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Abstract

This paper presents the findings of a study on student's perceptions regarding
the use of simulations to teach advanced speaking skills at the tertiary level. Data
forthe study was provided by two surveys carried out over a period of two semesters
on a group of second year BA in English Studics' students from the Language
Centre (Pusat Bahasa), University Kebangsaan Malaysia.

The study, which started off initially as a teacher initiative, was based on the
assumption that young adult learners want to be in charge of their leaming; and
simulations allow for this by placing the responsibility for the lcarning process on
the Icarner himself.

This papcr argues for a wider use of simulations in the ESL classroom on the
basis of the original assumption. This was born out in the preliminary findings,
which indicatcd positive oricntations and cnthusiasm, providing clear support for
the inclusion of simulations in the ESL curriculum. Evidence shows that not only
arc simulations leamner-centred and humanistic, they provide ample opportunity for
natural language use in the classroom rccreating situations that allow for the
spontaneous generation of a notable volume of student talk. Findings also show
that simulations are self-motivating because leamers indicated that they were
sufficiently motivated to be responsible for their own [caring, relying on available
language resources to resolve problems and reach consensus unconsciously,
without reservation, in a relaxed atmosphere and without fear of any intervention
by the teacher.

BACKGROUND

The dccision to usc simulations as a device
in the teaching of advanccd spcaking skills in an
oral communication course was bascd on the
premise that young adult lcamers at the tertiary
level of education learn best when they fecl
they are in charge of their learning. This is
notwithstanding the fact that they arc all indi-
viduals and may well have theirownidiosyncratic
ways of leaming. By extcnsion, this also mcans
that they want to be responsible for the learning

process by shaping it themselves, relying on per-
sonal experience, knowledge and skills. Experi-
cnce and sociocultural awarencss has madc it
clear that while functional or instrumental moti-
vation play an important part in language learning
(Gardner & Lambert, 1972), it was also largely
influenced by what was perceived to be meaning-
ful in the leamning experience or of sufficicnt
intcrest to the Icarner. Toecho Vincent (1983:42)
"We cannot promise that English will be useful to
all our students...that cvery student needs it in an
instrumental sense, but we can aim at arousing



intrinsic motivation by making English lessons
interesting”.  Alternatively, this means that
learners leamn best when they are doing what they
want to. This implies that there would be an
intrinsic interest in the leaming experience t0o.
It is no secret that students will always work
better with materials, devices and activities that
involve them at least emotionally and intellec-
tually in leaming a new language. Hence, teach-
ers must go out and find these materials and
activities. Simulations as instructional devices
may be able to fulfill some of these learning
aspirations that have been posited, because they
allow for an interplay of the factors that shape
the learning process. They also ensurc group
activity and the generation of spontancous
language use. Within the trappings of the pre-
ferred option of the communicative approach,
simulations seem to offer an attractive means
for increasing language learning opportunities
for students at the tertiary level.

The study was thereforc embarked on to test
out the hypotheses that young adults want to be in
charge of their lcaming and that simulations
allow for this through groupwork; and secondly
that the language generated in the process was not
only spontancous and natural, it was also authen-
tic in nature. The study involved the administra-
tion of two questionnaires, one at the cnd of each
semester of a two secmester course, to second year
students taking a B.A. in English studies at
University Kebangsaan. This paper reports the
findings of the second survey and compares it
to the findings of the first which were presented at
FIPLV World Congress 1988.

Simulations were introduced as part of an
eclectic methodology on an exploratory basis in
the second half of the first semester, i.c. level one
of the oral communication programme. Afterthis
'treatment’, i.c. at the end of the first semester, the
subjects were required to complete a question-
naire to gauge their perceptions of the use of the
simulations. The assumption was that as clientcle
of the course, they could say if they perceived the
inclusion of simulations in the coursc to be of
value to them in improving their speaking skills.
As the findings of the first survey were positive
and favourable in that direction, a rcvised and
refined version of the questionnairc was admin-
istered at the end of the second scmester to
substantiate the first set of findings, afler more
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complex and structured simulations of longer
duration had been included as elements of course
content. At four points in the course, structured
simulations supplied a week's language activity
of six hours each, broken down into the three parts
of 'preparation’, 'action’ and 'follow-up'. Positive
orientations were established for the second sur-
vey that matched the previous findings on a con-
sistent basis. It must be pointed out, however,
that the study did not set out to measure how much
learning took place. The students had already
been exposed from the first year onwards to a
wide variety of instructional devices and materi-
als and educational technology. This would have
made it difficult to identify simulations as the
significant variable in the whole leaming experi-
ence. They were already familiar with improvi-
sations, role-play, creative dramatics, and the
language laboratory and the use of video. The aim
ofthe study was mainly to determine if simulations
offered an effective and viable means of teaching
advanced oral skills in keeping with the writer's
hypotheses on the motivation and learning styles
of young adults.

