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Abstract

PERCEIVED AND PREFERRED ME'?IﬂZCI)eD-gS?I'O ADULT LANGUAGE LEARNING
2023-2024
Stephanie Lezotte, Ph.D.
Master of Arts in Higher Education
The purpose of this research study is to understand the adult language learners in

formal learning setting and know what do they perceive as the main methods of teaching
and what do they prefer instead. If there is a gap between preferred methods of learning
and perceived methods of learning, then there is a need that needs to be addressed. This is
important because many students find language learning at best ineffective and at worst
impossible. I hypothesize that there will be a difference between adult student perception
and preference because student focuses more on speaking and listening skill over reading
and writing skill. Likewise, | predict that students prefer entertaining media as lessons
materials over traditional forms of learning. To conduct this research, | e-mailed students
enrolled in language courses at Rowan University and invited them to fill out a
quantitative survey. The results came back with most students placing pronunciation
practice, talking to other speakers, and translating as their top methods of learning. This
aligns with the hypothesis that adult students prefer speaking and listening skills over
reading and writing skills. However, the use of entertainment media has shown mixed
results, with the use of social media scoring lower than anticipated at near end of the list
often times. Comparing preferences across different types of learners based on number of
languages known and the script of the language they are learning has revealed that
different groups have different preferences. It would be beneficial for instructors to adjust
accordingly based on the student composition in the classroom.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

An estimate of over half of the world’s population is bilingual (Grosjean 2014,
2020). In some countries, knowing and using two or more languages is a standard
occurrence in everyday life (Grosjean et al., 2013). Being bilingual is nothing special to
them because the majority are bilingual. On the other hand, remaining monolingual in
such an environment seems more unusual. Our monolingual “normal” may not be
“normal” to the rest of the world. Throughout history to the present day, we can see how
knowing another language bridges communication, promotes trade, navigates politics,
and fosters collaborative research (Grosjean, 2010; Grosjean et al., 2013). We lose out
economically, socially, and educationally by not knowing another language in a
globalized world. If we, as educators, want to develop students into becoming
professionals, global citizens, and critical thinkers of the future, we need to take language

learning more seriously.

Statement of the Problem

Growing up in the New Jersey education system — in the state that invested the
most in language learning (American Councils of International Education, 2017) — it was
mandatory for me to take a foreign language starting from secondary and into my tertiary
education. Like many of my peers, we were unable to acquire another language. | have
seen many students over time adopt a quitter’s attitude, being quick to say they were born
without this language learning ability. Yet, every person who can speak knows their

mother tongue. So, it is not a question of capabilities, but a question of what we are doing



or not doing that makes learning another language seem impossible. As an adult heritage
language learner who is bilingual but not biliterate, my own personal journey has shown
me that language learning is not impossible and that there are areas of improvement that
can be made for more effective and efficient learning. If we do not explore this, we as

educators are allowing students to continue struggling in learning another language.

Historical Background and Significance of the Problem

America is known as the melting pot of culture. Immigrants from around the
world can be found here, yet it is also known as “the zone of language extinction” where
mother tongues get replaced by English (Rumbaut & Massey 2013, p. 141). However,
this was not always the case. Historically, America was home to bilingual speakers of
rich linguistic diversity from among the hundreds of indigenous languages (Ethnologue,
2023) to European and African languages of the early settlers and slaves (Rumbaut &
Massey, 2013). Linguistic diversity declined because of colonizing forces, isolation, and
the use of English as the language of instruction and governance (Chiocca, 2019). The
interruption of war, global depression, and restrictive immigration policy by the turn of
the 20th century further reduced bilingualism in American society. In particular, the
National Origins Formula, which placed quotas on each nationality based on their share
of the total population until its abolishment in 1965, fostered a generation of Americans
who grew up in a monolinguistic environment. At its lowest, only 4.7% of Americans
were bilingual (Rumbaut & Massey, 2013). The immigration wave after 1970 has helped
raise the number of bilinguals to a little more than 20% of the country’s population
(Rumbaut & Massey, 2013; Grosjean, 2020). However, history has shown that

immigration is just one part of the solution and if America wants to maintain their current
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linguistic strength, it needs to take a more proactive approach to the preservation and
prosperity of such asset (Rumbaut & Massey, 2013). Education can help maintain and
develop the linguistic diversity in America. Yet, based on 2014-2015 data, on average
approximately 20% of students from K-12 are enrolled in language learning (American
Councils of International Education, 2017). In postsecondary education, the number
enrolled was 8.1% in 2013 and at 6.5% in 2021 (Modern Language Association, 2015,
2023). There is a drastic difference between the United States and other countries where

language learning is compulsory or a compulsory curriculum option (Eurostat, 2023).

Study Objectives and Research Questions

The objectives of this study are to understand: (1) what adult students perceive as
the primary methods of formal language learning, (2) what adult students prefer as their
method of language learning, (3) whether there is a gap between perceived and preferred
methods of language learning, and (4) do factors such bilingualism and language being
learned influence students’ perception and preference? The goal is to identify possible

areas of concern, so educators and students can reassess the methods they are using.

Assumptions and Limitations

This study runs on the assumption that anyone of any age can learn a language if
given the resources and support. It does not examine the efficiency of methods or student
motivation for learning another language. Likewise, it does not ask for student’s previous
education, performance, or level of proficiency in the language they are learning.
Additionally, the study does not ask what languages do bilingual or multilingual students

know besides English. This is to reduce the risk of deducting the identity of the



participants and because it is beyond the scope of this study to analyze how each
individual’s language interacts with the language they are currently learning. Finally,
because the target sample size was not reached, findings may not be representative of the

adult language learner population.

Operational Definitions

The loose definition of bilingualism is knowing how to speak more than one
language. However, for this study bilingual(-ism) will strictly refer to the ability to speak
two languages and multilingual(-ism) will be used for three or more languages. For those
who understand a second language, but do not speak it they will be referred to as
receptive bilingual. Since they do not know how to speak a second language, they will
not be counted towards bilingual subgroup. When asking or referring to the number of

languages the individual knows, the study refers to this as their lingual ability.

Hypothesis

The hypothesis is that there is a gap between perceived and preferred methods of
adult language learning. The gap is the result of students (1) favoring speaking and
listening skills over reading and writing skills and (2) favoring entertaining media lessons
over traditional book and paper lessons. Moreover, | hypothesize that simultaneous
bilinguals share more similarities with monolinguals than their sequential bilingual
counterparts because sequential bilinguals have the advantage of prior successful adult

learning experiences while simultaneous bilinguals do not.



Outline of the Study

The study invites readers who are interested in language learning to learn more
about the subject. Chapter 2 contains the literature review and readers are recommended
to read the Basic Terms and Concepts section as it provides basic understanding and
definitions. The section Dimensions of Language provides information on the different
modes of communication, its subparts, and how languages interact with each other. The
section Age and Ability will explore how age is just one factor that influences language
acquisition rate and section Formal Learning in college setting expands on why college
students are an important group to study on. Chapter 3 details the methodologies used in
this study and what were the considerations made when designing the survey. Chapter 4
will report the results collected from the data and Chapter 5 will explore what the results

may imply, areas of improvement, and next actions.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

Basic Terms and Concepts

What is Language?

Language is the system we use to communicate with one another consisting of
grammar and vocabulary. Grammar is the framework of language that gives certain
utterances, words, and phrases meaning while separating the rest as nonsensical (Reis,
2011). Vocabulary are the meaningful units that give name to the myriad of thoughts,
feelings, objects and experiences we encounter in life. These constraints are what makes
each language unique. However, what constitutes language is more complex. The
distinction between language and dialect is blurry and often debated, for there are no
clear boundaries (Van Rooy, 2020). Like colors, language has a continuum. The most
popular method is the mutual intelligibility test. If there is high similarity between
languages or they are mutually intelligible then we are looking at dialects. If there is low
similarity between languages or they are mutually unintelligible then we are looking at
languages. However, there are flaws with this method. Would one label it a language or a
dialect when there is asymmetrical intelligibility? What would that make of socially,
culturally, and politically accepted languages and dialects disregarding mutual
intelligibility (Van Rooy, 2020)? Therefore, there are no straightforward answers to
questions like “How many world languages are there” or “How many bilinguals are
there.” Not only is it difficult to collect complete data, but each nation defines language

and dialect differently. To get a concrete answer, one would need to address the



language-or-dialect issue and, currently, researchers can only give estimates based on

available data.

