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ABSTRACT

The aim of this research was to evaluate comparatively the achieve-
ments of secondary students in English in the Conventional System (CS)
and the Unit Credit System (UCS) Schools. It is composed of an
introduction and three parts.

The introduction is concerned with the main differences between the
two systems, most important of which deal with self-learning and the
amount of contact hours. It also discusses related literature which is mostly
concerned with student autonomy in learning a. foreign language.

The first part describes the procedure. This includes the sample, the
tool, test validity and reliability, implementation, and statistical analysis. The
sample consisted of first year secondary students: two CS schools
( one for boys and one for girls ) and two UCS schools
( one for boys and one for girls ) in two very close areas on the borderline of
Kuwait City. The tool used was a test designed by the writer and built on the
material of the textbook in the light of its stated objectives. The test was
examined and it proved to be valid and reliable. The T-test was used for
comparing the scores of the two groups.

The second part is concerned with the results and discussions. The
study shows that there are no statistically significant differences between
the achievements of the students in both systems.

In the third part, the writer concludes that more contact time in the CS
schools does not necessarily mean more learning. Accordingly, he thinks
that experiments on the student autonomy in learning English are worthwile
doing in an attempt to realize maximum amount of learning in minimum
class hours.
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Introduction

0.1 Background

The Unit Credit System (UCS)* was applied for the first time in Kuwait
secondary schools in 1978. It started with one school for boys and, within
three years, the number quickly mounted to six schools: three for boys and
three for girls, all of which were meant to be experimental. Evaluation of the
efficiency of the new system was necessary to decide upon its extension or
cancellation. The first evaluation committee started its work in April 1979
(Report of the First Evaluation Committee of the UCS). Three evaluation
committees followed in the subsequent three years in which the author was
a member. Evaluation dealt with problems of training teachers, registration,
libraries, manpower, guidance, supervision, expenses, examinations,
sections, compulsory and optional courses, and the views of all those who
are closely concerned with the system: headmasters supervisors, teachers,
and students (see report of evaluation committees, 1979, 1980, 1981,
1982). None of the reports mentioned above dealt with the achievement of
students of the UCS as compared with the achievement of students of the
conventional system (CS). Investigations in this area are therefore needed
to reveal whether the new system has fulfilled its goals.

0.2 Statement of the Problem

One of the main differences between the UCS and the CS is the
number of contact hours allotted to courses in the curriculum. Contact hours
in the UCS are fewer than those allotted to the same courses in the CS. For
example, students of the UCS take a compulsory English language course,*
which is No. 10 (see Student’s Guide for UCS, 1979-1980, pp. 41-63).
Three contacts hours per week (50 minutes each) are allotted to this course
during one semester, which lasts for 15 weeks. The material used is the first

*This system is followed in the USA secondary schools and universities. It started to spread in
many other countries. It differs from the conventional system, which is being used in Kuwait
and all Arab countries, in many ways. The school year is usually divided into two semesters of
15 weeks each. During the semester, the student is allowed to take a limited number of
courses in which he is examined by the end of the semester. He has to finish a certain number
of courses (credit hours) to be awarded his secondary certificate. Necessary knowledge in
different discipfines is given in the form of compulsory courses. Other courses are optional,
depending on the field of the student’s speciality. The amount of contact hours, which are
usually equivalent to the credit hours, vary from one course to another. Each semester, the
student has to finish a minimum number of courses. He is also allowed to take a limited
maximum number of courses.

*All sections take four compulsory English courses; these are Nos. 10, 20, 30, and 40.
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six units of the Crescent English Course Book 5 (Evans et al., 1983). This
means that the students spend a total amount of 2250 minutes (45 contact
hours x 50 minutes) with their teachers to cover all the required
assignments of this course (examination periods are included). In compari-
son, students of the CS in the first secondary class take the same amount of
material (the first six units from Book 5) in the first session of the school year
(also 15 weeks), spending 6 periods (45 minutes each) per week (English
Language Syllabus for the Secondary Stage, 1984-1985, p. 9). This means
that they spend a total amount of 4050 minutes (90 contact hours x 45
minutes) with their teachers, which is almost as much as double the time in
the UCS. Notice that the number of periods in the CS is actually double the
number in the UCS. Students of the UCS are supposed to compensate for
this big difference in contact hours by self-education, one of the main
principles on which the UCS is based (Final Report of the UCS Committee,
1977, p. 12).

Teachers of English in the UCS think that it is necessary to add contact
hours allotted to English courses by two periods per week (personal
contact). They doubt if their students would make the required effort to
master the material, which the teacher does not explain or cover thoroughly
due to lack of teaching hours. So the problem to be investigated is clearly
the following:

Does the number of contact hours cause any significant
difference between the achievement of the UCS students and
the CS students in English?

