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Implementing Kagan’s Structures

in Teaching Pronunciation
to Young EFL Learners

Summary: The aim of the present paper is to explore the benefits or shortcomings of the incorporation
of Kagan’s cooperative structures in teaching basic English pronunciation skills to young Serbian EFL learners.
Seeking to test the applicability of Kagan's structures on teaching pronunciation at an elementary level of EFL
learning, we conducted an experiment consisting of two parts. The total of 24 participants (mean age = 10.5)
attending a private school English lessons for three years were divided into an experimental and a control group.
The experiment comprised a pre-test before and a post-test after a one month long implementation of Kagans
structures for teaching pronunciation during the 60-minute classes two times a week with the experimental
group only. The control group received traditional group work pronunciation training. To measure whether
the implementation of Kagans approach had any influence on perception and production accuracy, both
groups were tested for phoneme discrimination and pronunciation of the target language sounds. The results
demonstrated significant benefits of Kagan’s structures application.
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Introduction

Even though cooperation in its narrowest
sense as working together is fundamental to human
experience, Cooperative Language Learning (CLL)
has yet to receive recognition amongst EFL teachers
(Kutnick, 1994), especially in Serbian EFL context.
Although the popularity of the approach in question
is indeed increasing, which can be seen by the stud-
ies conducted to explore the effect of CLL on SLA,
as well as the maintenance of the first language, the
integration of language and content and second lan-
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guage learners’ perceptions (Xiaoping et al., 1998),
teachers still need to become more familiarized with
crucial notions and start applying CLL to various as-
pects of EFL teaching. Without viewing the teacher
as the sole source of knowledge and skill, CLL relies
on the value of interpersonal relationship and prob-
lem solving throughout the course of comprehen-
sion and knowledge development. Two theoretical
standpoints lie in the core of CLL, the developmen-
talist approach, stemming from cognitive psychol-
ogy thus focusing on what happens inside an indi-
vidual as a result of socialization, and the rather op-
posite motivational theory, derived from sociology
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(Bennett, 1994), which views cooperation as possi-
ble only among individuals, not within them.

Furthermore, pronunciation teaching re-
mains slightly disregarded and unrecognized part of
EFL teaching (Greenwood, 2002), probably due to
divergent views on the necessity of the target lan-
guage sounds pronunciation accuracy by different
teaching approaches. The Audiolingual Method and
other behaviourist teaching approaches from 1950s
and 1960s endeavoured to correct pronunciation er-
rors at all costs with immediate corrective responses
(Russell, 2009) and pronunciation instruction con-
sisted of discrimination and articulation of sounds
as a means of improving perception as well as pro-
duction towards achieving native-like performance
in the target language. However, in 1970s and 1980s
scholars commenced questioning those views and
believed that special emphasis on production ac-
curacy was unnecessary. Among the proponents of
the notions in question was Stephen Krashen, whose
five renown hypotheses (Affective Filter, Monitor,
Natural Order, Language Learning vs. Acquisition
and Input Hypothesis) inspired the creation of the
Natural Approach (Terrell, 1977) that underscored
the development of communicative competence
in the target language and disparaged grammati-
cal perfection. Students” errors were never correct-
ed in order to preserve low affective filter. Moreover,
it was proclaimed impossible for adults to acquire
native-like fluency which diminished attention paid
to pronunciation practice even more. Correspond-
ingly, in Communicative Language Teaching that
has been in widespread use since 1980s the focus is
on fluency and acceptable communicative compe-
tence and correction of errors is not of primary sig-
nificance (Russell, 2009). The conviction that pro-
nunciation is the most difficult segment to improve
further justifies the neglect of explicit pronunciation
instruction.

Nevertheless, in 1990s some researchers start-
ed promoting explicit pronunciation instruction
and concentration on form anew, since they alleg-

edly enhance SLA and are thus essential in language
curriculum (Ellis, 1994; Long, 1996). It is generally
believed that pronunciation training should be in-
cluded in language teaching methods since intelligi-
ble production of FL sounds increases learners’ self-
confidence and represents an incentive for involving
in social interactions in actual everyday contexts.