Defining Bilingualism

Language acquisition is one of the focuses of applied linguistics, which is the
study of language for practical purposes like improving education and literacy. The terms
first language, L1, native language, and mother tongue describe the language(s) the users
were exposed to and learned as a toddler. Likewise, the terms second language and L2
are used to describe languages acquired later in life. Early bilingual research centered
around the monolingual framework. However, more researchers have questioned the
previous assumptions (Grosjean, 2008). Contrary to common belief, an individual can
have more than one first language if they learned multiple languages between birth and
early childhood, usually before schooling takes place (Cenoz et al., 2001; Grosjean,
2010). They are sometimes referred to as simultaneous bilinguals to differentiate them
from sequential bilinguals who learned another language at a later age (Cenoz et al.,
2001; Grosjean et al., 2013). Rarely are bilinguals perfectly balanced in both languages;
nor is it given that a bilingual’s dominant language has to be their first language
(Grosjean, 2008). Losing the ability to understand a language is not uncommon.
Language attrition can be seen in many immigrant families, where they lose the ability to
understand their cultural language as they adopt the language of their host country
(Grosjean, 2010). This should not be confused with losing the ability to speak the
language, as there are passive bilinguals — also known as receptive bilinguals — who
understand but do not speak another language (Grosjean et al., 2013; Sherkina-Lieber,

2020). Likewise, not every bilingual person knows how to read or write in each language
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they know. Individuals who can read or write in more than one language are referred to
as biliterate. Based on these statements, it is clear bilingualism looks different in each
person. While each research may use a slightly different definition of bilingualism, it will
always refer to someone who knows more than one language. However, for the context of
this study, bilingualism will strictly mean the use of two languages and multilingualism

for three or more languages.

Dimensions of Language

Spoken vs. Written Language

The book, The Idea of Writing opens with a compelling statement, that borrowing
is a central feature throughout the history of writing systems and only in three or four
known instances was script invented independently without prior knowledge or exposure
(De Voogt, 2012). Invented script gradually developed from signs into lexical items
through incremental awareness of writing. On the other hand, the process from script to
writing is relatively sudden for borrowed scripts as the majority of the work is completed
for them before refitting the script to their language. Without script, writing cannot occur.
When one combines this understanding with the knowledge that all writing systems are to
some degree based on the phonology (sound inventory) of the language (Sproat, 2022),
including logographic languages like Chinese (Dematte, 2022; Lurie, 2006) and
constructed languages like Klingon (Punske et al., 2020), it is clear that for every written
language there is the spoken equivalent, but not every spoken language has a written
equivalent. This highlights a few differences between spoken and written language. There

are more spoken languages than there are written languages, spoken languages are



quicker to change than written languages, and learning is different between spoken and
written language due to their natural differences. With enough exposure, a child will
naturally learn the spoken language of their parents, but unless taught, they will not

naturally learn the written language as seen with illiterate adults.

The Four Language Skills

Listening, speaking, reading, and writing comprise the four skills in
language. Theoretically, we separate the skills from one another, especially when
assessing a student’s performance. Truthfully, the four skills are interdependent. They
can be divided into production skills (speaking and writing) and comprehension skills
(listening and reading) (Nan, 2018). Comprehension serves as the basis of production, for
production without comprehension would have no meaning. One should not assume
because comprehension skills are receptive skills, they are passive ways of learning. On
the contrary, comprehension skills require active participation to understand what is
being communicated (Spataro & Bloch, 2018). It should not come as a surprise that
listening skills are regarded as the most important and most utilized skill of language
(Martinez-Flor & Us6-Juan, 2006). Likewise, instead of teaching each skill separately, it
will be more effective to do it together since the skills are interdependent (Nan, 2018).
Comprehension enables production while production enforces comprehension. Listening
skills help speaking skills and, vice versa, speaking skills help listening skills. This
applies to reading and writing skills too. Similarly, there is a positive transfer between the
two comprehension skills, listening and reading, and production skills, speaking and

writing.



Language Distance and Awareness

Among the factors that make language learning difficult is the language distance
between their known language and the language they are learning. The viewpoint that
bilingualism can harm or benefit a child’s linguistic development is rooted in the
understanding that knowledge between languages transfers over to one another (Grosjean
et al., 2013). The more two languages share phonologically, vocabulary, grammatically,
or even script (Cook & Bassetti, 2005) the more the languages are similar and can
mediate the learning and development of the L2 learner. Conversely, the more two
languages differ from one another, the more the differences can interfere with the
learning and acquisition of the language (Finn & Hudson Kam, 2008). It is an easy
mistake to judge the language distance based on the script’s appearance and geographic
proximity to language origin. While it may point to a common genealogy, it does not tell
everything. For example, based on the visual appearance of the script and geographic
distance, Korean seems closer to Chinese than it is to English. However, Hangul is an
alphabetic writing system that is similar to English than Chinese logographs (Kim et al.,
2016). This difference is shown in trilinguals’ fMRI scans. Korean speakers showed
greater assimilation to the English language while showing greater accommodation to the
Chinese language due to the respective script’s transparency and opaqueness to
phonology. Yet, when analyzing word order, Chinese shares the same sentence structure,
subject-verb-object (SVO), as English while Korean follows the subject-object-verb
(SOV). Grammatically speaking, Chinese and English speakers will have an easier time
learning and translating each other's language than they would if it were Korean because

of the familiarity of word placement (Zheng & Park, 2013). Therefore, language distance
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can be a good determinate for how difficult or easy language learning would be for the
individual learner depending on what languages they already know and the degree of
linguistic knowledge they can utilize. Although much of the emphasis was placed on L1’s
impact on L2’s learning, the transfer of linguistic knowledge can go both ways and L2

could influence L1 (Grosjean et al., 2013).

The transfer of linguistic knowledge can have a positive or negative affect on the
learning process, but if the learner is aware of why it is difficult and where the
differences are then it can help mitigate some of the interference. This knowledge or
awareness is what some may refer to as metalinguistic awareness. Metalinguistic
awareness is the ability to view language outside the context of speech in order to reflect
on language as a system of communication, analyze the working of its parts, and
manipulate the forms and structures to create meaning (Reder et al., 2013). However,
knowing another language is not the only way to increase the benefits of linguistic
transfer. Students can increase their metalinguistic awareness through explicit knowledge

of language (D’Angelo & Sorace, 2022).

Age and Ability

When it comes to age and the ability to learn a language, nothing is as well-
known as the critical period hypothesis (CPH) (Grosjean et al., 2013). It is believed that if
language learning does not take place during the critical window of time, then the
constraints of brain development will prevent the individual from acquiring the language.
However, the beginnings of CPH stem from understanding a child’s first language

acquisition, not second language acquisition (SLA). It is difficult to study a child’s first
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language development under isolation because such research is unethical to conduct.
While researchers can analyze preexisting cases of feral and confined children, it is hard
to separate the impact trauma has on their linguistic development. In comparison, the
effects of age on second language acquisition are easier to study and results yield
significant practical benefits. For second language acquisition, it is more accurate to
describe the window of opportunity as the sensitive period instead of the critical period.
Age of acquisition influences the level of fluency and pronunciation of L2 (Norrman &
Bylund, 2016); however, the sensitivity period might be longer than assumed.
Performance hits a plateau until it sharply declines around the age of 17-18 (Hartshorne
et al., 2018). There are speculations on whether age is as big as a contributing factor for
why there is a decline in second language acquisition rate than previously thought.
Another explanation for the decline is due to ages 17-18 being associated with social
changes of becoming an adult in many cultures (Hartshorne et al., 2018). The increase
responsibilities and commitments in life decrease the opportunities to learn a language.
Hence the low acquisition rate of adults. However, native pronunciation is just one aspect
of measuring performance. Grammar and vocabulary, as well as efficiency are important
metrics to consider when comparing adult and children language learning. Depending on
the assessment, adults can score better than children (De Jong, 2016; Newport, 2020).
Additionally, age is just one factor of many for adult learners as education level and years
of exposure have similar influences on language performance (Rumbaut & Massey,
2013). Therefore, age should not be the determining reason as to why an individual

cannot or should not learn a language. Age may decrease one’s chances of acquiring
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another language or becoming fluent, but the challenge does not make it impossible to

learn.

