, tense and aspect. It is also impottakeep in mind that these results
are limited to the time period during which thiad took place.

It is worth mentioning that students' achieeeinn the experimental group on
each tense form has also improved; further pradcea longer period may

increase students' achievement on the tense forms.

Based on the above, it is still reasonableetarch for, and examine, different
techniques and strategies to teach grammar, i twdenhance the teaching and
learning of grammar in the Palestinian context &l &ws the communicative
competence of the Palestinian learners of Engli$tis new paradigm in the
English classroom, the learner-centered paradigoggnized by the use of the
learning centers, should be introduced and adojmedPalestinian English
classrooms. Through the use of this technique,nérar knowledge of the
English tense system is enhanced and their ach@veisiimproved.

Moreover, the use of learning centers fundiaa a tool for grammar raising
consciousness which is in accordance with Foto®94)l9who investigates
grammar consciousness-raising tasks as one waydgrate formal instruction

within a communicative framework. The results of btudy support the use of
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grammar consciousness-raising tasks as one possathed for the development
of knowledge of problematic grammar structures, hsas; indirect object
placement, word order, adverb placement, and velatlause usage, through

communicative activities.

5.6.2 Second Question: How do learning centers helparners deal with the

complexity of the tense system?

Results of the checklists, students' padfglattitude questionnaire and the
pre- post tests reveal that the implemented legroenters help learners deal
with the complexity of the tense system. Learnerthe learning centers practice
the tenses, and are asked to recognize and digmras Furthermore, the pre-and
post-test results support the assumption that dbkstwhich address the tense
system were more in number and usefulness thare theed in conventional
classes. The tasks weren’'t moved linearly as fabwy with the control group,
there was more reinforcement and continuous reptasens. The tasks were
reviewed and revised continuously. Moreover, leane the experimental group
became more active in the process of learning ehget system. By using the
learning centers, they were also given more timabsorb and practice the tense
system. These finding are in accordance with R@@p4), who points out that
learning is an active “meaning-making” processoinfation will only stay in the
long-term memory if it is reused or recalled. Hman (2010) states that what

governs the learners’ abilities to recall what tieywe learnt is “frequency and
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recency” which means that those things which arstrofien repeated and most
recently learned are best remembered. Therefoeemportant points should be
practiced, repeated, restated and reemphasizeelpotine students remember
them (Hintzman). In this study, students practicegpeated, restated and
reemphasized the important points in the tenseesystach week for around four

months.

The checklists' results indicate that theopawative atmosphere, the
enjoyment of the tasks and the transition betwéemtenhance students' work
and achievement. This was, also, emphasized by &adtYtreberg (1990), who
advise English teachers to make room for sharecreqgces which can be
exchanged through student grouping. Small groupsaagood opportunity for
language work, for they create an atmosphere aflveynent and togetherness.
They, also, stress that genuine cooperative paik wogroup work is usually the

result of a long process of planning and prepamatio

Furthermore, because students' needs arediffervorking in learning centers
provide opportunities for each member of the grém@ddress his weaknesses
and to observe and learn from others' strengthgaasevealed by the checklists’
results. The use of learning centers provides goorpnity for cooperative
learning in class. This finding is in accordancethwiGhaith (2003), who
examined classroom atmosphere and its relationshifh cooperative,
individualized, competitive forms of instructiondaachievement in the English

language classrooms. In Gaith’s study, the pa#ditip were 135 university EFL
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learners. The results of indicate that cooperal@aning in small groups was
positively correlated with learners' perceptions fairness of grading, class
cohesion and social support. This means that the participants experienced
cooperative study in small groups, the more thaggieed that everyone in class
got the grades they deserved and had an equal eharme successful if they
worked hard to achieve their goals. Also, the meeeners worked together the
more they felt that their teachers and mates ldwdl cared about them personally

and academically.