Having the previously stated in mind, the aim
of the present paper is to investigate the effects of
the implementation of Kagan’s structures, as an in-
novative approach within the general framework of
Cooperative Learning, on Serbian EFL learners’ per-
ception and production accuracy. Thus, we sought
to determine whether a different teaching approach
can be useful in pronunciation teaching by helping
students to overcome certain difficulties and even
increase their current motivation level. After a brief
presentation of the theoretical background includ-
ing the benefits of CLL and the fundamentals un-
derlying Kagan’s approach as well as the current
state of affairs in pronunciation teaching, the results
of the conducted research are introduced and dis-
cussed in further detail.

The Benefits of Cooperative Language Learning

Language proficiency doubtlessly compris-
es the use of language in authentic communicative
situations requiring thus the possession of linguis-
tic and pragmatic competence, hence a successful
instructional method needs to incorporate creative
stereotype-free learning environment in which stu-
dents would be able to interact independently and
negotiate meaning (Omaggio-Hadley, 2001). Coop-
erative Learning is said to be one of the most desir-
able frameworks including all of the above and sig-
nificantly more. Numerous studies reported bene-
ficial effects of CLL in diverse segments of foreign
language learning and teaching which is why this
approach is increasingly being applied at all lev-
els of education including colleges and universities
(Kessler, 1992). The approach in question empha-
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sizes active interaction and engagement by students
of different abilities, cultural and educational back-
ground, and it also results in positive outcomes re-
garding the very academic success as well as, per-
haps even more importantly, social and self-devel-
opment (Tsai, 1998; Wei, 1997). The positive result
of students of mixed abilities cooperating is the im-
provement in the academic attainment of less-pro-
ficient students, yet the success of higher-level stu-
dents is by no means negligible (Cohen, Kulik,
1981). Students instructed according to CLL prin-
ciples receive sufficient comprehensible input, since
all the members within the groups adjust their utter-
ances in order to be understood by the peers, with-
out making more grammatical mistakes than in a
traditional classroom (Long, Porter, 1985).

CLL likewise provides a non-aggressive, re-
laxed and reliable atmosphere, increasing thus
learners’ level of motivation, both the intrinsic and
extrinsic (Ushioda 1996), and engagement (Cran-
dall, 1999; Hedge, 2000). Furthermore, the approach
in question increases learners’ responsibility as well
as solidarity (Nichols, Miller, 1994) and provides
opportunities for the expression of novel ideas and
practice of critical thinking and higher-level reason-
ing (Johnson, Johnson, 2000). In order to accom-
plish a certain task, students must make suggestions,
disagree, clarify etc. which enables the enhancement
of social skills (Lightbown, Spada, 1999). Brain re-
search on which CLL relies enabled teachers to re-
alize the capabilities of students and stimulate the
most suitable learning modality by means of appro-
priate activities for each hemispheric preference.
To summarize, CLL is reported to have successful-
ly benefited learners both educationally and psycho-
logically.

Due to its multidimensional nature, judging
merely by the apparently diverging previously men-
tioned theories that lie in its core, Cooperative Lan-
guage Learning engendered various models, all of
which, of course, focus on organising mixed-abili-
ty group work to improve the learning process, cre-

ate the atmosphere of achievement and develop so-
cial skills (Olsen, Kagan, 1992). Some of popular
and widespread CLL models are Learning Together
(Johnson, Johnson, 1975/1999), Constructive Con-
troversy (Johnson, Johnson, 1979), Jigsaw (Aronson
et al., 1978) Team Accelerated Instruction (Slavin et
al., 1986) etc. The present paper concentrates on one
of the CLL models Cooperative Structures (Kagan,
1985), which will be presented in brief in the follow-
ing section.

The Essentials of Kagan’s Structural Approach

In his famous work on Cooperative Learning,
Spencer Kagan (1994) presented four basic prin-
ciples of his Structural approach, better known as
PIES principles: positive interdependence, individu-
al accountability, equal participation and simultane-
ous interaction. All the principles are closely inter-
twined and for their successful implementation one
needs to take team building into consideration, as
well. Kagan designed a set of structures for effective
team building, so that students can work on trust-
building, leadership skills and decision making.

Positive interdependence is essential since a
team cannot succeed without the members depend-
ing and relying on each other while individual ac-
countability is especially significant because all the
members of the group are responsible for their part
in the learning process. The characteristics that dif-
ferentiates CLL from traditional group work, among
other features of course, is certainly equal participa-
tion which ensures that all the students equally con-
tribute to the task assigned, and finally simultaneous
interaction is precious for it encourages interaction
face-to-face and self-confidence boosting by actions
such as helping, sharing, supporting and praising
the work of others.