CONCERNS OF THE STUDY

The Use of Simulations as Language Activity
and a Medium of Learning

Theoretically, the simulation as a model of
learning is the application of cybemnetics to the
learning environment whereby the human being
is secn as being able to generate a course of action
and then redirect or correct the action by means of
fecdback. This feedback is sensorially experi-
enced as the environmental conscquences of that
course of action. Extending the model into the
classroom entails the creation, therefore, of an
environment for the leamers in which this fecd-
back occurs and provides the learning experience.
In the classroom, it is "an attempt to place learners
in circumstances resembling as closely as possi-
ble, those they will actually mect in daily life."
(Maley & Duff, 1978). Although simulations
have been used for some time, particularly in
business management and military training, only
more recently have they begun to make theirmark
in language teaching.

Therc arc three major types of simulations:
(1) person-to-person simulation which subsumes
simulated role play; (2) person-to-computer
simulation, and (3) computer-to-computer simu-
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lation. Only the first type was considercd a
suitable and feasible learning model for this study
because it entailed human involvement and co-
operation, necessary conditions for proving the
hypotheses, not possible with the other two. Used
in the language classroom this type of simulation
is dependent for its realization on the process of
human communication which "is a continuous
process of expression, interpretation and negotia-
tion" (Savignon, 1983:8). It involves being
oneself or someone elsc in a simulated real life
situation that demands individual skills in prob-
lem solving or decision making. The simulations
used in the study ranged from problem-solving
discussion types to decision-making structurcd
types consisting of three parts. Simulations are
best seen as language activities in which interac-
tive and communicative skills are utilized in the
performance of tasks that require learners to focus
on the communication of meanings rathcr than on
the manipulation of forms. Hence, the leamers'’
underlying competence is tapped.

There are clear extcrnal trappings of reality
in a simulation, but morc rclevantly "there is
reality of function” not pretence (Jones, 1982:4).
Sturtridge calls it a "rchearsal for life" (1981:
130). It is lcarner centred in the true scnsc of the
word becausc it cannot be taught. Joncs states that
itis "owned" by the participants who "share power”
either collectively or individually (1980). With
power comes courage which results in positive
attitudes to action. For adultlearners who wantto
be responsible for their lcaming it provides an
attractive pcdagogical mcans becausc the dirce-
tion its evolution takes is their responsibility
(Herbert & Strutridge, 1979). As participants,
with roles and functions, duties and responsibili-
tics within a structured situation, learncrs shape
the course and outcomc of the simulations. A
simulation is therefore sclf motivating and lan-
guage generating as language is perforce uscd.
There is a real nced to communicate in order (o
perform the tasks and the interaction that ensucs
is invariably extended. Participants arc so in-
volved in achieving the end that the mcans to it,
i.e.language use, is achicved natarally. Lastly, it
provides realistic communicative experience in
the classroom that is similar to communication
in the natural cnvironment.

The Opportunities Simulations Provide
for Group-work and Interaction

If "successful communication is a collabo-
rative cnterprise” (Gordon, 1981) then there
is obvious pedagogical value in group activity
and simulations offer opportunities for
group activity. "Since co-operative work rather
than individual compctition reduces anxiety and
increascs awarcncss of possible solutions to
problcms (Brumfit, 1984). Furthermore, the
pcdagogical value of group-work has been
incrcasingly supportcd in the litcrature. Speaking
of small group work among age peers in the
ESOL classroom, Long says that not just the
quantity but the quality of language producced is
of greater variety than that achieved in lock
stop practice. "The richer and more accomo-
dating sets of relationships provided by small
group interaction” allows for the development
of "personalised, creative talk” (Long, 1975 :
219). Accordingto Long and Porter (1985), small
group-work provides the optimum environment
for negotiated comprchensible output. A study
by Rulon and McCreary (1986:195) showed
that” when students are placed in a group situ-
ation and asked to complete a contextualized
two-way task, significantly more negotiation
takes place than when the teacherleads the discus-
sion. In Nunan's view, "Group-work providcs an
cnvironment in which leamers can comprehend,;
it gives them opportunities for production and
it providcs contexts within which meaning can be
ncgotiated” (1988). Reporting on a survey of
the rescarch literature, Brumfit notes that "any
usc of group work will massively increase the
likelihood, in language classes, of studcnts
producing and recciving language. It will also
contribute considcrably to both cognitive and
affective development” (Brumfit, 1984 : 75). The
more leamcrs hear, understand and produce
language, the better users of the language they
become. The interactive nature of group-work
ensures that they 'talk to learn.’'