Bongfiglio, Daly, Persampieri and Anderso{@), examined the effects of
several combinations of instructional and motivadio interventions on oral
reading fluency in the context of small group regdinstruction. The results of
their study indicate that all treatments were difecin increasing responses for
all participants. Furthermore, Performance and ewéc engagement increased.
The use of learning centers in the present stuslgreesd the importance of using
different strategies and approaches in teaching, lffich is in accordance with

Bongfiglio, Daly, Persampieri and Anderson.

It is essential to mention the importancaisihg games in teaching English,
as learners in this study have enjoyed practicheg learning center activities
which were presented as games. Gaudart (1999)sdissuhow games can be
effective tools for teaching English to speakerotbfer languages in Malaysia,
he argues that games like card games, board gamadation games and party-

type games should be used in 90% of the teaching.tNot only do games
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motivate students to learn and gives them the dppity to practice the foreign
language structures, but they also allow learnerfulty use the language that
they have learned, and participate in the commtimeggrocess throughout the

game.

The learners' responses to the questionn@inesj that describe the centers,
were positive. These centers as was mentioned éoefiotivate learners toward
learning, judging by the fact that students havjeyed all the centers; it can be
concluded that these centers function as a matiydtctor for learning ;they
provide learners with the opportunity to practicegish grammar in a
nontraditional way which helps them deal with themplexity of the tense

system.

5.6.3 Third Question: What are the learners' attitudes towards using

learning centers in learning the English tense sysm?

The results of the questionnaire show thatestts had positive attitudes
toward the learning centers’ activities; they haagoyed the activities and
benefited positively from them. They viewed thembaster tools to learn the
English tense system. Moreover, students became erdhusiastic and thrilled
about the English class, and despite the fact westk learners did not show
higher achievement in the post test, the majorityearners, still, had positive
attitudes towards using learning centers in legrtive English tense system. The
findings of this study are in accordance with adgteonducted by Shaaban

(2006), who investigated the effect of jigsaw caagpige learning, learning in
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small groups, and whole class instruction in imprgvlearners’ reading
comprehension, vocabulary acquisition and motivatio read. Shaaban's study
reflects reality; the results of his study did maticate any significant differences
between the control and the experimental groupgherdependent variables of
reading comprehension and vocabulary acquisitloey, tstill, revealed statistical,
significant differences in favor of the experiméngmoup on the dependent
variable of motivation to read and its dimensiotig value of reading, and
reading self-concept. Clearly, although there miglat be any significant
differences between groups, there might be othervatmnal benefits such as
positive attitudes toward learning English, a m@lexing atmosphere, and more

positive personal relationships.

5.7 Limitations of the Study

A number of limitations need to be addressatiacknowledged regarding the
present study. First of all, this study was conddadah Kufur Agab Male School
in the scholastic year 2009/2010 so it investigéhesimpact of learning centers
on male learners only. Further research on fenedmeérs is needed. Also, the
number of participants in this study is too smallarrant generalizations. It is
also possible that the use of portfolios and chstskivith the experimental group
only might have impacted its progress in acquitimgtense system. Therefore, it
is important to neutralize the impact of such taol¢urther studies. Additionally

larger scale studies are needed to confirm thenigsdof the present study.
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5.8 Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Research

The results of this study have many implicagiovhich are highlighted within
the frameworks of this study. Moreover, this studffects that what learners do
is more important than what teachers do, sincehtegds just a means to an end.
This brings into discussion that the results of $tudy emphasize the necessity
of bringing the constructivist practices into tHassroom, in which the teacher’s
functions is a facilitator not a controller andwhich the most important entity is
the learner. By emphasizing the learner, this staslkerts the principles of the
humanistic approach which includes the developn@ntuman values, the
growth in self-awareness and in the understandingtleers, the sensitivity to
human feelings and emotions, and the active stumeoivement in learning.
Moreover, Bala (2007) asserts that the core oljedf learning is that teaching
practices should continue to be rooted in the amient and the improvement of

the learner. Learning centers’ practices are romtekis belief.

The findings of this study emphasize benefitsooperative language learning
to foreign language learning. The learning centacsivities provide chances for
comprehensible input and output. In addition, tbégr a relaxed climate in the
classroom, and also increase student motivation.