Formal Learning in College Setting

Evidently, being an adult language learner has its advantages and draw backs, and
educators should leverage the difference for optimal learning. Since adults cannot
outperform children when it comes to implicit language learning, adults should capitalize
on their explicit learning advantage (Bialystok, 2011; Ellis, 2011). Implicit and explicit
learning are not mutually exclusive and like the four language skills mentioned before,
the two can influence each other by aiding the other’s process (Bialystok, 2011; Chang et
al., 2012; Ellis, 2011). Therefore, when adults expand on their explicit knowledge it helps
them take notice and gain better implicit understanding of the language they are trying to
learn. In other words, adults and children should use both types of learning to maximize

their linguistic gain. However, it is where they focus on and excel at that are different.

Still, having knowledge is not enough for language acquisition. Learners must
transform knowledge into automatic or controlled process (Ellis et al., 2009). Formal
learning can provide adult students the explicit knowledge, intentional practice, and
meaningful feedback they need to help with their language development. With this
perspective in mind, instructors serve an important role that cannot be filled by just
anyone. Although it may be the students first instinct to find a native speaker to be their
teacher, relying on native speaker proficiency is not a sufficient qualification for a
profession that requires greater knowledge, understanding, patience, and teaching

experience (Reis, 2011). Immersion and informal learning are good ways to learn a
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language, but one should not totally discount classroom learning because each has their

merits and cons.

Summary

Language is more than the encoding of information. What separates language
from other forms of communication is grammar and vocabulary. Language is a
continuum of dialects and the mutual intelligibility test is not enough to determine
whether something is a language or a dialect. There can be social and political reasons as
well as asymmetrical intelligibility at play. Therefore, bilingualism may look different
depending on how each nation or individual defines language and dialect. Likewise, there
are different forms of bilingualism; the ability to understand but not speak two languages
is known as receptive bilingualism, the ability to speak two languages one was exposed
to during early childhood is known as simultaneous bilingualism, and the ability to speak
two languages learned at a later age is known as sequential bilingualism. Bilingualism

has also been loosely used to refer to those who speak three or more languages.

When an individual knows how to read or write in more than one language, we
refer to them as biliterate. This leads to the two modes of language communication;
spoken and written. Spoken language can be learned though enough immersion, however
written language cannot be learned through immersion and must be taught. Also, written
language cannot exist without script nor can they exist without their spoken language
equivalent because all writing system is in part derived from the sound inventory of the
language. Each mode of communication has two skills; comprehension skills and

production skills. Comprehension skills are listening and reading, while production skills

14



are speaking and writing. Do not mistaken comprehension skills as passive learning
simply for being receptive skills because it requires active involvement to understand
what is being said or written. When one is able to focus and reflect on language beyond
the literal to analyze and manipulate its parts to create meaning, we call this
metalinguistic awareness. We can develop this ability with implicit or explicit knowledge
through knowing language(s) or linguistic. Linguistic knowledge can be transferred from
one language to another (assimilation) and reconcile the differences (accommodation)
depending on the language distance of the known and learnt language. Language distance
and metalinguistic ability can be indicators as to how difficult learning a specific

language could be.

Therefore, age is just one of the many factors that impact language acquisition
rate. Yet, its prevalence can be contributed to critical period hypothesis (CPH) that
explains the effects age has on language acquisition including obtaining native
pronunciation. However, CPH’s original focus was on first language acquisition and not
second language acquisition. For second language learners, it would be more accurate to
refer to it as the sensitive period instead of critical period. Likewise, lacking an accent is
just one way to assess proficiency. Other measures of performance include, but are not
limited to grammar, vocabulary, and speed of processing. These are areas adults may
score higher than children. Hence why researchers do not focus solely on children
language acquisition, but study adults as well. Since adults learn differently from
children, instructors should find out what adult students want and implement teaching
methods that works with their strengths and weaknesses to achieve those goals. For these

reasons, | find adult learning and formal learning so important that I chose to focus on it
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in this study with college students enrolled in a language course. Almost all college
students are 18 or older and in order to be a language professor one must complete
extensive training. Both of which fulfills the adult learning requirement and formal
learning requirement. Chapter 3 describes the methodology | designed to understand this

research.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

Context of the Study

The study took place at Rowan University after IRB approval. Rowan University
is a public research institution located in south New Jersey. They have a large and
predominately White student population with approximately 22,000 students enrolled in
2023-2024 school year. Nearly all the students are New Jersey residents. Here, students
are not required to take a language course to graduate. Therefore, students voluntarily
registered themselves to a language learning. The language classes they offered for spring
2024 semester are; Arabic, American Sign Language, Chinese, French, German, Italian,

Japanese, Latin, Quechua, Russian, and Spanish.

Population Criteria

The study is on adult learners’ perception and preference for language learning
methods. While adult learners in higher education typically refer to nontraditional
students of age 25 and older, Hartshorne’s (2018) research has shown that the ability (or
opportunity) to learn another language sharply declines at age 18. The basis of this study
is the belief that adults can still learn a language despite the decline in fluency. Hence, |
used the age of majority to define adult learners. For our first population criteria, | limited
the research to respondents 18 or older. The second criterion is students must currently be
enrolled in a language course. This targets students who have an interest in language
learning, especially since students are not required to take a language course to graduate
at the recruitment site. Likewise, the data collection instrument asks for students’
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perception of formal learning and would be best to ask them while still in class. However,
I limited my study to spoken language. As a result, I did not survey students enrolled in
American Sign Language. Because | do not want to imply who should and should not
learn a language or who can and cannot learn a language, | included individuals with

learning or neurological disabilities to participate in my survey.

Sample and Recruitment

Since one of the study objectives of this research is to find out if different factors
like lingual ability influence perception and preference of learning methods, surveying
the whole population ensures | get representative data for each subgroup. | used the
section tally to find out what language classes are offered and to estimate the population
size. Based on previous years’ enrollment, I estimated the population size to be no more
than 1,200 with the actual numbers being less when considering some students may be
double counted for enrolling in multiple language classes. With a population of
approximately 1,200, | would need to obtain 292 survey responses with a 95%
confidence level and 5% margin of error to ensure my data are representative of the

population.

Participants were recruited through Rowan email based on the language courses
they were enrolled in. Using IRB approved recruitment language, participants were sent
an email explaining why they were emailed, the purpose of the research, and invited them
to participate in a survey by clicking on the anonymous link to the Qualtrics survey. The

survey reiterated the same information and by selecting the checkboxes, they confirmed
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their eligibility and consent to their participation in the survey. No personal identifiers are

collected and no monetary incentive were provided.

Survey Design

This is a quantitative research study to understand adult student perception and
preferences in formal language learning. Research was conducted through an online
survey with three sections. The first section was basic multiple-choice, demographic
questions asked for their age, learning or neurological disability, lingual ability, and
language enrolled in. The second section and third section involved a matrix rating scale
question. The first matrix in the second section asked students how frequently do they
perceive the following methods to be used in class. The options were: often, sometimes,
and rarely/never. The second matrix in the third section asked students how agreeable
would they be to the following methods if used in class. The options were: preferred,

maybe, and not preferred. The final design was a short 5-minute or less survey.