For simulations, group numbers arc not
predetermincd by the teacher but imposed by the
type or structurc of the simulation and by the
roles, functions and duties of the participants in
it. The groups arc also partly teacher selected.
While the pedagogical value and advantages of
sclf sclection obviously lies in the natural social
grouping it indicatcs, partial tcacher sclection
should not be vicwed as an infraction of the



conditions necessary for group work for the
following two rcasons. Sclf selection in the
Malaysian situation inevitably leads to a certain
level of racial polarisation and grouping on the
basis of gender. Secondly, self sclection in-
variably results in less proficient students
grouping togcther because of feclings of diffi-
dence and inadequate ability. The converse is
true for more proficient students.

The first reason for the tcacher's partial
'intervention’ in group formation is to cnsure that
there is a certain level of ‘comprehensible input'
(Krashen, 1978 ; 1982) and 'output' (Swain,
1983), within cach group provided by thc mem-
bers themsclves. This is supported by Porter's
findings on input and output. "Pedagogically...
learners got more input and better quality input
from advanced learners than from interme-
diates...Thus, teachers might wish to pair students
of differing proficiency lcvcls in the language
classroom.” With refcrence to output, "...the
higher-level lcamer will have ample opportuni-
ties to produce comprehensible output and more
opportunitics to practice the negotiation of
meaning than with a matched partner." (Porter,
1986 : 219-220). The corollary of 'planting’ more
proficient students in all groups is that thc weaker
students will simply have to work harder at pro-
ducing and processing language. Minor points,
but of intercst nevertheless, are that firstly, pre-
vailing socio-cultural norms favour scgregation
of males and fcmales and secondly, femalcs in-
variably prcdominate in the English language
class. Males could be usually 'distributed’ cvenly
within the groups on the assumption that, at the
very least, such an arrangement might provide
another dimension to the cnsuing talk.

The value of such ‘intervention' by the
teacher may be queried on the grounds that this
injects a certain amount of anxicty into indivi-
duals. Howcver, 'psychological rescarch
suggests that we should not necessarily feel
obliged to eliminate anxicty altogether...it scems
that a certain amount of it can stimulalc a
learner to invest morc cnergy in the task”
(Littlewood, 1984 : 59). Rescarch by Smith,
Johnson and Johnson (1981) suggests that some
kinds of conflicts in groups, provided they arc
resolved within the group, leads to high achicve-
ment and retention, (cited by Brumfit, 1984).
Despite partial sclf selection and teacher 'inter-
vention' in group formation, the quality of intcrac-
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tion is actually enhanced with weaker students
Icarning from better students. The latter display
higher levels of cooperation and sensitivity in
turn taking and all acquire improved social skills.
The cffect of group dynamics and the principlc of
cooperation which underpins the demands of the
tasks actually work towards absorbing the effccts
of anxicty cxperienced initially in the learning
environment. It appears to make them more
confident and flucnt by the end of the course. This
is based on classroom obscrvation and student
introspection.