The learner-centered practices are emphaaizé@ncouraged by the findings
of this study. This study focuses on the learn@adividual needs, for it builds on
their experiences and backgrounds and it respleetsdapacities and interests, in

that they prefer games, transition and small gnogk. It, also, recognizes how
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learning occurs. Harris and Graham (1994) mentian &ctual understanding can
take place only when children fully participatethreir own learning. This will

direct them into deeper and richer understandind) @se of knowledge; as a
result, they will promote access to this knowledgd will be able to apply what
they have learnt. The use of the learning centerviges learners with

opportunity to fully practice and participate irethown learning, as the students’
practice of tenses in the learning centers direthedn into deeper and richer

understanding of the English tense system.

Additionally, the present study suggestewa may for teaching the English
tense system. Furthermore, teaching the Englisisetesystem using the
conventional approach didn’t result in any sigrafit differences, whereas using
the learning centers emphasizes the need for Enggechers to try and explore

different teaching strategies and techniques.

Teaching English grammar to non-native leerinea controversial issue. The
techniques and the approaches that are used am®warsial also. This study
attempts to present teaching grammar as an impgadtarension in enhancing
learners' communicative competence. It is importantPalestinian teachers to
improve the methods of English teaching. They sthomlpose and try several
and different techniques to provide their studemith the maximum range of
opportunities to learn English, and become compelearners. The learner-

centered paradigm is a distinguished paradigm énlélarning and teaching of
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EFL. Further research is needed to emphasize lden§s of this study. It may

include:

Other approaches to teaching English as a foreagmguage, and its
different aspects (such as vocabulary, readingtingrietc) need to be
addressed. Since this study only discusses thedeaentered approach in
teaching the English tense system, it is very irgrdrto conduct further
research discussing the teacher-centered approactha interrelationship
of these two areas. The reason behind this negdhlithe need for relating
the learner-oriented approaches to teacher-oriemed, which could lead
to comprehensive EFL teaching/learning methodsutiitowhich a more
comprehensive teaching method might result.
Since this study studied students’ attitudes, whativates and helps
them acquire the tense system, teacher-orienteshnes needs to be
conducted. It is essential to investigate the aggres used by the
teachers and the conventions behind them. Actusgrghtion of what is
currently happening in classrooms, teaching methadd learning
preferences, needs to be carried out. This is du¢hé insufficient,
gualitative, descriptive research in that field. Texplain more,
guantitative research, whose data is collectedutfiraqjuestionnaires and
such, lacks the descriptive qualities which qualitaresearch has. This
might help in finding ways to relate teachers’ agmwhes to learners’

needs.
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The limited number of subjects used in this studgnot be generalized to
all language learners in Palestine. Therefore;ésperimental research, on
larger scale, is needed. This would help impleméng approach in
Palestinian classrooms.

Most research conducted, so far, has not beeningb@ Palestinian class
rooms. This lack of research implementation resutsvasting all these
efforts and endeavors. Due to this, | suggest qtieign to implement some
of the researched teaching/learning methods inhe&¥at preparation
programs. This should increase the effectivenedgaithing English as a
foreign language, which will continue to improveopyding learners with
more effective ways to acquire English.

As for the learning centers’ techniques, teacheisihg programs should
be implemented to train teachers to use this tectenin their classes, since,
as this thesis asserts, the learning centers’ apprshould replace the

conventional way of teaching the English tenseesyst
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Pre-Post Test

Session ohe Kufur Agab School

English Grammar Test

Name:
Date: 5™ Grade
Time Needed: 40 minutes Total Marks ( /35)

This is a grammar test. It has three parts. Please read the
questions and answer them carefully.

Part One

(10 minutes) (___/8) points

**Fill in the blanks with the correct tense. The first one is done

for you as an example.

Everyday I Yesterday I

1. play played football.

2. make a chocolate cake.

3. stay at home after school.
4. wrote a short story.

5. got home at two o'clock.
6. took my bike to the park.
7. sleep early.