A few considerations were made during the design process of the survey such as
taking into account of survey fatigue, privacy, and the tradeoff between accuracy and
understandability (Fowler & Cosenza, 2009; Story & Tait, 2019). First, | assessed the risk
of deducting student identity based on certain demographic questions asked. After careful
consideration, | made the deliberate choice not to ask students what language beyond
English do they know. Student identity can be easily deduced based what they know and
the language course they are enrolled in. Furthermore, analyzing how known language

interacts with learning another language is beyond the scope of this research anyway.
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Likewise, | considered how much do participants know about bilingualism and
the different types out there. | needed to provide an explanation that ensures consistent
understanding without harming the response rate. Based on the research reviewed in
Chapter 2 Defining Bilingualism and Age and Ability, there is no agreed upon cutoff age
separating simultaneous and sequential bilingual (Cenoz et al., 2001; Grosjean, 2010;
Grosjean et al., 2013). In addition, researchers have moved away from mindset that two
monolinguals’ mind reside in a bilingual. In fact, it is common for bilingual children to
experience uneven development of two languages that does not properly showcase their
true abilities (Grosjean, 2010; Grosjean et al., 2013). With this in mind, | focused on what
that learning experience was like. This works in favor of increasing response rate because
it takes into the consideration that participants may have difficulty in recalling age of first
exposure towards their known language (Fowler & Cosenza, 2009). In my survey,
simultaneous bilinguals are defined as individuals who learned to speak two languages at
the same time and sequential bilinguals are defined as individuals who learned a second
language after learning their first language. The survey question asked participants to
select the response that best describes them with the most demanding answer first and the
least demanding answer at bottom. The order goes as (1) multilingual, (2) simultaneous
bilingual, (3) sequential bilingual, (4) receptive bilingual, (5) monolingual. Each answer
follows the “I am [insert type of lingual].” format followed by a brief description defining

each ability.

Collecting Data

Data were gathered from the survey responses and responses were collected from

the participants through an online anonymous survey. The survey ran from February to
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March 2024, and reminders were sent on February 15, February 26, and March 18.
Responses were kept only on secure, Rowan-approved storage options and only myself
and my thesis advisor had access to the data. After completion of the thesis, the data will

be destroyed.

Data Analysis

The analysis has three parts to it. The first part analyzes what do students perceive
to be the main methods of language learning used in classrooms. The second part
analyzes what do students prefer to be the methods used in language learning. The third
part analyzes if there are differences between what students want (prefer) minus what
they are experiencing (perceive). The three-part analysis would be applied to all the
student responses to get a general view of trends. It would also be applied to different
subgroups based on what the data collected can viably offer. This means possibly looking
at different age subgroups, learning or neurological disability, lingual ability, and the
language they are currently learning at Rowan. All data would be presented in

percentages and unless otherwise noted.

Data will be organized in the following fashion. Tables will list out the percentage
of each response with the methods always listed in the same order for easy comparison.
For the difference between preference and perception, positive numbers are the
percentage increase of students wanting to see the method being utilized more.
Conversely, negative numbers are the percentage decrease. To better visualize the data
bar charts and stacked bar charts were use. Both charts will list the methods from most

preferred to least preferred. Stacked bar charts show how each method are perceived or
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preferred. Meanwhile, bar charts show the difference in preferences with the larger bars
representing bigger change and the smaller bars representing little change. The
differences are between preferences and perception of the whole population to find
general trends and areas of improvement. It will also look for any differences between the

subgroups and general population.
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Chapter 4

Findings

Profile of the Population

Only 35 students answered the survey. Majority of the participants was 19-22
years old (n = 31) with a few older students (n = 4), the oldest being 42 years old.
Monolinguals comprised a third of the group (n = 12) as with bilinguals (n = 11). Broken
down, there are nine sequential bilingual and two simultaneous bilinguals which matches
with simultaneous bilingual being the minority of bilinguals (Grosjean, 2010). Receptive
bilinguals comprise 20 percent of the participants (n = 7) and multilinguals comprise
approximately 15 percent (n = 5). Of the languages courses offered at Rowan, a close
third of the students were taking Spanish classes (n = 10) followed by Japanese (n = 7),
French (n = 6), and Italian (n = 5). Tied near second to last with two participants are
Arabic, German, and Russian. Finally, one participant was taking Chinese. The languages
French, German, Italian, and Spanish use the Latin alphabet for their writing system.
Collectively, 60 percent (n = 21) are learning a Latin script language. The remaining 40
percent of students taking Arabic, Chinese, Japanese and Russian were learning a non-

Latin script language.

Perception and Preference of Students

Table 1 shows students perception of how frequently utilized are the following
methods in class alongside their preference. Practice pronunciation is the most utilized
method at 85.7 percent, followed by reading-out-loud at 80 percent, translating at 65.7
percent and talking to other speakers at 62.9 percent. Learning linguistic and transcribing
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comes close to being utilized often half the time at 45.7 percent. Practicing script writing
is either utilized often or rarely/never. Only 11.4 percent responded with sometimes, 34.3
percent responded with often and 54.3 percent responded with rarely/never. This aligns
closely with my population of 40 percent learning a non-Latin script and 60 percent
learning a Latin script. Conversely, the largest responses for sometimes are creative
writing (45.7 percent), learning etymology (45.7 percent), and role-playing (37.1
percent). Do note that learning etymology is evenly split between sometimes used and
rarely/never used at 45.7 percent with only 8.6 percent responding with often used. While
the methods are not used often, they are being utilized at least half the time. The least
utilized methods in class are singing-along activities at 77.1 percent, both watching
movies and listening to audiobooks at 74.3 percent, using social media at 71.4 percent

and reading books or comics at 60 percent for rarely/never.

As for student preferences, practicing pronunciation remains the most preferred
method of language learning at 91.4 percent. Translating and talking to other speakers
maintain top spots at 88.6 percent and 85.7 percent. Following in fourth place is
transcribing at 74.3 percent with reading-out-loud being tenth place at 62.9 percent.
Singing along and karaoke remain the least popular method of learning whether it is
students’ preference or its utilization in class. However, if we include the students who
might be open to the learning method (those who selected maybe) then it is not in last
place. In last place would be practicing script writing, role-playing, and using social
media at 42.9 percent, 40 percent, and 37.1 percent respectively. That is more than
singing-along and karaoke with 34.3 percent of students responding not preferred. In fact,

student responses are almost equally distributed among preferred, maybe, and not
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preferred. In addition, role playing and using social media are almost evenly split
between preferred method of learning and not preferred method of learning with
approximately 40 percent of students responded preferred or not preferred and
approximately 20 percent of students responded with maybe preferred. Lastly, creative

writing had the most students responding with maybe preferred at 45.7 percent.

Comparing Figure 1 and Figure 2, we can see that generally speaking students are
open to most of the methods shown on the list. Students would not be against seeing the
listed methods being utilized more often and are open to trying some out. The only
exception to this is the reading-out-loud method for majority of students, besides

multilinguals, find the method overutilized and would prefer to being used less often.

Figure 1

Perceived Language Learning Methods
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Figure 2
Preferred Language Learning Methods

practice pronunciation
translating

talking to other speakers
transcribing

listening to music
gamified lessons or apps
learning linguistics

reading books, comic
watching movies, tv shows
read-out-loud

learning etymology
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio
role-playing

using social media
creative writing

practicing script writing
singing-along, karaoke

o
N
o
N
o
(o2}
o
e}
o
=
o

0

mpreferred mmaybe ®not preferred

26



Lc

Table 1
Students’ Perceived Versus Preferred Methods of Language Learning

Perception Preference

Methods often sometimes rarely/never preferred maybe not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 8.6 171 74.3 62.9 34.3 2.9
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 11.4 14.3 74.3 45.7 37.1 17.1
listening to music 25.7 25.7 48.6 71.4 25.7 2.9
reading books, comic 22.9 171 60.0 65.7 25.7 8.6
role-playing 28.6 37.1 34.3 42.9 17.1 40.0
read-out-loud 80.0 17.1 2.9 62.9 25.7 11.4
creative writing 17.1 45.7 37.1 34.3 45.7 20.0
practicing script writing 34.3 114 54.3 34.3 22.9 42.9
singing-along, karaoke 5.7 17.1 77.1 28.6 37.1 34.3
learning etymology 8.6 45.7 45.7 45.7 40.0 14.3
learning linguistics 45.7 40.0 14.3 65.7 25.7 8.6
practice pronunciation 85.7 8.6 5.7 91.4 8.6 0.0
talking to other speakers 62.9 28.6 8.6 85.7 114 2.9
using social media 8.6 20.0 71.4 40.0 22.9 37.1
gamified lessons or apps 20.0 22.9 57.1 71.4 171 114
translating 65.7 34.3 0.0 88.6 8.6 2.9

transcribing 45.7 314 22.9 74.3 22.9 2.9




Differences Between Preferred and Perceived Learning Methods

Looking only at the difference between preferred methods of learning and often
utilized method of learning, Table 2 shows almost all methods having positive difference
meaning students would agree to the method being used more often in class. In other
words, majority of the methods are being underutilized. The only exception is reading-
out-loud having negative difference meaning students would prefer the method being
utilized less often.