The Generation of Natural, Spontaneous Lan-
guage Use that is also Authentic in Nature
The study alsosctoutto find outif simulations
generate spontaneous natural language use thatis
also authentic in nature. Widdowson argued that
"authenticity has to do with appropriate response,”
on the basis that "itis better to consider authentic-
ity not as a quality residing in instances of lan-
guage but as a quality which is bestowed upon
them, crcated by the response of the receiver.”
(Widdowson, 1976 :263). Authenticity in this
view is a function of the interaction between (for
purposes of this study) the hearer and the dis-
coursc as incorporating the intentions of the
spcaker. By "appropriate response” he means
(speaking spccifically of its application to ESP)
the rcadcer's interpretation by reference to the
conventions (both linguistic and rhetorical)
associated with a particular discourse type. The
analogy should then logically apply to a hearer/
spcaker situation where the hearer realizes or
uncovers the intentions of the speaker by refer-
cnce 1o a sct of shared conventions. If the advan-
tage of spoken discourse (in contrast to written
discourse) is that it is full of opportunities for the
ncgotiation of meanings, then it also facilitates
more appropriate responses. So on this basis, the
language gencrated during a simulation can be
considered authentic with reference to the nature
of the responscs produced in relation to dirccted
languagc or interaction. Since, for Widdowson,
"Authenticity" is realized by appropriate response,
itis also vicwed as a terminal behaviour and "the
language tcacher is responsible for designing a
mcthodology which will establish the condition
whereby this authenticity can ultimately be
achicved" (Widdowson, 1976 : 270). Having
picked up the mecthodological challenge, and
without challenging the theoretical basis of this
position, authenticity can therefore be viewed as
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resultant language behavior - the result of the in-
teractive processes of communication as exem-
plified in natural, spontaneous spcech. In a scc-
ond language situation this speech will undoubt-
edly be within various stages of the intcrlanguage
continuum and may be marked by instances of
fossilisation, exhibit somc features of transitional
competence and approximate systems (perhaps
even idiosyncratic dialects). However, it should
be considered authentic language behaviour,
particularly if its communicative value is similar
to that for the same situation in the mother tongue.
If it can be posited and accepted that language
learning takes place in a continuum, then speak-
ing as exemplified inleamer-responsc to anced 1o
interact within the structure of a simulation is
authentic language use albcit in a non-native
situation. Animportant aspectofthis intcrlanguage
or leamner-talk is that although learncrs (by
definition at least),”...cannot provide each other
with accurate grammatical and sociolinguistic
input that native speakers can provide them,
learners can provide gcnuine (and / or by
extension authentic) communicative practice
including the ncgotiation of meaning that is
believed to aid second language acquisition”
(Porter, 1986 : 220).

PROCEDURES

Proceeding on an introspective basis, two
questionnaires were administered to the same
group of 46 students at two different pointsin time
i.e. at the end of the first and sccond scmester of
the 1987/1988 session. The simulations were also
video taped for empirical purposes.

Both questionnaires consisted of a total of
thirty-three questions of both open and closcd-
form types to clicit perceptions regarding the usc
of simulations in the oral communication coursc.
The second qucstionnaire was arcfincd version of
the first. Therc were four sections to both ques-
tionnaires. The first part compriscd six questions
on biographical details. The sccond part of cight-
cen questions dealt with attitudinal responscs 1o
the course to dctermine positive and negative
orientations. Fifteen of them were Ycs/No
responses and asked students to rank in order of
preference the simulations used and the parts of
the simulation (briefing, action, debricfing) they
enjoyed particularly and thought were most
beneficial to language lcarning. The third part
comprised four questions on scts of rclated state-
ments about the use of simulations. Respondents

had to rank agreement or disagreement using a
modified Likert Scale. No neutral or undecided
response was solicited for since the questionnaire
was directed to the clientele the course catered
for, in whose best interests it was to indicate their
opinions and feelings of the course as honestly as
possible for the purposes of course feedback and
possible redesign. The last part was of the open-
type to clicit free and unrestricted responses. The
first question in this section asked students to
indicate perceived levels of student versus teacher
talk on a sliding scale of 10-100% of class time.

The cover note to the questionnaire stated
that they were for research purposes only and that
there were no right or wrong answers. Secondly,
as both scts of the questionnaires were personally
administered, all respondents had equal access to
any information on the items. They were given
some lime to study all questions. Subsequently,
any question, term or word that they did not
understand, know, or was ambiguous as indicated
verbally by them, was explained as objectively as
possible before responses were clicited and in
Bahasa Malaysia where necessary.

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The findings provided clear indications of
student attitudcs and perceptions towards the use
of simulations. Student perceptions are a valid
and important source of information. Notonly are
they readily available as respondents, but as the
clicntele of a course have a clear and direct inter-
est in it.  Studics that seek to correlate student
cvaluation of courscs and those of practitioners
and cxperts show that there is a close similarity in
the responscs of the respective groups (Falk &
Kwong Lee Dow; 1971). Students are able to
distinguish with admirable clarity what they re-
gard as defects in syllabus, matcrials, methodol-
ogy and instruction. Adult learners particularly
arc good judges of the quality of instruction and
know what they want out of a course, they can be
motivated on that basis.