8. have fruits for breakfast.
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9. travel to school by car.
10. went to the cinema.

11, saw my holiday photos.
Part two:

(15 minutes) (____/12) points

** Circle the correct answer. The first one is done for you as an
example.

. Yesterday she with her frienc
a. plays b. is playing " played

—_—

2. Helen after she finishes this story.

a. slept b. will sleep c. has slept

3. The train to Haifa at eight o'clock every morning.
a. leaves b. left c. leave

4. Did you a good holiday?

a. has b. have c. had

5. My brother his passport. He can't find it now.
a. loses b. has lost c. have lost

6. Someone on the door now.

a. knocks b. knocked c. is knocking

7. Do you swimming?

a. likes b. liked c. like

8. Ali can't wait until now. He his lunch.

a. has eaten b. is eaten c. was eaten
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9. They didn't by train.

a. travel b. travels c. tfravelled

10.She is tired. She a picture tomorrow.

a. painted b. will paint c. has painted

11. Autumn after winter.

a. don't come b. doesn't come c. didn't come

12. Please be quiet. He now.

a. was working b. am working c. is working

13. They in America for three days.

a. has been b. been c. have been

14. The teacher his parents tomorrow. He will be busy.
a. don't call b. won't call c. didn't call

15. Ahmad to his work at half past seven yesterday.
a. arrived b. arrives c. is arriving.

16. Ali in the library for two hours.

a. have been b. has been C. were
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Part Three.

(15 minutes) ( / 15) points

**Read this story then fill in the blanks with the verbs in the
box. The first one is done for you as an example

will come-  started- play- takes- lost- fell-
woke- geft- goes- missed- climbed- sat- are-

John is late
John __takes the bus to school every morning. He _ _ _ home
by bus every afternoon.
Yesterday he _ _ _ _ _ _ the bus because he _ _ _ _ _ _ his watch

that morning at the swimming pool.

John to walk home. It was a long walk. He _ _ ____ down

under a free and then he _ asleep. John up suddenly.

He heard a noise. It was his father's car. His father was angry.

late you must phone me. Then I

—___and__ ___ you," said his father.
The ‘End of the Question
Thank You

No Gains Without Efforts
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Session two Kufur Agab School

English Grammar Exam

Name:
Date: 5™ Grade
Time Needed: 40 minutes Total Marks ( /25)

This is a grammar exam. It has two parts. Please read the
questions and answer them carefully.

Part One:

(20 minutes) ( / 15) points

** Write the correct form of the verb in brackets. The first one

is done for you as an example

1. You__had  aholiday last week. (have).

2. T usually my lunch at home. (take)

3. She these shoes since 2006. (have)

4. My uncle next Monday. (leave)

5. Adam always cereal for breakfast. (have)

6. Last year they a little house. (buy)

7.1 this newspaper, you can take it. (finish)
8. Ahmad and Ali their bikes now. (ride)

9. Bill the monkeys this morning. (feed)

10. Samer the shop tomorrow. (open)

11. Letters usually sent by air. (be)

12. you bring the letter yesterday? (do)
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13. Ahmad moved to Nablus two days ago. He in Ramallah
for 5 years. (live)

14. My mother us lunch if she has time. (cook)

15. Yesterday I him. (meet)

16. He tomorrow in the big race. (run)

Part two:

(20 minutes) (____/10) points

**Read, then complete the following paragraph.

Every night my teacher carries his bag, leaves school and returns
home where he has dinner with his family. After that he watches TV
with his family till eight o'clock.

Last night my teacher

** Read, then complete the following paragraph.

Yesterday it was very hot. T woke up at seven o'clock in the morning. T
put on my clothes and left to the swimming pool where I enjoyed my
time.

Today it

The ‘End of the Questions
Good Luck.
No Gains Without Efforts
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adlgl Y
ety
Strongly
disagree

adisly
disagree

Llaa

-

Neutral

sl
Agree

(XA éﬁ\ 9l
Strongly
Agree

(Items)s el

]

(Number)

Using learning
centers has helped m
in learning the
English tenses.

| prefer to learn the
English tense system
through learning
centers.

| find learning centers
fun.