Kagan devised a diverse set of structures to
be incorporated in lessons, which we carefully stud-
ied and chose the most suitable ones for the purpose
of our research and they were consistently applied
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throughout the experimental period. We found that
the most applicable structures for pronunciation
teaching having our participants’ level of knowledge
and age in mind were: Mix Pair Share, One Stray,
Rally Robin, Pairs Check, Popcorn Share, Elbow Bud-
dies, Learning Buddies, Learning Logs and Peer Tu-
toring.

Studies likewise empirically demonstrated
the beneficial effects of Kagan’s approach by prov-
ing that it provides a multitude of opportunities for
students to produce language while decreasing the
level of anxiety (Kagan, 1994). Not only does the
mentioned CLL model decrease anxiety at various
educational levels, but it improves overall language
proficiency, as well (Nakahashi, 2007), and creates
a non-threatening and self-confidence boosting
learning environment (Lapsopa, 2005). Judging by
the previously presented results, numerous studies
reported benefits of CLL on various aspects of for-
eign language teaching in general as well as teaching
skills, such as reading, writing and speaking (Kes-
sler, 1992; Kagan, High, 2002), however, a consider-
ably smaller number of studies focused on the effects
of CLL on pronunciation teaching which is why we
decided to conduct the present research and inves-
tigate the possible efficacy of the approach in ques-
tion in this area of EFL teaching and learning. One
of the rare studies dealing with CLL and pronuncia-
tion teaching by Goswami and Chen (2011) dem-
onstrated highly beneficial influence of CLL on pro-
nunciation enhancement among Spanish EFL learn-
ers, which served as an inspiration for the research
to be presented in the ensuing sections of the paper.

Teaching Foreign Language Pronunciation

In the last couple of decades the interest of
scholars in pronunciation teaching has significantly
increased, yet the deficiency of studies reporting the
success and preponderance of a particular approach

2 The descriptions for the strategies can be found on http://
www.kaganonline.com.

over another is still evident and alarming (Der-
wing et al., 1998). Accurate production of sounds
not only contributes to successful interaction, but it
participates in the development of reading and writ-
ing skills (Badian, 1998). Achieving near native-like
pronunciation is of course not the sole aim of EFL
teaching, however it may decrease the chances for
miscommunication and certainly boost learners’
self-awareness and confidence. Nevertheless, pro-
nunciation teaching remains a matter of instructors’
personal choice, since there are few studies based
on empirical research in favour of a particular ap-
proach. Usually, pronunciation teaching represents
a five-minute activity concentrating on the produc-
tion, rarely perception, of target language segments,
seldom on rhythm and intonational patterns, espe-
cially concerning young learners. The drills are of-
ten automatic and non-creative, even monotonous
for learners (Jenkins, 2004). Furthermore, repeti-
tions and typical production activities may not en-
gage students and even result in rejection and resist-
ance (Castiglioni-Spalten, Ehri, 2003).

Hence, the current study, although prelimi-
nary in nature, aims to contribute to the research in
the field of pronunciation teaching particularly re-
garding the possible choice of an appropriate teach-
ing approach and introducing innovative activi-
ties in teaching both perception and production of
sounds.

Methodology
Aim

The aim of the present paper is to investigate
the impact of the implementation of Kagan’s Struc-
tural approach to Cooperative Learning on Serbi-
an EFL learners’ perception and production accu-
racy of certain, carefully chosen English sounds at
the elementary level of learning. If we endorse the
assumption that production and perception are in-

terrelated, meaning that advancement in perceptual
accuracy leads to production improvement (Flege,
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1995), any kind of phonetic training should focus
both on the discrimination and identification as well
as eventual production of target language sounds.

Research Questions

In order to conduct the current research we
proposed the following research questions:

1. Can the application of Kagan Structures
influence EFL learners’ perception im-
provement?

2. Can the application of Kagan Structures
influence EFL learners’ production im-
provement?

3. If there is any, in which of the two is the
influence more beneficial?

Hypotheses

Taking the previously described studies into
consideration and the suggested research questions,
we formulated the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The implementation of Kagan’s
Structures positively affects the perception of Eng-
lish sounds.