Consistently high positive oricntations to-
wards the use of simulations in the course wcre
obtained for both surveys. In response to Ques-
tion 19 on whether or not a classroom methodol-
ogy bascd on the usc of simulations was a good
way of teaching oral skills, 100% of the respond-
ents in the first survey and 96% in the second
agrcecd. Both scts of respondents (83% and 84 %)



said that the course had improved their oral skills
(Question 12). The humanistic and cooperative
aspects of group work as manifested in the
simulations used in the course were also supported.
More than 95% of the respondents for both surveys
(98% and 96%) confirmed that the course gave
them ample opportunity to interact with each
other (Question 9). 95% and 87% said that they
found it easier to interact with each other because
of the course (Question 10) while 93% and 91%
said that the simulations used helped to foster
closer rapport among class member (Question 13)
through group work.

The correlation between the attitudinal re-
sponses for Part II of the questionnaires for both
surveys was established at a high positive
correlation where r=0.91 (significant beyond the
0.01 level).

A few of the questions received lower rat-
ings than the rest and merit discussion. Question
8 (62% and 56%) was on leamner perception of
individual spoken English language ability and
responses werc indicative of individual variations
as the class was not homogenous. Pcrhaps there
was also an element of sociocultural downgrading
and indirectness. Question 16 asked if local
sociocultural scttings within the simulations would
enhance their learning of English. Intcrestingly,
responses were not as high as might have been
expected (60% and 60%). Question 17 asked if
they felt physically comfortable during the
simulations in rclation to the movement and
activity involved in doing the simulations. The
students presumably did not like the physical
movement simulations cntailed. Only 52% and
47% respectivcly said that they werc comfor-
table. A possible other rcason could be that at
the end of Semcster I and throughout Scmestcr 11,
the simulations were structured and specific
roles had to be assumed. Adopting these rolcs
may not have come easily or been acceptabic
to some for cultural and psychological rcasons.

In response 1o a rclated question (Question
18) on whethcer they expcrienced any problems
in leaming English through the usc of simu-
lations, 48% and 60% of the respondcnts of the
first and second survey respectively said that
they did. While these rcsponses appear to be a
contradiction of the conditions advanced for the
use of simulations, and examination of the
reasons given by the respondents reveals that the
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problems identified are mainly language pro-
blems, with low perceptions of adequate vocabu-
lary use, compounded by feelings of diffidence
and fears of global language deficit for the
occasion. A sampling of the responses indicates
this.

Questionnaire I
- could not find/think of the right words to usc at
the right time

- difficult to express thoughts because of poor
vocabulary

- sometimes don't have the confidence to cx-
press idcas

- face grammatical problems

- feel nervous

Questionnaire 11
- I feel difficulties in expressing my ideas

- problems using the correct terminology and
vocabulary for expressing views or opinions

- Irealise that I have language problems
- especially on my vocabulary
- have to use high standard vocabulary

- try to organise my thoughts and choosing the
right words

In contrast to Question 17, Question 21
asked if they enjoyed using simulations in class
and 83% and 76% rcsponded positively for a
varicty of rcasons which supported the study.
They can be largely grouped into psychological,
cognitive, linguistic and social rcasons. A small
sample of responses is given below:

"It is exciting and challenging” (psychologi-
cal)

"“The simulations gave me opportunitics (o
think..." (cognitive)

"I get to intcract with the rest of my course
mates..." (social)

"They keep me in improving my language
ability" (linguistic)

Question 23 asked which part of the simulations
were the most enjoyable. In both instances, the
action was picked as the most cnjoyable. Re-
sponses for which parts were perceived to be the
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most beneficial to language leaming were more
evenly distributed. The majority in the first sur-
vey felt that the 'action' was the most beneficial
while the majority in the second felt that it was the
follow-up. One reason for this could have been
the fact that in the second semester, the follow-up
was invariably a remedial/feedback scssion.