Figure 3 sorts the differences from largest to smallest. The biggest differences
were watching movies and TV shows at 54.3 percent, gamified lessons or apps at 51.4
percent, listening to music at 45.7 percent, and reading books and comics at 42.9 percent.
Referring back to Figure 1, watching movies and TV shows was the only method to be
often utilized at less than 10 percent, almost 75 percent of the time being rarely or never
used. The other three methods saw almost twice the amount usage at 20 percent, 25.7
percent, and 22.9 percent.

Table 2 and Figure 3 seem to show no differences between preference and
perception for practicing script writing. It would imply that instructors are utilizing this
learning method in class at just the right amount for students to feel satisfied. However,
referring back to data in Table 1, 11.4 percent more students (totaling to 22.9 percent)
would be open to the idea of practicing script writing (those who selected maybe). Seeing
as how learners of other scripts make up 40 percent of the population and 34.3 percent
already selected preferred, it makes one wonder where the extra numbers are coming
from. Upon closer inspection, it is revealed that the 11.4 percent of students were learners

of Latin-script language. There might be a positive connection between practicing script
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writing in class and preferring it as a learning method. As seen in learners of non-Latin
script, if students do not practice script writing in class (those who selected rarely/never)
then they do not prefer it as their learning method. In contrast, if learners of non-Latin
script do practice script writing (those who selected often or maybe) then they would

prefer it as their learning method.

Figure 3
Differences Between Students’ Most Preferred and Often Perceived Learning Methods
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Table 2
Differences Between Students’ Most Preferred and Often Perceived Learning Methods

—— Preference Perception Difference
preferred often

watching movies, tv shows 62.9 8.6 54.3
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 45.7 11.4 34.3
listening to music 71.4 25.7 45.7

reading books, comic 65.7 22.9 42.9
role-playing 42.9 28.6 14.3
read-out-loud 62.9 80.0 -17.1

creative writing 34.3 17.1 17.1

practicing script writing 34.3 34.3 0.0
singing-along, karaoke 28.6 5.7 22.9
learning etymology 45.7 8.6 37.1
learning linguistics 65.7 45.7 20.0
practice pronunciation 91.4 85.7 5.7
talking to other speakers 85.7 62.9 22.9
using social media 40.0 8.6 31.4
gamified lessons or apps 71.4 20.0 51.4
translating 88.6 65.7 22.9

transcribing 74.3 45.7 28.6
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Preferences of Students Based on Their Lingual Ability

Common trends found across all language learners were preferring translating
over transcribing, preferring to learn linguistics over etymology, preferring gamified
lessons or apps over social media, and practicing pronunciation placed in first or second

place as preferred learning method.

Looking at Figure 4, monolinguals prefer gamified lessons and listening to music
over talking to other speakers. Here are the following numbers from Table 3: 83.3 percent
for gamified lessons, 75 percent for listening to music with 25 percent as maybe, and 75
percent for talking to other speakers with 16.7 percent as maybe. Yet they are also the
most willing to try singing-along and karaoke as a learning method with only 16.7

percent of students being against it.

Receptive bilinguals value learning linguistics and etymology the highest out of
all speakers with etymology tied with practicing pronunciation and talking to other
speakers at 71.4 percent. Placed even higher was learning linguistics at 85.7 percent of
students saying they would prefer this method as shown in Figure 5. Additionally,
receptive bilinguals would rather do creative writing with 14.3 percent not preferring it
than compared with the 42.9 percent of students against listening to audiobooks,

podcasts, or the radio.

The most popular method for bilinguals was talking to other speakers (100
percent preferred). This was placed above practicing pronunciation as shown in Figure 6.
Practicing pronunciation was tied with watching movies and translating at 90.9 percent.

They are the only group to prefer movie watching than listening to music. Bilinguals
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were also the most receptive using social media as a learning method compared to other
speakers at 18.2 percent of students being against with multilinguals coming in second at
20 percent. Additionally, bilingual speakers were the most receptive to practicing script
writing at 27.3 percent of students responding not preferred in comparison to the other

groups of students responding with 40 percent or more as seen in Table 3.

Multilinguals are very receptive to reading-out-loud as method of learning, tying
with practice pronunciation and talking to other speakers as seen in Figure 7 (100 percent
preferred). However, role playing is their least preferred learning method at 80 percent of
students being against it. They are the only group of speakers that would prefer singing-

along and karaoke than role-playing.

Figure 4

Preferred Learning Methods for Monolingual Students
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Figure 5
Preferred Learning Methods for Receptive Bilingual Students
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Figure 6
Preferred Learning Methods for Bilingual Students
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Figure 7
Preferred Learning Methods for Multilingual Students
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Table 3

Learning Method Preferences of Students Based on Their Lingual Ability

Monolingual (n = 12)

Receptive Bilingual (n =7)

Methods preferred maybe not preferred preferred maybe not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 58.3 41.7 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 25.0 58.3 16.7 14.3 42.9 429
listening to music 75.0 25.0 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0
reading books, comic 58.3 41.7 0.0 57.1 28.6 14.3
role-playing 50.0 16.7 33.3 42.9 28.6 28.6
read-out-loud 58.3 25.0 16.7 57.1 14.3 28.6
creative writing 16.7 41.7 41.7 42.9 42.9 14.3
practicing script writing 33.3 16.7 50.0 42.9 14.3 42.9
singing-along, karaoke 25.0 58.3 16.7 28.6 28.6 42.9
learning etymology 58.3 33.3 8.3 71.4 28.6 0.0
learning linguistics 66.7 25.0 8.3 85.7 14.3 0.0
practice pronunciation 100.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 28.6 0.0
talking to other speakers 75.0 16.7 8.3 71.4 28.6 0.0
using social media 25.0 25.0 50.0 28.6 14.3 57.1
gamified lessons or apps 83.3 8.3 8.3 42.9 28.6 28.6
translating 100.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 14.3 14.3
transcribing 83.3 16.7 0.0 57.1 42.9 0.0




LE

Bilingual (n = 11)

Multilingual (n =5)

Methods preferred maybe not preferred preferred maybe not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 90.9 9.1 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 72.7 18.2 9.1 80.0 20.0 0.0
listening to music 81.8 9.1 9.1 80.0 20.0 0.0
reading books, comic 72.7 9.1 18.2 80.0 20.0 0.0
role-playing 45.5 18.2 36.4 20.0 0.0 80.0
read-out-loud 54.5 45.5 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
creative writing 36.4 54.5 9.1 60.0 40.0 0.0
practicing script writing 36.4 36.4 27.3 20.0 20.0 60.0
singing-along, karaoke 36.4 9.1 54.5 20.0 60.0 20.0
learning etymology 27.3 54.5 18.2 20.0 40.0 40.0
learning linguistics 45.5 36.4 18.2 80.0 20.0 0.0
practice pronunciation 90.9 9.1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
talking to other speakers 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
using social media 63.6 18.2 18.2 40.0 40.0 20.0
gamified lessons or apps 72.7 27.3 0.0 80.0 0.0 20.0
translating 90.9 9.1 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0
transcribing 72.7 27.3 0.0 80.0 0.0 20.0




Differences in Preference for Students Based on Their Lingual Ability

Some interesting patterns are revealed when comparing the preferability of
methods between the subgroups based on lingual ability and the general population. To
begin, monolinguals and receptive bilinguals favor learning etymology more than
bilinguals and multilinguals. There is a preference difference of +12.6 percent for
monolinguals and +25.7 percent for receptive bilinguals. As for bilinguals and
multilinguals, those figures are -18.4 percent and -25.7 percent. Refer to Tables 4, 5, 6,
and 7 for complete data. This pattern is reversed for listening to audiobooks, podcasts, or
radio. Monolinguals and receptive bilinguals show a decrease in preference while the
opposite is true for bilinguals and multilinguals. The percentage of difference is as
follows: -20.7 percent for monolinguals, -31.4 percent for receptive bilinguals, 27 percent
for bilinguals and 34.3 percent for multilinguals. The same pattern can be found with the
method talking to other speakers. Monolinguals and receptive bilinguals do not prefer

this method, while bilinguals and multilinguals prefer this method.