Hypothesis 2: The implementation of Kagan’s
Structures positively affects the production of Eng-
lish sounds.

Participants

The total of 24 participants (mean age = 10.5)
attending private school English lessons for three
years were divided into an experimental (= 12) and
a control group (= 12). The participants were cho-
sen because they are learning English in an optimal
learning environment (considering the number of
students and the setting) and their age is quite fa-
vourable for beginning to pay attention to the pro-
nunciation of sounds if their aspirations reach as
high as the attainment of native-like production.
Furthermore, their level of motivation is high and
the affective filter is low, since they are attending
stress-free private school lessons with children ap-

pealing rewards for knowledge and no rigid evalua-
tion in terms of school marks.

Instruments

To measure the participants perception im-
provement we employed the phoneme discrimina-
tion test. The words containing target phonemes for
discrimination were recorded by a native American
English speaker and played to participants before and
after the experimental period. To measure produc-
tion accuracy, the participants were required to read a
pre-planned wordlist before and after the experiment.
The participants reading the wordlist were recorded
and the words were later transcribed for further anal-
ysis. The American English speaker judged the pro-
duction accuracy using the audio method. Wordlists
containing target language sounds were carefully pre-
pared in advance, considering the level of vocabulary
and the words mentioned in the textbooks and sto-
ries the learners were using during their English les-
sons. For the purpose of the present experiment we
focused on the consonantal “new” sounds, non-exis-
tent in Serbian phonetic inventory and the “similar”
sounds, existent in Serbian inventory yet systemati-
cally distinct from the L2 counterpart, as well (Flege,
1986), since we assumed that this type of consonan-
tal sounds might pose the greatest problems in pro-
nunciation. The vowel sounds were omitted from the
study because we thought they exceeded the scope
of our research due to time limitation. The target
sounds were thus /0, 8, w/ as “new” and /n, v/ as simi-
lar sounds, and the examples provided the following
phonetic contexts: CCV, VCV, and VCC. The pho-
neme discrimination test contained 30 words (ten for
each phonemic contrast /0-9/, /v-w/, /n-n/), and the
production wordlist comprised 50 words in total (ten
for each phoneme in all the mentioned contexts). So
as not to exceed the scope and research questions of
the present study, the analysis of data focused on pro-
duction accuracy in general, without specific atten-
tion to particular contexts, however, a more in-depth
analysis of factors and phonetic environments will be
presented in one of the ensuing studies by the author.
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Procedure

The participants underwent a one-month
long instruction that included the perception and
production training by means of carefully select-
ed Kagan's Cooperative Structures suitable both for
pronunciation teaching and the age of participants.
As previously mentioned, the chosen structures
were Mix Pair Share, One Stray, Rally Robin, Pairs
Check, Popcorn Share, Elbow Buddies, Learning Bud-
dies, Learning Logs and Peer Tutoring. The experi-
ment comprised pre-test before and a post-test after
a one month long implementation of Kagan’s struc-
tures for teaching pronunciation during the 60-min-
ute classes two times a week with the experimental
group only. The control group received traditional
group work pronunciation training.

Statistical Data Processing

Percentage counts were calculated both for
the perception and production accuracy and the
unpaired t-test was performed to compare the mean
values of the pre-test and post test in perception and
production.

Table 1: Perception Pre-test

Results and Discussion

Results of the Perception Pre-test

Before the experimental period began, all the
participants took a pre-test to ensure validity, i.e.
that both groups were on equal terms, and to lat-
er measure their potential progress. The results for
both groups are presented in the following table
(Experimental [E.], Control [C.]).

Since the results of perception pre-test dem-
onstrated no statistically significant differences be-
tween the two groups in any of the contrasts, the
groups were prepared for the experimental period
since they had similar results. Judging by the pre-
test in perception, the participants in both groups
had greatest problems with discriminating /n/ and
/n/ as well as interdental fricatives. The contrast /v/
and /w/ was not at an admirable level either, howev-
er, it was slightly more accurate than the previous-
ly mentioned ones. The poor results in perception
show that learners never practised pronunciation or
at least never spent significant period doing phonet-
ic practice in class, which confirms our previously
stated assumptions that pronunciation teaching is

Target v-w contrast 0-0 contrast n-n contrast
Group E. C. E. C. E. C.
Mean 3.83 3.27 1.92 2.25 1.58 1.83
SD 1.90 1.49 1.00 1.06 1.73 1.27
SEM 0.55 0.45 0.29 0.30 0.50 0.37
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
t-test results | P = 0.4426 P =0.4347 P =0.6902
t=0.7826 df=21 t=0.7957 df=22 t=0.4039 df=22
standard error of difference = 0.716 standard error of difference = 0.419 | standard error of difference = 0.619

v-w contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.56. The two-tailed P value equals 0.4426, this difference is

considered to be not statistically significant.