Section Il comprised four sets of stated claims
for simulations called from the literature. Each
set was made up of related statements. Re-
spondents had to rate them using the modified
Likert Scale where neutral responses were not
elicited. The bar graphs for all these four
questions (for survey II) show that the responses
were clearly in favour of the slatements pro-
vided (see Appendix B).

The largest number of statements (Question
27) were in the affective domain. While nine out
of twelve statements for Question 27 received
high positive responses (above 70% for both sur-
veys), two did not. It is perhaps of significance
that these were in the realm of individual learner
initiatives such as (C) "...help you to leamn at your
ownpace" (60% and 58%) and (I) "...allow you to
interact without the fear of making mistakes"
(60% and 67%).

Perhaps the bases for the reasons for these
two responscs were socio-cultural or perhaps they
were purely psychological. As the class was not
homogenous there were weak students. Obvi-
ously weak students cannot be expected to be
confident about themselves or take initiatives 1o
interact in a speaking class without taking some
risks as well, which they were reluctant to do. It
was reassuring to note, however, that for (I),
positive responses had increased. In response to
a rclated statement (A) that simulations allowed
the learner to be himself, only 53% agreed the
second time round, compared to 74% the first
time. This was perhaps due to the inclusion of
structured simulations involving specific role
simulations in the 2nd semester that required
assuming specific roles. However, three related
questions on speaking vis-a-vis the use of
simulations yielded a high number of positive
responses as in (D) "...hclp you to overcome the
fear of speaking” (90% and 80%), (F) "...give you
ample opportunity to practise speaking skills"
(85% and 87%) and (K) "...give you confidence
in your ability to speak” (86% and 73%).

Respondents also turned in a strong verdict
of affirmation (86% and 93%) with regard to the
use of simulations (and role simulations) to teach
oral communication skills (Question 28).

In response to the statement that simula-
tions put them in charge of their learning, 95%
and 82% of the respondents agreed positively
for survey I and II respectively. These responses
clearly support the original hypothesis on
motivation and learning using simulations as
an instructional device or medium of leaming.

All the questions in Section IV solicited
open responses, except for Question 29. This
question asked for student perception of an
approximate percentage of time spent talking by
teachers and students when a simulation was in
progress, on a sliding scale of 10-100%. This
included a consideration of all three segments of
the simulations, except for teacher conducted
remedial sessions as part of the follow-up. On an
approximate basis for both surveys, learncrs
felt that teacher talk did not exceed 40% and
conversely that student talk (on a collective basis)
did not fall below 60%. This indicates that
teacher talk falls to a (necessary) lower level and
that simulations can, therefore, be succcss-
fully used to elicit a higher level of student talk
in the classroom.

Student's responses regarding the uscful-
ness of the first (Question 30) and third part
(Question 31) of a simulation, i.e. the preparation
and follow-up respectively, were highly positive,
showing that the students appreciated the peda-
gogical nced for these segments if they werc o
benefit from the use of simulations as learning
strategies. Responses for Question 32 on the
follow-up also ranged from" very useful” to "use-
ful” with the majority seeing it as either a rcme-
dial or feedback scssion. Responses 1o both
questions included words such as "important,”
"nccessary” and "effective” in the rhetoric but
none elaborated on them.

Question 32 asked them to say to what
extent they thought simulations had helped them
to achieve the objectives of the course, i.c. to
make continued improvement in advanced oral
skills. Respondents for both surveys indicatcd
that simulations had hclped them in one way or
another. Of this number 48% and 76% said
specifically that simulations had improved their



communicative ability or incrcased their con-
fidence in speaking. It is perhaps significant
that the majority thought so at the cnd of the
second semester, i.e. end of the oral programme.
One respondent actually said, "I can spcak better
English (now) than my friends who are not doing
this course”. Four respondents said that it made
them realise and overcome somec of their
language problems and another four and two
respectively said that it helped improve their
vocabulary. There was only one ncgative response.

In response to Question 33(a), the majority
agreed that the language use was authentic. How-
ever, a closer examination of the rcsponscs
revealed that only very few fully understood the
implications of the term although it had been
explained to them.

This was expected, but a few of the respond-
ents who appeared to have understood the term
actually did sce authenticity as a construct in
terms of the responses thcy made as participants
in the simulation.

Example 1. "...they (i.e.the other participants) did
respond in the manner they are supposcd to".

Example 2. "..we give responscs as wc¢ are
supposed and required to".

These two examplcs of perceived authentic
language usc can be scen to correspond with the
hypothesis on language use put forward.