Monolingual make up the majority of the student population and therefore, it
makes sense that their data will closely resemble the general population. None of the
methods show a greater than 20 percent difference between preferences for monolinguals
and the general population. This can be seen in Table 4 and Figure 8. They have almost
equal number of methods they would prefer more to methods they would prefer less of
being utilized in class in comparison to the general population. They are also the only
group to not favor creative writing as a learning method while all the other subgroups
shown increased openness towards using it as a learning method (multilinguals being the

group that favors it the most).
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Receptive bilinguals were the most selective with their learning methods with less
students responding with preferred and more students responding to maybe or not
preferred. This can be seen when comparing Figure 9 to Figure 8, 10, and 11. Most
notable was watching movies and listening to audiobooks having a -34.3 percent and
-31.4 percent difference. Both gamified lessons and listening to music had a -28.6 percent
difference. Receptive bilinguals were also the only group to prefer these methods less
than the general population. All the other speakers shown more interest in using it as their
preferred learning method. The only exceptions were learning etymology at +25.7
percent difference alongside with linguistics at +20 percent. Creative writing and
practicing script writing saw a smaller difference at +8.6 percent. See Table 5 for more

details.

Bilinguals, unlike receptive bilinguals, are more open to using many of the
learning methods as seen by comparing Figure 9 and Figure 10. One difference is
bilinguals prefer learning through watching movies and TV shows at 28.1 percent more
than general population. Beyond listening to audiobooks, podcast or radio, bilinguals also
prefer using social media and talking to other speakers as method of learning. More
precisely, there is a +23.6 percent and a +14.3 percent difference in preference as shown
in Table 6. However, bilinguals do not prefer learning linguistics (-20.3 percent) as much

as they do not prefer learning etymology (-18.4 percent).

Multilinguals are similar to bilinguals in that they are open to many learning
methods as shown in Figure 11. Besides reading-out-loud and listening to audiobooks,
about 25 percent more students prefer creative writing. That is the highest out of all the

speakers. In addition, there is 14.3 percent more students who prefer learning linguistics,
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although 25.7 percent more students do not prefer learning etymology. Multilinguals are
the only group to have a opposite preferences between learning linguistics and
etymology. The data in Table 7 also reveals that multilinguals do not prefer practicing
script writing as much as the general population with -14.3 percent difference. However,
the difference does not compare to multilinguals’ dislike towards role playing with a 40
percent difference in not preferred. This is by far the largest difference in preference

between speakers and general population.

Figure 8

Differences in Most Preferred for Monolingual Students
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Figure 9

Differences in Most Preferred for Receptive Bilingual Students
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Figure 10

Differences in Most Preferred for Bilingual Students
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Figure 11

Differences in Most Preferred for Multilingual Students
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Table 4

Differences in Preference for Monolingual Students

Monolingual (n = 12) Student Population (n = 35) Differences
Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred

watching movies, tv shows 58.3 41.7 0.0 62.9 34.3 2.9 -4.5 7.4 -2.9
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 25.0 58.3 16.7 457 37.1 17.1 -20.7 21.2 -0.5
listening to music 75.0 25.0 0.0 714 25.7 29 3.6 -0.7 -2.9

reading books, comic 58.3 41.7 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 -7.4 16.0 -8.6
role-playing  50.0 16.7 333 429 17.1 40.0 7.1 -0.5 -6.7

read-out-loud 58.3 25.0 16.7 62.9 25.7 114 -4.5 -0.7 5.2

creative writing 16.7 41.7 41.7 34.3 45.7 20.0 -17.6 -4.0 21.7

practicing script writing 333 16.7 50.0 34.3 22.9 429 -1.0 -6.2 7.1
singing-along, karaoke 25.0 58.3 16.7 28.6 37.1 34.3 -3.6 21.2 -17.6
learning etymology 58.3 333 8.3 457 40.0 14.3 12.6 -6.7 -6.0
learning linguistics 66.7 25.0 8.3 65.7 25.7 8.6 1.0 -0.7 -0.2
practice pronunciation ~ 100.0 0.0 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 8.6 -8.6 0.0
talking to other speakers 75.0 16.7 8.3 85.7 114 2.9 -10.7 5.2 55
using social media 25.0 25.0 50.0 40.0 22.9 371 -15.0 2.1 12.9
gamified lessons or apps 83.3 8.3 8.3 71.4 17.1 114 11.9 -8.8 -3.1
translating 100.0 0.0 0.0 88.6 8.6 2.9 114 -8.6 -2.9

transcribing 83.3 16.7 0.0 74.3 22.9 2.9 9.0 -6.2 -2.9
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Table 5

Differences in Preference for Receptive Bilingual Students

Receptive Bilingual (n =7) Student Population (n = 35) Differences
Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred

watching movies, tv shows 28.6 57.1 14.3 62.9 34.3 2.9 -34.3 22.9 11.4
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 14.3 42.9 42.9 457 37.1 17.1 -31.4 5.7 25.7
listening to music 42.9 57.1 0.0 714 25.7 29 -28.6 314 -2.9

reading books, comic 57.1 28.6 14.3 65.7 25.7 8.6 -8.6 2.9 5.7
role-playing  42.9 28.6 28.6 42.9 17.1 40.0 0.0 114 -11.4

read-out-loud 57.1 14.3 28.6 62.9 25.7 114 -5.7 -11.4 171

creative writing 42.9 429 14.3 34.3 45.7 20.0 8.6 -2.9 -5.7

practicing script writing 42.9 14.3 42.9 34.3 22.9 429 8.6 -8.6 0.0
singing-along, karaoke 28.6 28.6 42.9 28.6 37.1 34.3 0.0 -8.6 8.6
learning etymology 71.4 28.6 0.0 457 40.0 14.3 25.7 -11.4 -14.3
learning linguistics 85.7 14.3 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 20.0 -11.4 -8.6
practice pronunciation 71.4 28.6 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 -20.0 20.0 0.0
talking to other speakers 71.4 28.6 0.0 85.7 114 2.9 -14.3 17.1 -2.9
using social media 28.6 14.3 57.1 40.0 22.9 371 -11.4 -8.6 20.0
gamified lessons or apps 42.9 28.6 28.6 71.4 17.1 114 -28.6 114 171
translating 714 14.3 143 88.6 8.6 2.9 -17.1 5.7 114

transcribing 57.1 42.9 0.0 74.3 22.9 2.9 -17.1 20.0 -2.9
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Table 6

Differences in Preference for Bilingual Students

Bilingual (n = 11) Student Population (n = 35) Differences
Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 90.9 9.1 0.0 62.9 34.3 2.9 28.1 -25.2 -2.9
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 72.7 18.2 9.1 457 37.1 17.1 27.0 -19.0 -8.1
listening to music 81.8 9.1 9.1 714 25.7 29 10.4 -16.6 6.2
reading books, comic 72.7 9.1 18.2 65.7 25.7 8.6 7.0 -16.6 9.6
role-playing  45.5 18.2 36.4 42.9 17.1 40.0 2.6 1.0 -3.6
read-out-loud 54.5 45.5 0.0 62.9 25.7 114 -8.3 19.7 -11.4
creative writing 36.4 54.5 9.1 34.3 45.7 20.0 21 8.8 -10.9
practicing script writing 36.4 36.4 27.3 34.3 22.9 429 2.1 135 -15.6
singing-along, karaoke 36.4 9.1 545 28.6 37.1 34.3 7.8 -28.1 20.3
learning etymology 27.3 54.5 18.2 457 40.0 14.3 -18.4 145 3.9
learning linguistics 455 36.4 18.2 65.7 25.7 8.6 -20.3 10.6 9.6
practice pronunciation 90.9 9.1 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 -0.5 0.5 0.0
talking to other speakers ~ 100.0 0.0 0.0 85.7 114 2.9 14.3 -11.4 -2.9
using social media 63.6 18.2 18.2 40.0 22.9 371 23.6 -4.7 -19.0
gamified lessons or apps 72.7 27.3 0.0 71.4 17.1 114 1.3 10.1 -11.4
translating 90.9 9.1 0.0 88.6 8.6 2.9 2.3 0.5 -2.9
transcribing 2.7 27.3 0.0 74.3 22.9 2.9 -1.6 4.4 -2.9
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Table 7