0-0 contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals -0.33. The two-tailed P value equals 0.4347, this difference is

considered to be not statistically significant.

n-n contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals -0.25.The two-tailed P value equals 0.6902, this difference is

considered to be not statistically significant.
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regarded as five-minute or end-of-the-day activity if
applied at all.

6.2 Results of the Perception Post-Test

After the experimental period, both groups
underwent another testing and the results for both
groups are presented in Table 2 (Experimental [E.],
Control [C.]).

The implementation of Kagan’s structures
proved quite successful regarding n-n and 0-0 con-
trast, since the difference in accuracy between
the two groups was statistically significant, which
means that the improvement in perception accura-
cy was not due to chance but to beneficial impact of
the applied approach during the experimental peri-
od. Thus, we may conclude that the first hypothesis
of the paper is confirmed, even though there was no
significant difference for the v-w contrast. The pos-
sible reasons for this may be that the experimental
period was too short or that the particular contrast
is more difficult to acquire since there is a “similar”
sound /v/, which is usually regarded as the same so
no special attention is paid to its perception. Never-

Table 2: Perception Post-test

theless, although the difference in perception of the
contrast in question was not statistically significant,
the improvement in accuracy as still greater within
the experimental group, which points to the bene-
fits of the applied approach. The greatest improve-
ment was noticed in perception of interdental fric-
atives, which confirms the assumptions that “new”
sounds are perhaps easier to acquire than the similar
ones. Even though the study showed statistical sig-
nificance in n-1 contrast differentiation, the overall
enhancement was relatively negligible, probably be-
cause the experimental period was not long enough.

Additionally, the improvement in perception
was noticed within both groups, although the exper-
imental group had more favourable results, which
draws attention to the fact that even traditional
group work pronunciation training can positively
affect perception of target sounds and that any kind
of pronunciation training is better than no training
atall.

Target V-w contrast 0-0 contrast n-n contrast
Group I8, C. E. (C; E. C.
Mean 5.67 4.00 5.33 2.75 3.33 2.08
SD 2.42 1.81 1.44 1.14 1.30 1.16
SEM 0.70 0.52 0.41 0.33 0.38 0.34
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
t-test results | P = 0.0695 P =0.0001 P =0.0214
t=1.9085 df =22 t=4.8849 df = 22 t=2.4782 df=22
standard error of difference = 0.873 | standard error of difference = 0.529 standard error of difference = 0.504

v-w contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group 1.67. The two-tailed P value equals 0.0695, this difference is considered

to be not quite statistically significant.

0-0 contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 2.58. The two-tailed P value is less than 0.0001, this difference

is considered to be extremely statistically significant.

n-y contrast The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 1.25.The two-tailed P value equals 0.0214, this difference is con-

sidered to be statistically significant.
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Results of the Production Pre-test tween the experimental and control group before
the beginning of the experiment, which enabled the
commencement of the one-month instruction with
validly distributed groups.

Similarly to perception measurement, the
participants were tested for production accuracy be-
fore the experimental period. Table 3 represents the

results for both groups (Experimental [E.], Control The previously presented poor results in per-
[C.]) ception pre-test go in line with the results in pro-

duction pre-test, which once again confirms the in-
terrelatedness between perception and production
in interlanguage phonology. Inaccurate discrimina-

The results of production pre-test demon-
strated that there was no statistically significant dif-
ference in the production of the target sounds be-