Question 33(b) askcd to what cxient they
perceived the language gencrated to be natural.
Again while the majority returned positive re-
sponses, reasons given were cither too simplistic
orirrelevant. Six respondents, on the other hand,
said that the language gencrated was not natural.
It was discovered that these responses were on the
basis of partial understanding of the term; threc
respondents were uncertain and onc said that
real life situations would be morc dramatic than
those recreated in class and therefore the language
use was not natural. Qucstions 33 (a and b) had
been included in the questionnaires in the
expectation that if the rcspondents understood
the terms (as they were cxplained to them) they
would have been able to make judgements on
those aspects of language use,

Question 34 on their opinion of the use of
simulations in the coursec compensated for the
awkwardness of the two preceeding questions.
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All respondents turned in positive responses that
could be grouped broadly into psychological,
cognitive, linguistic and social categories as in
the examples given below:

"...very interesting" -(psychological)
"...very mind stimulating" -(cognitive)

“...builds up vocabulary power" -(linguis-
tic)

"...closer interaction with course-mates"
-(social)

Lastly, a section on additional comments on
the coursc clicited a fcw remarks. Two were
complaints that some members dominated the
activities. Conversely, one respondent said that
some members were reluctant participants. Such
responses were to be expected given the heteroge-
neous class composition. Such comments also
indicatced involvement rather than detachment in
the lcaming process.

Limitations

There were some limitations to the project.
Forinstance, the study would have benefited from
astructurcd interview. Despite the overwhelming
numbers of favourable responses, the opinion
mcasurc has its shorticomings. For example, in
using the (modified) Likert Scale, it is unlikely
that the responscs are of equal value in the agree-
ment and disagreecment expressed. "It is doubtful
whether cqual scores obtained by several indi-
viduals indicate equal favourableness toward the
given position. Actually different combinations
of positions can yield equal score values without
nccessarily indicating equivalent positions of
attitude or opinion” (Best & Kohn, 1986:182).
There is also the possibility that students’ vicws
may incorporate intellectual instances and
emotional attachments that may influence the
responscs.  Also, dcespite responding anony-
mously, thcy may answer according to what they
think they should fcel rather than how they do
fcel. However, video tapes provided empirical
cvidence of the dynamics of group interaction and
a notablc volume of student talk.

Conclusions

It can be said in conclusion that in the main,
the findings substantiated the assumptions made
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about young adult leamncrs at the tertiary level,
they learn best when they are in charge of their
learning by shaping it themsclves, bringing to
bear on the learning tasks their expericnce,
acquired knowledge and language skills.
Simulations through group work and interaction
provided opportunities for this sort of learning to
take place, as evidenced by the support given to
them and the perceptions regarding their efficacy

as a medium of learmning. They also gencrate a
large volume of student talk that was authentic in
nature. However, no further claims can be made
forsimulations either as an instructional device or
a medium of learning based on this study alone,
which was principally a teacher initiative in
trying to match an instructional device within an
cclectic methodology with the hypothesized
preferred learning style of the students.
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% OF STUDENT RESPONSE

% OF STUDENT RESPONSE
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SIMULATIONS IN THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN (1)
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A... allow the lcamer to be himsclf. C...  help the lcarner to lcarn at his own pace.
B...  put the leamer in charge of his lcarning. D...  help the learncr 10 overcome the fear of speaking.

Q27 SIMULATIONS IN THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN (2)

100

90 4
80
70 4
60
50 4
40

30

% OF STUDENT RESPONSE

20

10

G

S-DISAGREE E= DISAGREE AGREE S-AGREE

E..  provide practice in real life situations. G... make the lcamer fall back on his own knowledge and expericnc ..

F...  give the learner ample opportunitics (o practise speaking skills.
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SIMULATIONS IN THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN (3)
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... allow the learner to interact without the fear of making mistakes. K...  give the learner confidence in his ability to spcak.
J...  arc an interesting and cnjoyable way to learn. L... foster rapport and cooperation among class members,
WHICH METHOD /INSTRUCTIONAL DEVICE
Q28 TEACHES ORAL COMM. SKILLS BEST?
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A... simulations and role-simulations D... informal drama and improvisations.
B.. communication gimes. E... creative dramatics.

C...  role play and role-simulations. F...  cducational tcchnology.