Using learning
centers has
encouraged me to
cooperate with other
learners.

Learning centers
Have made learning
the English tense
system easy.

| felt attended to as |
used those learning
centers.

Learning centers hav
made it difficult to
sustain relations
among students
difficult.

| prefer to use

learning centers to
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learn every aspect of
English, not only the

English tense system.

| have enjoyed using
the Rewrite Center.

| am against using
learning centers to
learn the English
tense system.

-10

We use the time
effectively when
using the learning
centers.

-11

| have learned the
tense system more
effectively in the
Try..try..copy Center

-12

| prefer learning the
English tense system
via the conventional
methods of teaching.

-13

| have learned how tg
write several forms of
the verb in the
Rewrite Center.

-14

Learners have made
fun of me when we
were using the
learning centers.

-15

Matching center

| learned how to
match verbs in the
Matching Center.

-16

| believe that the Try
try copy center is fun
to use.

-17

It's difficult for the
teacher to control the
classroom when usin

-18
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the learning centers.

| find the learning
centers boring.

It has been easier for|
me to comprehend th

reading passages after

understanding the
tense forms used in
them as | used the
Reading center.

I've liked learning via
learning centers
because it contained
various activities.

| liked shifting
between centers.

| enjoyed writing
tenses in the
Try..try..copy center
even when | wrote
incorrectly.

The learning centers
did not help me learn

the tense system well.

| wish that learning
centers would be use
in learning all the
other subjects.

~=ilMatching center
| enjoyed using the
Matching Center.

My group members
helped me when we
used the learning
centers.

| told my friends

about the learning
centers which we
used to learn the tens

1S
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system.

The learning centers
have improved my
interaction with other
learners.

Rewriting sentences,
while changing tense
forms, in the rewrite
center helped me
understand the

English tense system.

-30

There is not doubt
that the reading
Center has been
enjoyable.

-31

| haven't felt that |
received enough

attention when | used
the learning centers.

-32

Working in the
Reading center helpe
me to understand the
reading passages
better.

-33

The problem with
learning centers is
that only one person
takes control over the
center.

34

| told my family how
much | like the
learning centers.

-35

Based on what I've
seen, the learning
centers still need
some modification.

-36

The group members
have listened to each
other in the learning

centers.

-37
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| told my teachers
about the learning
centers which we
used to learn the

English tense system.
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Appendix 3: Progress Checklist

Directions

The researcher should complete a copy of tim for each group while performing
in learning centers. This checklist is useful fanitoring group progress, on issues such
as cooperation and collaboration with each other.

A) Indicate YES, NO, ?? (not sure). For each of the following items

B) Upon completing the ten statements above, idetiiéfythree most problematic
items that need remedies

Student’s group: Date:

When working in a group: yes no ?? Not
sure
1. Group members listen quietly to each other

2. Wait for the speaker to finish before speaking.

3. Make comments and submit ideas that are on
relevant topic.

4. Disagree with others’ opinions without getting
angry.
5. One member tries to impose his ideas on others.

6. Encourage other group members.
7. Ask questions when needed.

8. If the group has a problem, they take part in the
problem solving process, if needed.

9. Students stay on task with regards to assigred
activities .

10. Stay withen the time allotted for each activity.
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C-Tick the statements that best express the work of thggon each aspect below:
1. Use of time
a. Much time spent without purpose
b. distracted others and got off track
C. used their time wisely, once they gotrtidgas clear
d. No wasted effort, they stayed on target.
2. Development of Ideas
a. Little done to generate ideas
b. imposing their ideas on the group.
C. trying but not creative
d. encouraging and fully exploring ideas.

3. Ability to make decisions

a. Poor resolution of differences.

b. Let one person rule the group.

C. Made compromises to get the job done.
d. Genuine agreement and support.

4.  Overall Productivity
a. Did not accomplish their goal.
b. Barely accomplished the job
C. Just did what they had to.

d. Highly productive.
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Source:Liz, Driscoll. (2001). Get Set Go, pupil’s book, 8" Ed. New York: Oxford

University Press.