Table 3: Production Pre-test

Target v w i}
Group E. C. E. C. E. C.
Mean 2.92 2.83 3.50 3.58 4.08 4.17
SD 1.24 1.27 1.45 0.90 0.79 1.95
SEM 0.36 0.37 0.42 0.26 0.23 0.56
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
t-test results P=0.8722 P=0.8670 P=0.8920

t=0.1628 t=0.1695 t=0.1374

df =22 df =22 df =22

standard error of difference = 0.512 | standard error of difference = 0.492 | standard error of difference = 0.607
Target 0 )
Group E. C. 18, C.
Mean 1.42 2.00 2.67 2.17
SD 0.51 1.04 0.89 0.83
SEM 0.15 0.30 0.26 0.24
N 12 12 12 12
t-test results | P=0.0967 P=0.1692

t=1.7353 t=14214

df=22 df =22
standard error of difference = 0.336 | standard error of difference = 0.352

/v/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.08, the two-tailed P value equals 0.8722, this difference is considered
to be not statistically significant.

/w/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals -0.08, the two-tailed P value equals 0.8670, this difference is considered
to be not statistically significant.

/y/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals -0.08. The two-tailed P value equals 0.8920. By conventional criteria,
this difference is considered to be not statistically significant.

/6/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals -0.58. The two-tailed P value equals 0.0967. By conventional criteria,
this difference is considered to be not statistically significant.

/0/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.50. The two-tailed P value equals 0.8920. By conventional criteria, this
difference is considered to be not statistically significant.
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tion of contrast resulted in incorrect pronunciation
of the sounds in question, which again underscores
the deficiency of adequate pronunciation training.

The production accuracy was at the lowest
level for /v/ and /0/, the possible reasons being the
fact that /v/ is a “similar” sound and teachers often
omit to stress the differences in phonetic features of
Serbian and English labiodental /v/. Furthermore,
/6/ is a “new” sound category and learners possibly
mispronounce it because of the deficiency of pho-

Table 4: Production Post-test

netic instruction and the unfamiliarity with the
sound.

Results of the Production Post-test

Following the experimental period, the test
on the participants’ production accuracy was re-
peated and the results are presented in the following
table (Experimental [E.], Control [C.]).

The production post-test roughly corre-
sponds to the perception post-test results, which
once again underlines the interrelatedness of the

Target v w 0
Group E. C. E. C. E. C.
Mean 4.67 3.92 5.17 4.58 5.25 4.83
SD 1.67 1.78 2.12 0.67 1.71 1.85
SEM 0.48 0.51 0.61 0.19 0.49 0.53
N 12 12 12 12 12 12
t-test results | P=0.2989 P=0.3742 P=0.5728

t=1.0640 t=0.9071 t=0.5725

df =22 df=22 df =22

standard error of difference = 0.705 standard error of difference = 0.643 | standard error of difference = 0.728
Target 0 d
Group E. C. I8, (C
Mean 3.67 2.42 5.08 2.83
SD 1.15 0.67 1.31 0.83
SEM 0.33 0.19 0.38 0.24
N 12 12 12 12
t-test results | P=0.0037 P<0.0001

t=3.2453 t=5.0138

df =22 df =22

standard error of difference = 0.385 standard error of difference = 0.449

/v/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.75, the two-tailed P value equals 0.2989, this difference is considered
to be not statistically significant.

/w/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.58, the two-tailed P value equals 0.3742, , this difference is considered
to be not statistically significant.

/y/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 0.42. The two-tailed P value equals 0.5728. By conventional criteria, this
difference is considered to be not statistically significant.

/6/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 1.25. The two-tailed P value equals 0.0037. By conventional criteria, this
difference is considered to be very statistically significant.

/0/ The mean of Experimental minus Control Group equals 2.25. The two-tailed P value is less than 0.0001. By conventional criteria,
this difference is considered to be extremely statistically significant.
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two segments of FL pronunciation acquisition.
Namely, the difference in the performance of both
groups was statistically insignificant for the produc-
tion of /v/ and /w/ which goes in line with the re-
sults in perception. Furthermore, the production
of interdental fricatives both the voiced and voice-
less one proved to be statistically significant when
it comes to the difference between the experimental
and the control group. Such results suggest that the
difference in the production of interdental fricatives
was not due to chance, but to the employment of Ka-
gans structures during the experimental period. In-
terestingly enough, even though the perception test
showed statistically significant improvement within
the experimental group for /n/ and /n/, the produc-
tion of /1/ was not significantly different, probably
because the participants did not have enough time
to connect the perception awareness with correct
production. Consequently, we may conclude that
the production results partially confirmed the sec-
ond hypothesis, because the implementation of Ka-
fan’s structures was not equally beneficial for all the
target sounds. However, the improvement in pro-
duction was evident even though it was not statisti-
cally significant.