It should be pointed out that the teachers of English in both systems
have the same training and qualifications with regard to teaching English.
They also apply the same method and techniques described in the book
they use. The number of students in the classes of both systems is 20-25.
They also have similar social background (see 1.1 below).

03 Aim

The aim of this research is to :
— Cast light on the achievements of students in English in both
systems.

— Investigate whether the UCS systems has fulfilled its aims in
establishing self-education habits among students.
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0.4 Related Literature

Language teaching versus language learning has recently become a
very important area of research in the field of foreign language education. In
1971, Carroll wrote “how much opportunity for learning does the teacher
give, and what are the consequences of various rates of presentation? No
research related to this question seems to have been done in the foreign
language field, but it is an important question for research to answer.”
(Carroll 1971, in Gage (ed.) 1971, p. 1085). Previous to Carroll’s important
remark, Gatenby had pointed out that “‘all over the world tod:y the study of
a modern foreign language is part of the secondary education course, and
all over the world there is more failure than success in the learning of
English, French, German, or whatever the language may be (Gatenby
1948, quoted in Showstack 1982, p. 179). Kennedy (1969, quoted in
Hawkins 1981, p. 203) observed that “‘only a handful of those taught a
foreign language in the classroom ever seem to reach a very high level of
proficiency in that language, regardless of the method of instruction used.”
In an exciting article, Showstack (1982, p. 187) pointed out that ““although
language classes may be the most efficient way to teach a fanguage, or
even to study it, they are not the most efficient way to learn a-language.”
Similar remarks are found in the articies of Hale, T.M., Hosseine-Fatemi, A.
and Oller, JW. Jr (1980).

Related to the effectiveness of classroom teaching and learning is the
time allotted to the foreign language education in the curriculum. Anthony
(1963, p.65) says, ‘‘The place of English in the curriculurn and the time
available are not unimportant. ‘‘Foreign language experts are still discus-
sing this question of time. The “immersion’”’ methods pioneered in the
services in war-time are adopted by some researchers. Hawkins (1981, p.
273) says that “what is required is uniterrupted periods of immersion.”” Thi$
immersion is of course difficult or even impossible to provide in schools
where different disciplines demand more time allocations. Other resear-
chers go to the extreme and suggesting a language learning program which
“might more closely resemble an out-patient medical clinic or a physical
education program than a present-day language school’’ (Showstack 1982,
p. 187). Others think that weakness in foreign language acquisition is
attributed to ‘‘unsuitable timetabling.” Hawkins (1981, p.24) quotes Her
Majesty’s Inspectrate survey (1977) which lists "“unsuitable timetabling”
among the shortcomings which adversely affected pupils’ work. It mentions
that “‘the time allocation was ‘inadequate’ in half of the schools in the first
year (i.e. less than 4x40 minutes weekly) and the second and the third years
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were even less well provided.”” Qbviously, the survey suggests more class
hours to be allotted to the foreign language.

A new trend which can be called “‘student autonomy in the learning of a
foreign language” is coming into light. Researchers are now trying to
describe the learning strategies of language learners. Dickenson and
Carver (1980, pp. 2-3) suggest techniques ‘‘through which pupils can be
prepared for autonomy’’ and discuss’ why it is that learners find it difficult to
become autonomous in language learning.”” They mention the need of the
pupils to know “how to iearn” in order to develop ‘“‘self-confidence,” which
changes their 'attitudes towards aspects of language learning.”

Related to students’ autonomy in iearning a foreign language is, of
course, the number of contact hours they should spend with their teacher.
The more autonomy students achieve, the less contact hours they need.
This, in fact, is what is supposed to occur in the UCS schools in Kuwait. This
notion is also emphasized by Armanet and Obese-jecty (1918, p. 24), who
carried out an experiment that placed ‘‘the emphasis on the student,’”” and
which resulted in a total amount of work done by the students ‘‘much
greater than could be the case in a traditional language course.”

Although the studies mentioned above deal with autonomy and
self-learning, none of them compares achievements in language acquisition
on the basis of contact hours. In this research the writer studies the
influence of the amount of contact time on second language acquisition in
two different school systems that adopt the same method and use the same
material.

0.5. Delimitations of the Study

This study is limited to the foliowing:

a. Kuwaiti students: boys and girls.

b. First year secondary students in both UCS and CS.

C. The first semester of the school year, which usually lasts for 15
weeks (between September 15th and December 30th).

d. The first 6 units of Crescent English Course, Book 5.