Grade

PRESENT PRESENT PRESENT FUTURE PAST

SIMPLE Continuous | PERFECT SIMPLE Continuous

v

Present simple

of verb to be

‘/ present ‘/ action

simple of verb verbs

to be + like+

want

v v

‘/ ‘/ ‘/ ‘/be going to

‘/ ‘/ ‘/ present ‘/ ‘/
perfect with

since / for
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Appendix 5: Tenses Explanation

The Past Simple

+ Did you have dinner last night?
Regular and Irregular Verbs:

-CONTENT
w | §
8 g 2 2
The Past Tense: express the idea that an action started and Ii'J ol |c:> - ) o
2. 0 >
finished at a specific time in the past. = E 5 L b g
O S |2 |l | =
2|8 |8 |2 |2 %
Examples: X o < < n w
* | saw a movie yesterday.
+ |l didn’t see a play yesterday. ‘/ \/

New Verbs: travelled, stayed, bought, wrote, sleptead, did, verb to be

The Present Simple
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CONTENT

The Present Tense: express the idea that an action is repeated or
usual. The action can be a habit, a hobby, a daily event, a
scheduled event or something that often happens. It can also be
something a person often forgets or usually does not do.

Examples:

KNOWLEDGE
COMPREHENSION
ANALYSIS
SYNTHESIS
EVALUATION

« | play tennis.

<\ | APPLICATION

AN

+ She does not play tennis.
* Does he play tennis?

New Verbs: feed tidy, water, live, burn, visit, kil, collect, leave, melt, move

The Future Simple:

CONTENT

The Future Simple: the form of “will” “ refer to a specific time in

the future. “Will” often suggests that a speaker will do something
voluntarily. A voluntary action is one the speaker offers to do for

someone else. Similarly, we use “will not” or “won’t” when we

KNOWLEDGE
COMPREHENSION
APPLICATION
EVALUATION

ANALYSIS
SYNTHESIS

refuse to voluntarily do something.

Examples:

AN
AN

* You will help him later.
*  Will you help him later?

*  You will not help him later
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New Verbs: carry, find, speak, lay down, verb to bestart,

The Present Perfect:

CONTENT

The Present Perfect is used to say that an actippdmed at
an unspecified time before now. The exact timeois n
important We can use the Present Perfect with wifspe
expressions such as: ever, never, once, many tgaestal
times, before, so far, already, yet, etc.

Examples:

KNOWLEDGE
COMPREHENSION
APPLICATION
ANALYSIS

* | have seen that movie twenty times.

SYNTHESIS

EVALUATION

« There have been many earthquakes in California
We often use the Present Perfect to talk about change that has
happened over a period of time.( since/for)

Examples:

* You have grown since the last time | saw you.

New Verbs: thrown, fallen, swallowed, spun, eatewverb to be

The Past Continuous:
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CONTENT

The Past Continuous indicates that a longer aatidine
past was interrupted. The interruption is usuakparter
action in the Simple Past. This can be a realrapion or
just an interruption in time.

Examples:

« | was watching TV when she called.
*  When the phone rang, she was writing a letter.

« While we were having the picnic, it started to rain.

KNOWLEDGE

COMPREHENSION

SYNTHESIS

EVALUATION

<\ | APPLICATION

\ ANALYSIS

New Verbs: no new verbs

Some of the material and examples were taken from Englishpage .com

http://www.englishpage.com/index.html
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Appendix 6: Referees’ Quotations (Test Validity)

Content of the test:

“The test is considered holistic; it covers a Ibthee material if not all.
Moreover the test is varied in the sense of theupes’ instructions. It is
varied from fill in the blanks to choosing the @utanswer.”

“The test has clever questions which measure tleeunderstanding of
the students; the questions require students tollgeaware of all the
verb tenses and their uses.”

“The exam is appropriate and reliable.”

“The questions cover all the tenses to be tested.”