Differences in Preference for Multilingual Students

Multilingual (n = 5) Student Population (n = 35) Differences
Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 60.0 40.0 0.0 62.9 34.3 2.9 -2.9 5.7 -2.9
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 80.0 20.0 0.0 457 37.1 17.1 34.3 -17.1 -17.1
listening to music 80.0 20.0 0.0 714 25.7 29 8.6 -5.7 -2.9
reading books, comic 80.0 20.0 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 14.3 -5.7 -8.6
role-playing ~ 20.0 0.0 80.0 42.9 17.1 40.0 -22.9 -17.1 40.0
read-out-loud  100.0 0.0 0.0 62.9 25.7 114 37.1 -25.7 -11.4
creative writing 60.0 40.0 0.0 34.3 45.7 20.0 25.7 -5.7 -20.0
practicing script writing 20.0 20.0 60.0 34.3 22.9 429 -14.3 -2.9 171
singing-along, karaoke 20.0 60.0 20.0 28.6 37.1 34.3 -8.6 229 -14.3
learning etymology 20.0 40.0 40.0 457 40.0 14.3 -25.7 0.0 25.7
learning linguistics 80.0 20.0 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 14.3 -5.7 -8.6
practice pronunciation ~ 100.0 0.0 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 8.6 -8.6 0.0
talking to other speakers ~ 100.0 0.0 0.0 85.7 114 2.9 14.3 -11.4 -2.9
using social media 40.0 40.0 20.0 40.0 22.9 371 0.0 17.1 -17.1
gamified lessons or apps 80.0 0.0 20.0 71.4 17.1 114 8.6 -17.1 8.6
translating 80.0 20.0 0.0 88.6 8.6 2.9 -8.6 114 -2.9

transcribing 80.0 0.0 20.0 74.3 22.9 2.9 5.7 -22.9 171




Preferences of Students Based on Language Script

As one would expect, practicing script writing was the least preferred learning
method for students learning a Latin script language at 21.7 percent (Table 8). In
comparison, 58.3 percent of students learning a language that uses other scripts would
prefer this method. That is almost triple the number of students. Although, learners of
Latin script are not totally against the idea with 30.4 percent of students being open to
using the method even if they do not prefer it. Latin-script learners prefer translating over
transcribing as seen in Figure 12 while non-Latin script learners prefer transcribing over
translating as seen in Figure 13. What they have in common were both groups not
favoring singing-along and karaoke as a learning method and preferring learning
linguistics over etymology. On the other hand, both groups enjoy reading books and
comics at almost 65 percent as shown in Table 8. However, only non-Latin script learners
prefer reading-out-loud over simply reading books. Interestingly, learners of other scripts
were more open to learning through role-playing at 66.7 percent, preferring it over
watching movies and TV shows at 41.7 percent. Learners of Latin script would much
rather watch movies than to role-play, percentages as shown in Table 8. Learners of non-
Latin script are also not as interested in using music as a learning method with only 50
percent of students preferring it compared to the 82.6 percent of students for Latin-script

learners.
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Figure 12
Preferred Methods for Students Learning a Latin Script Language
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Figure 13
Preferred Methods for Students Learning a Non-Latin Script Language
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Table 8

Learning Method Preferences of Students Based on Language Script

Latin Script (n = 23)

Non-Latin Script (n = 12)

Methods preferred maybe not preferred preferred maybe not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 73.9 21.7 4.3 41.7 58.3 0.0
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 47.8 39.1 13.0 41.7 33.3 25.0
listening to music 82.6 13.0 4.3 50.0 50.0 0.0
reading books, comic 65.2 21.7 13.0 66.7 33.3 0.0
role-playing 30.4 174 52.2 66.7 16.7 16.7
read-out-loud 47.8 39.1 13.0 91.7 0.0 8.3
creative writing 30.4 47.8 21.7 41.7 41.7 16.7
practicing script writing 21.7 30.4 47.8 58.3 8.3 33.3
singing-along, karaoke 304 26.1 43.5 25.0 58.3 16.7
learning etymology 39.1 43.5 174 58.3 33.3 8.3
learning linguistics 65.2 21.7 13.0 66.7 33.3 0.0
practice pronunciation 91.3 8.7 0.0 91.7 8.3 0.0
talking to other speakers 82.6 13.0 4.3 91.7 8.3 0.0
using social media 43.5 17.4 39.1 33.3 33.3 33.3
gamified lessons or apps 78.3 8.7 13.0 58.3 33.3 8.3
translating 87.0 13.0 0.0 91.7 0.0 8.3
transcribing 65.2 304 4.3 91.7 8.3 0.0




Differences in Preference for Students Based on Language Script

Understandably, students learning languages based on the Latin-script would
resemble the general population more than those learning other scripts because they make
up majority of the population (n = 23 versus n = 12). Comparing Figure 14 and Figure 15,
one of the biggest differences beyond practicing script writing was reading-out-loud.
Learners of the Latin script do not prefer it as their learning method with Table 9 showing
only 47.8 percent of students preferring it. That is a 15 percent difference from the
general population. On the other hand, learners of other scripts overwhelmingly prefer it
at 91.7 percent (Table 10). That is a 28.8 percent difference compared with the general
population and a 43.9 percent difference with learners of Latin script language. Likewise,
non-Latin script learners viewed role-playing more favorably with 66.7 percent of
students responding preferred. That is 23.8 percent more than the general population and
36.2 percent more than learners of Latin script language. Both learners follow the general
trend of preferring music over watching movies. However, learners of Latin script
language place the two methods near the top of preferred methods at 82.6 percent for
listening to music and 73.9 percent for watching movies. Meanwhile, learners of other
script languages placed the two methods near the bottom of preferred methods at 50

percent and 41.7 percent. Refer to Figure 12 and 13 for ranking and Table 8 for data.
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Figure 14

Differences in Most Preferred for Students Learning a Latin Script Language
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Figure 15

Differences in Most Preferred for Students Learning a Non-Latin Script Language
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Table 9

Differences in Preference for Student Learning a Latin Script Language

Latin Alphabet (n = 23) Student Population (n = 35) Differences

Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 73.9 21.7 4.3 62.9 34.3 2.9 111 -125 15
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 47.8 39.1 13.0 457 37.1 17.1 2.1 2.0 -4.1
listening to music 82.6 13.0 4.3 714 25.7 29 11.2 -12.7 15
reading books, comic 65.2 21.7 13.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 -0.5 -4.0 45
role-playing ~ 30.4 17.4 52.2 429 17.1 40.0 -12.4 0.2 12.2
read-out-loud 47.8 39.1 13.0 62.9 25.7 114 -15.0 134 1.6
creative writing 304 47.8 21.7 34.3 45.7 20.0 -3.9 21 1.7
practicing script writing 21.7 304 47.8 34.3 22.9 429 -125 7.6 5.0
singing-along, karaoke 304 26.1 435 28.6 37.1 34.3 19 -11.1 9.2
learning etymology 39.1 435 174 457 40.0 14.3 -6.6 35 3.1
learning linguistics 65.2 21.7 13.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 -0.5 -4.0 45
practice pronunciation 91.3 8.7 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.0
talking to other speakers 82.6 13.0 4.3 85.7 114 2.9 -3.1 1.6 15
using social media 435 174 39.1 40.0 22.9 371 35 -55 2.0
gamified lessons or apps 78.3 8.7 13.0 71.4 17.1 114 6.8 -8.4 1.6
translating 87.0 13.0 0.0 88.6 8.6 2.9 -1.6 4.5 -2.9
transcribing 65.2 30.4 4.3 74.3 22.9 2.9 9.1 7.6 15
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Table 10