Regardless, it seems important to note that
the enhancement of production was noticed within
the control group, as well, that received tradition-
al group work pronunciation training, which is why
any kind of pronunciation instruction should be
considered as an integral part of everyday lessons if
one wishes to increase learners’ chances towards na-
tive-like production.

Conclusion

After the presentation of the theoretical back-
ground of the present paper, the results of the con-
ducted research were presented and discussed. The
fundamental idea and aim of the paper was to inves-
tigate the effects of an innovative and different ap-
proach to pronunciation teaching, i.e. the impact of

Kagan’s Structural approach to Cooperative Learn-
ing on Serbian EFL learners’ perception and pro-
duction accuracy.

The research successfully answered the pro-
posed research questions and partially confirmed
both hypotheses, thus the paper demonstrated the
beneficial effects of the implementation of Kagan
structures to pronunciation practice. However, not
all the target sounds examined were equally influ-
enced by the mentioned approach both in the per-
ception and production, which is why further and
more exhaustive research is necessary to establish
the benefits of CLL structures with more certainty.
Moreover, the study once again demonstrated the
interdependence of perception and production, and
confirmed that “similar” sounds are equally diffi-
cult to acquire as the “new” ones. Additionally, the
study pointed to the fact that any kind of pronun-
ciation training is beneficial as opposed to the abso-
lute lack of pronunciation practice, since it improves
learners’ pronunciation awareness and decreases the
chances for strong foreign accent.

Finally, we need to outline the problems and
limitations of the study and provide suggestions for
future research. Namely, the results might have been
different, had the experimental period lasted for a
longer period of time, thus the benefits of the im-
plemented approach could possibly have been seen
in all phonemic contrasts and in the production of
all investigated sounds. Furthermore, the number of
participants was relatively small and insufficient for
drawing more precise and generalized conclusions.
Future research may likewise include older learners
and adults to investigate whether the effect of the ap-
proach in question would similar.

Nevertheless, we may conclude that, regard-
less of the limitations and preliminary nature of the
study, Kagan’s structures may have positive effects
on perception and production and should be con-
sidered as one of the possible resources in an inno-
vative and successful pronunciation teaching.
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Haunna Jeporujesuh
OUIYM, Kparyjepa,

IIPUIMEHA KEJTAHOBMX ,CTPYKTYPA“IIPY YYEERY M3 OBOPA CTPAHOI JE3MKA

Kootiepaitiueno yuere ce nasogu kao jegax og HajiloncerpHujux Upucitlyiia y Hacilasu Cilpanux je-
3uKa, jep yweHuyuma omoiyhasa yiotipedy jesuka y ayiieHUMHUM KOMYHUKATAUSHUM CUTRYAUUJAMA U HA
iaj Hauun tocieutyje uxosy ipamatmuuxky u upaimamuuxy komieimienyujy (Omaggio-Hadley, 2001). Bpoj-
He cillyguje cy fiokasane Ho3uiliueHe eexiiie ipumere HomeHyiol Upuciiyia y Hacitiasu 3601 veia reiosa
HOUYNAPHOCHL HellpecTllato paciiie Ha c6um 08pas3osHum Husouma, ykmwyuyjyhu daxyniieine (Kessler, 1992).
Takohe, yuere clipanol jesuka Kpo3 KooiepaiiueHe aKilUBHOCHIY HATNAUABA AKTTIUEHO yueuthe yueHuKa
PA3UMUTUX HUB0A CHOCOOHOCIIY, KAO U PASIUMUTHOT CilielleHa 3HAtA, THe UM HoMaxe Y gpywineeHoj u
ungueugyannoj nagipagrou (Tsai, 1998; Wei, 1997). YcitewiHocti iomeHyiol Gpucitiytia Hapo4uiiio ce oinega
y akagemckum Hociiuinyhuma yuenuka ca cnadujum HU600M 3HAKA je3UKa, ani ce HUKAKO He cMe 3aHema-
puttiu Hu yciex xoju docitiuncy ognuxauwiu (Cohen, Kulik, 1981).