Design of the test:

“The test looks like a test and there are no mestdk

“The general lay out of the test is clear.”

“The test format is acceptable.”

“The sentences are simple enough for grade fiterims of vocabulary.”
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Appendix 7: Referees' Quotations (Questionnaire Vality)

Content of the questionnaire:

“The questionnaire covers all the contents points”.

“The questionnaire has negative points which mesi$the learners
understand the content or answer randomly; thetigmssrequire students
to be fully aware of all the sentences.”

“The sentences are simple and plain for fifth grate

“The sentences measure different points”

“The questionnaire is valid”.

Design of the Questionnaire:

“The questionnaire design is considered simpldifibr graders.”

“The questionnaire sentences are clear”.
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Appendix 8: Rewrite Center Sheets

Kufur Agab School

Name: .
Date: . 5t B

72N
oy

< 4. Rewrite the following sentences

1- Yesterday I was very thirsty.
Today

2-I listened to the music yesterday.
Usually

3- The supermarket was next to the post office.

4-Yesterday my mother slept early.
Sometimes

5- My sister was a doctor at the main hospital.

Thank you....
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Kufur Agab School

Name: .
Date: . 5% B

7N
oy

<& Rewrite the following sentences

1. T go swimming everyday.
She yesterday.

2.She takes the bus to the cinema.
Last week they

3. Samer and Yousif live in Ramallah.

We many years ago.

4. T don't miss my friends now
I last week

5. I am happy today.
She yesterday.

Thank you
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Appendix 9: Try Try Copy Sheet

Try try copy

Name: . Date:

:
:
s

What is the tense of these verbs?

How do we change verbs into this tense?




Verbs Lists:

eats

sees

say
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paint

did

wears

went

ride

stayed

swim

were

swing

took

Jumps

made

hurts

got

Have will climb
climbed

will fell
Has fallen
Have thrown will threw
Has included will
Have opened include
Has moved will open
Have called will call
Has will
swallowed

swallow
Have spun

will spin
Has begun

will begin

will move

drove

will eat
will see
will say
will paint
will wear
will ride
will swim
will swing
will jump
will hurt

ran

started
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Appendix 10: Reading Center Sheets

Name: ) 5t B

The Big Race

The big race is today. All the animals are waiting to begin the race. The
monkey is standing next to the elephant. The elephant is standing next to
the giraffe. The giraffe is standing next to the lion. The lion is standing
next to the alligator.

One, two, three, go! The monkey is swinging through the trees and the
alligator is swimming in the river.
The lion is climbing over some rocks. The giraffe is jumping over a small

river.

And the race is over! The lion is first, the monkey is second and the alligator
is third.

*Answer the following questions:
1- What are the animals doing?

2- How many animals are in this race?

3- Who is first?

4- Who is second?

B5- Who was third?

These verbs (is jumping, is swimming, is climbing)
are tense.
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Name: . 5" B

Hadi and the Pot

One day Hadi borrowed a pot from his
neighbor Ali. The next day he brought it back with another little pot
inside. "That's not mine," said Ali. "Yes, it is," said Hadi. "While your
pot was staying with me, it had a baby."

Some time later Hadi asked Ali to lend him a pot again. Ali agreed,
hoping that he would once again receive two pots in return. However,
days passed and Hadi had still not returned the pot. Finally Ali went
to demand his pot. "I am sorry," said Hadi. "I can't give you back your
pot, since it has died." "Died!" screamed Ali, "how can a pot die?"
"Well," said Hadi, "you believed me when I told you that your pot had
had a baby."

** Answer the Questions

1- What did Hadi borrow from his neighbor Ali?

2- What was inside the pot when Hadi return it?
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3- Did Hadi bring the pot back?

4- Why didn't he bring it back?

5- The tense of these verbs ( borrowed, brought, was,
had)

Thank You....



Appendix 11: Matching Center Game

1- Present -past

carried

buy

bought

go

went

have




had throw
threw  sing
sang SWIm
swam  beat




beat do

did travel

travelled eat

ate carry
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