1. Procedure
1.1 The Sample

The sample consisted of first year secondary Kuwaiti students of four
schools located in two very close areas of Kuwait City: Shamiyya and Kifan.
The schools are:
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— Al-Jaza'er Secondary School for Girls (UCS)

— Kifan Secondary School for Girls (CS)

— Kifan Secondary School for Boys (UCS)

— Al-Shamiyya School for Boys (CS)

The following table shows the number of students who took the tests in
the four schools.

Table 1
Numbers of the Sample in the Four Schools

Name of Type of No. of Students
School School Taking Test
Al-Jaza'er UcCs 91
(girls)

Kifan ucs 96
(boys)

Total ucs 187
Kifan CS 94
(girls)

Al-Shamiyya CS 80
(boys)

Total CS 174
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1.2. The Tool

The tool was a test designed by the writer and built on the first six units
of the textbook.

1.2.1. Test Validity

a. Content validity
To insure content validity the writer analyzed the contents of the
six units and built the test so as to reflect the aims mentioned at the
beginning of each unit and represent the new vocabulary, struc-
tures, or skills the students should learn (Evans, Teacher’'s book
1983, p. 9). These were the steps followed :

(M
(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

The aims of each unit were stated.

The new vocabulary was collected and listed. It mounted to 235
words. It was divided two groups: active vocabulary (129 words)
and passive vocabulary (106 words).

The language function elements were collected and listed. They
mounted to ten functions such as : warning, guessing, com-
plaining ...etc.

The reading materia! of the units was analyzed and the main
ideas were spottedand listed.

The listening comprehension material was analyzed. it con-
tained dialogues to be performed, reports about events to be
retold, and specific information to be noted down.

The structures the students should learn were also listed. They
included the present and past simple tenses, past perfect,
present perfect, past continuous, future time (will ... going 10),
first conditional (if ....will), superlatives, comparative structures,
question words, and comparative structures.

The language elemens and skills in which the students were
usually examined were surveyed (Kuwait Ministry of Education,
Distribution of Items and Marks, 1984/1985). Their examina-
tions consisted of oral and written part. The oral part included
listening comprehension and oral class activities. The written
part included vocabulary, reading comprehension, language
function, structures, subject matter (content of the reading
passages), summary making, composition and translation.

- YAAL



b. Test design

The test was then designed in accordance with the above mentioned
analyses and investigations. It comprised the following language elements
and skills :

(i) Vocabulary (20 items).

(i) Language function (20 items).

(iii) Set book (subject matter) 10 items).

(iv) Listening comprehension (unseen before; 10 items).
v) Reading comprehension {unseen before; 10 items).

As can be noticed the author did not include composition. summary
making or translation for two reasons. First, because it is difficult to evaluate
them objectively. Second, because the test will take longer time, in which
case cooperation of the testees, teachers, and administrators will not be
guaranteed.

(i) Vocabulary (Voc.). The vocabulary part contains 20 items classified
into two groups of 10 items each :

— The group labelled “‘active vocabulary’” in the teacher’'s book
(Evans, 1983, p.11). Words of this group have tobe provided by
testees from memory.

— The group labelled ‘‘passive vocabulary” in the teacher’s book
(Evans, 1983, p.11). Words of this group are underlined and the
testees have to choose the meaning of this word from given
choices.

The author arranged the words according to their occurrence in the
units and chose the words that bore Nos. 10, 20, 30 efc.

(i) Language function (LF). The language function part contains 20
items classified into three groups :

— 10 items of the multiple choice type (language function).
— 5 items with spaces to be filled with phrases from the memory
{language function).
s/ — 5 items of the multiple choice type {(language structure).

Almost all language function and language structure elements that
occur in the first six unit are covered in this part of the test.

(iii) Set Books (SB) (subject matter). Questions of this part are taken
from the material given in the set books. Ten questions are asked, most of
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which are put inthe form of sentences to be completed. All questions are of
the multiple choice type.

(iv) Listening comprehension (LC). The passage used in the test was
taken from Heaton and Method (1973, pp. 5-7). This book is not used as a
textbook in either of the four schools of the experiment. Ten questions are
asked, all of the multiple choice type.

(v) Reading Comprehension (RD). The passage used in the text was
taken from David (1971, pp. 1-3). This book is not used as a textbook in
either of the schools in which the test was administered. Ten questions
were asked, all of which are of the multiple choice type.

The test was put in the form of two papers: Paper | contained
vocabulary and language function, and Paper Il contained listening
comprehension, reading comprehension, and set books. Each took the
students one whole period (45 minutes) to answer. (45 minutes) to answer.
Each item was considered equal to one score, so the full mark on the test
was 70.

In addition to the steps and strategies mentioned, the writer consulted
two inspectors of English and four senior masters and mistresses warking in
the UCS and CS schools. All of them agreed that the contents of the test
represented the vocabulary, language functions, structures, and skills
which the first six units of book contained. They also agreed that the weight
given to each part of the test corresponded with the emphases given to that
part during the session in both of the systems.