Tpeda ucimahu ga je usiosop Uociiao ilomano 3avemaper geo Hacilase CHipaHol je3uxa,
Hajeeposailitiuje 3ailo W0 ¢y pasnuduilie meiioge U UPUCHLyiu y HACIA8U UMATU OUpeuHa CIlAHOBULLTILA
kaga je y iuitiary notipeda 3a upeyusnowhy u haunowhy apu usiosopy inacosa u pedu jesuxa Koju ce yuu
(Greenwood, 2002). Uniaxk, 90-itiux ioguna 20. 6exa AUHIBUCITIU Cy TI0HOB0 TlOUeNU ga UCTIUYY 3HAYA] eKCTNU-
yuiHol flogyuasarea u3iosopa, jep oH HAB0GHO tociieutyje ycsajarbe gpyioi jesuxa, a iiume je u Heouxogam
enemenili Haciiaenoi tnana ciapanoi jesuxa (Ellis, 1994; Long, 1996). Otiwiitie je mumimerve ga PoHeiticku
wpenuni mpeda ykwy4uiiu y Haciiaey, jep godap usiosop ciipanol jesuxa iosehasa yueHuuko camoio-
y3gare u iiogcilipex je 3a Heunxudupano yuewihe y gpyuiiieeHum UHepaKyujama y c6aKogHe6HOM HUBOTTLY.

Mmajyhu dpeitixogro HasegeHo y 8ugy, uum Hawel paga 6uo je ga yiuepgumo edexaini iipumene Kejiarosol
CUPYKILY panHoi Upuciyiia KoouepaimusHom yuery Ha uepyetiyujy u upogyKuujy iwojegunux inacosaq emi-
neckoi jesuxa. Hamepa nam je Suna ga yiiepgumo ga nu jegar gpyiauuju Gpuciiyii HAciiaéu u3iosopa mosice
Kopuciiutiiy yueHuyuma ga tpenedpeiny ioiiewskohe u iosehajy Huso momiusayuje 3a y4ere. OcHosHe
iocitiaske Kejianosol tipucitiyiia mehycodHo cy uciipeiineiiiare u 3asuce jegia og gpyie, a io cy: H03UHUEHA
Mehy3a8UCHOCT, UHGUBUGYATHA 0gI0BOPHOCTH, TiogjegHako yuewthe u ucitiospemena unitiepaxyuja (Kagan,
1994), a y pagy cy iiogpoduuje odjawrenu. Kako Sucmo ogiosopunu Ha 4ociiasmpena UCHpaxueauxa iu-
imarea ctiposenu cMo UCHIpaNcusarbe Koje ce caciiojano us gea gena. Jleageceiti u ueiiupu uctiuilanuxa Koju
eninecku yue wipu iogute y tpusaitinoj wikonu (fipocex ioguna = 10,5) Sunu cy ogemwenu y gee ipyiie: ex-
cliepuMeHtanty u Koniiponny. Excilepumeniianya ipyiia je mecey, gana gea uywla HegempHo caili 6pemena
sexcdana tiepueiiyujy u Upogykuufy uumHux inacosa y3 upumeny ogiosapajyhux Kejianosux itiexnuxa, gok
je kouinponna inacose éexcdana Ha WPAGUUUOHANIAH HAYUH KPO3 pag y Ipyiu. VIcauilianuyu cy ipe u iocne
excilepumeniiia Upowiny iecit epuedyuje u ieciti UpogyKkuuje, a pesyaitaiiiu ¢y oKa3anu uo3uiuuean
yinuyaj ipumerveHol meilioga Ha ilepueiiyujy u upogykuujy unitiepgeninantux gpuxaiiuea /3, 0/, gox je me-
wito cnaduju yimuyaj upumehen kog naduogenHiiiannol conaniia /v/, aupokcumaning /w/ u 3agroHei anoi
Hasana /v/, 6eposailino 3001 8pemercke oipanuueHoCiiu excilepumeniia. Mosie ce 3axmyquiiu ga je ucipa-
Husarve, UAKO UPETUMUHAPHO, YCUEULHO 0g1080PUTIO HA UCTUPAXUBAUKA UUTHLAA U geTUMUUHO UOULBPGUIIO
Hociuasmwere xuiotiese.

Kmyune peuu: eninecxu jesux, Kejianose citipyxiliype, Kootiepaitiu6Ho yuerve, U31060p.