Differences in Preference for Students Learning a Non-Latin Script Language

Non-Latin Script (n = 12) Student Population (n = 35) Differences
Methods preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred preferred maybe  not preferred
watching movies, tv shows 41.7 58.3 0.0 62.9 34.3 2.9 -21.2 24.0 -2.9
listening to audiobooks, podcasts, radio 41.7 333 25.0 457 37.1 17.1 -4.0 -3.8 7.9
listening to music 50.0 50.0 0.0 714 25.7 29 -21.4 24.3 -2.9
reading books, comic 66.7 333 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 1.0 7.6 -8.6
role-playing ~ 66.7 16.7 16.7 429 17.1 40.0 238 -0.5 -23.3
read-out-loud 91.7 0.0 8.3 62.9 25.7 114 28.8 -25.7 -3.1
creative writing 41.7 41.7 16.7 34.3 45.7 20.0 7.4 -4.0 -3.3
practicing script writing 58.3 8.3 333 34.3 22.9 429 240 -145 -9.5
singing-along, karaoke 25.0 58.3 16.7 28.6 37.1 34.3 -3.6 21.2 -17.6
learning etymology 58.3 333 8.3 457 40.0 14.3 12.6 -6.7 -6.0
learning linguistics 66.7 333 0.0 65.7 25.7 8.6 1.0 7.6 -8.6
practice pronunciation 91.7 8.3 0.0 914 8.6 0.0 0.2 -0.2 0.0
talking to other speakers 91.7 8.3 0.0 85.7 114 2.9 6.0 -3.1 -2.9
using social media 333 333 333 40.0 22.9 371 -6.7 10.5 -3.8
gamified lessons or apps 58.3 333 8.3 71.4 17.1 114 -13.1 16.2 -3.1
translating 91.7 0.0 8.3 88.6 8.6 2.9 31 -8.6 5.5
transcribing 91.7 8.3 0.0 74.3 22.9 2.9 174 -14.5 -2.9




Chapter 5

Summary, Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations

Summary of the Study

In order to explore ways to improve language acquisition rate in adults, this
research study surveyed college students enrolled in a language course on what they
perceive to be the main methods of teaching and what their preferences would be if given
the choice. If there exists a gap between perceived and preferred methods of learning then
it might mean that students’ needs are not being met. I hypothesized that there would be a
difference between adult student perception and preference because students want to
focus more on the speaking and listening skills over reading and writing skills. In
addition, | predicted that students would prefer the use of entertainment and social media
as lesson materials over traditional forms of learning like books. A total of 35 students

responded to the study, majority of which were 19-22 years old.

Discussion of the Findings

To summarize, instructors are on the right track with utilizing pronunciation
practice, translating activities, and talking to other speakers as their method of teaching.
Students really prefer those methods. Instructors also made the right decision not to use
social media and singing along or karaoke as learning method, since students prefer them
the least. However, reading-out-loud activities may be overutilized and could be replaced
with some other learning method. The top most underutilized methods in class that
students seek are (1) watching movies and TV shows, (2) gamified lessons or apps, and
(3) reading books and comics. Those methods see the biggest difference between
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preference and perception. This aligns with my hypothesis that students tend to prefer
speaking and listening ability over reading and writing abilities (Martinez-Flor & Uso-
Juan, 2006). On the other hand, there has been mixed results as to whether students prefer
entertainment and social media as learning materials over traditional media like books.
Although students enjoy entertaining learning methods like listening to music or
watching movies and TV shows, reading books and comics is not far behind in
preference. Sometimes, reading books and comics are preferred over gamified lessons or
apps. While instructors should consider adding more entertainment learning materials
into their lesson plans, traditional forms of learning materials still have much value.
Therefore, it is recommended for instructors to practice what best suits their classroom
and students. Other general trends include students preferring translating over
transcribing, gamified lessons over social media, and learning linguistics over etymology.
However, this is for the general population of this research study and not every class will

look the same.

If a classroom is comprised mostly of monolinguals or receptive bilinguals,
instructors may find that students are not as receptive to talking to other speakers or using
social media. For monolinguals, they would much rather listen to music or engage in
gamified lesson plans and they are the most open using singing as a learning method.
Both speakers also do not prefer listening to audiobooks, podcasts, or radio and receptive
bilinguals would much rather do creative writing instead. However, both groups are open
to learning linguistics and etymology with receptive bilinguals placing it as their most
preferred method along with pronunciation practice. If we compare the two, receptive

bilinguals are more selective of their learning methods, being the only speakers to
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disfavor gamified lessons and listening to music more than the general population. Only
28.6 percent of students would prefer watching movies and TV shows as a learning
method. For receptive bilinguals, instructors are better off teaching linguistics and

etymology as there is a greater need for those methods.

On the other hand, if the classroom was comprised of bilinguals and
multilinguals, instructors may find that they are more receptive to talking to other
speakers, using social media, doing creative writing, and listening to audiobooks,
podcasts, or radio. However, they both do not prefer learning etymology as much as
monolinguals or receptive bilinguals who do prefer it. In addition, bilinguals are not as
open to learning linguistics. It makes them the only group to favor it less than the general
population. They do prefer watching movies and TV shows the most amongst all the
speakers. As for multilinguals, role-playing is their least preferred method of learning,
and they would much rather sing-along or do karaoke instead. They are also the most
unreceptive to practicing script writing. It is evident the same tactics used on
monolinguals and receptive bilinguals might not work on bilinguals and multilinguals
(D’Angelo & Sorace, 2022; Reder et al., 2013). Even among those who speak more than
one language, there is a difference in preferred learning methods that may be due to

metalinguistic awareness.

As for what to expect from student preferences based on the language scripts
being taught, since all participants are students with college level English the Latin script
is familiar to them. The more familiar the students are with the script or writing system,
the less they preferred practicing script writing. Conversely, the more unfamiliar they are

with it, the more they would prefer practicing script writing. For multilinguals who may
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be literate in multiple languages, the linguistic transfer across writing system may make
them want to practice script writing less since many world languages’ scripts are
borrowed and refitted (De Voogt, 2012). Instructors may find that learners of Latin script
languages may prefer watching movies and listening to music more and may want to
switch reading-out-loud activities out to make room for the learning methods. However,
for learners of non-Latin script languages, instructors should continue utilizing reading-

out-loud method.

Recommendations for Practice

There are two separate recommendations for language instructors depending on
the type of class they are teaching. If instructors are teaching a language that is spoken by
the local population, then they might be looking at a multinational and multilingual
classroom with majority of the students being either immigrants or exchange students.
Since failing to learn the language directly impacts their daily life, students may press for
achieving immediate and practical results. Therefore, instructors should pay attention to
which vocabulary should take priority in teaching. Likewise, students might not be as
interested in methods from which they do not see direct results such as learning
linguistics and etymology. If the classroom is comprised of students from diverse
language and background, following the general preference will probably be their best
choice. However, because the local population speaks the language that is being taught, it
does open opportunities for instructors to incorporate immersive learning — a method not
explored in this study because of how hard it is to replicate this environment-dependent

learning method into a classroom.
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On the other hand, instructors teaching a language that is not spoken by the local
population may have a mix of possible classroom composition. If the classroom is
comprised mainly of monolinguals, then instructors should try utilizing more entertaining
learning methods and materials as it seems to be their preferred way of learning. If the
classroom is comprised mainly of receptive bilinguals, the instructor may or may not be
looking at a group of heritage language learners. These students have selective needs and
likewise their preferred methods of learning reflect that. Instructors should take care in
finding out their students’ preferences. Otherwise, their preferred learning methods are
practicing their speaking skills and learning linguistics and etymology. If the classroom is
comprised of bilinguals or multilinguals, instructors could utilize the preferred learning

methods of either group.

Recommendations for Further Research

If this research were to be conducted again or further explored, surveying a larger
sample may yield results that is more reflective of the population. In addition, there are
natural limitations to a quantitative study. Therefore, it would be beneficial to do a
qualitative or mixed-method study that allows participants to describe in detail what their
needs and preferences are. It would work greatly with exploring student motivation for
learning another language to see how it may impact preferred learning methods.
Likewise, learning what languages the participants can understand, speak, or write in
would allow the research to capture more accurate understanding of how language
distance and awareness plays a role in preferred learning methods. Since the results from
this study have shown that students from different lingual abilities have different

preferences for learning, this could mean that as a student develops their language
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proficiency their learning preferences may also change. Following the growth and
changes of language learners in a longitudinal study may reveal valuable insights that can
help with designing adaptive and personalized lesson plans over the course of their

learning journey.
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