C. Item validity* (item discrimination index). The steps followed in
estimating the item validity of the test were those described by Lado (1967,
pp. 349-354). The test was administered to a representative sample of
students. The sample consisted of four classes (about 30 students each)
randomly chosen from the four schools mentioned above. Those classes
had already finished the first six units of the Crescent English Course, Book
5. The number of the same was 107 students. The test was administered in
the presence of the writer. All the students were permitted to try every item.
Five papers of non-Kuwaiti students were omitted. Two other papers were
chosen randomiy and omitted, so 100 papers were left.

The item discrimination index was calculated by finding the difference
between the difficulty index of each item of the top and bottom 27 papers.

* Item discrimination x H - L, where H x correct answers in the higher 27 percent, L x correct
answers in the lower 27 percent, N x size of the 27 percent.
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Table 2 shows the discrimination index and the standard deviation of
each item. In Table 3, the test items are classified according to the range of
discrimination index.

Since only two items have a discrimination index of less than 0.20 (one
is 0.19 and the other is 0.17) and, at the same time, 17 items have a
discrimination index of more than 0.60 and the other items are divided
almost evenly between the higher and the lower middie areas, all of the test
items were considered valid.

1.2.2. Test Reliability. The split-half method was adopted to
calculate the reliability coefficient of the whole test. The steps followed were
the same as described by Lado (1967, p. 335). The odd and even items
were the two halves. The correlation between the two halves was computed
by applying the following formula (Guilford, 1956, p. 141):

R2 | (N — SXY — X)) Y) P

XY (N.XY2 - (3X)?2 (NXY - 5Y)?

Table 2

Discrimination indices and Standard Deviations of Test-ltems

Test- Test-
item Discrimination Standard item Discrimination Standard
No. indices deviations No. indices deviations
1 0.22 0.44 41 0.52 0.48
2 0.71 0.50 42 0.33 0.43
3 0.64 0.45 43 0.37 0.38
4 0.89 0.47 44 0.22 0.46
5 0.67 0.50 45 0.51 0.49
6 0.22 0.42 46 0.48 0.49
7 0.45 0.50 47 0.44 0.41
8 0.70 0.47 48 0.34 0.50
9 0.89 0.47 49 0.43 0.44
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Table 2
Discrimination indices and Standard Deviations of Test-ltems

Test- Test-

item Discrimination Standard item Discrimination Standard
No. indices deviations No. " indices deviations
10 0.74 0.49 50 0.26 0.41
11 0.26 0.40 51 0.15 0.41
12 0.56 0.48 52 0.62 0.50
13 0.22 0.42 53 0.40 0.50
14 0.67 0.50 54 0.52 0.44
15 0.37 0.46 55 0.51 0.50
16 0.48 0.49 56 0.44 0.45
17 0.19 0.41 57 0.54 0.50
18 0.45 0.45 58 0.36 - 045
19 0.26 0.39 59 0.40 0.49
20 0.22 0.50 60 0.55 0.49
21 0.29 0.35 61 0.49 0.48
22 0.26 0.46 62 0.48 0.42
23 0.20 0.39 63 0.26 0.38
24 0.45 0.46 64 0.56 0.46
25 0.49 0.50 65 0.45 0.49
26 0.37 0.41 66 0.38 0.49
27 0.71 0.48 67 0.22 0.41
28 0.37 0.49 68 0.22 0.50
29 0.71 0.46 69 0.33 0.44
30 0.23 0.49 70 0.22 0.41
31 0.60 0.50

32 0.74 0.48

33 0.85 0.50

34 0.74 0.46

35 0.93 0.50

36 0.26 0.35

37 0.48 0.48

38 0.30 0.50

39 0.70 0.50

40 0.33 0.45
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Table 3

Number of Range of Percentage |
test-items discrimination of total ‘
indices
17 more than 0.60 24
23 040 — 059 33
28 0.20 — 0.39 40
2 0.17 — 0.19 3
where,
r = \the square of the correlation of the scores on the two halves
xy
of the test.

N = the number of students in the sample.

X = the sum of X scores. '

The Spearman-Brown formula was used to compute the reliability of
the entire test. The formula is :

2r 2 2

ry =
(1 +r 21
where,
r = the obtained reliability coefficient of the entire test.
11
r 2 Y2 = the obtained reliability of half the test.
The reliability of the whole test was 0.98.

1.3 Implementation

The test was administered to students of the UCS and CS schools
twice (see 1.1). The first (pre. .test) was given at thebeginning of the fall
between the 23rd and 30th of September 1984. The aim was to make sure
of how much the students in both systems know about the six units they
were going to study during the first semester. Some of them might have
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studied parts of the book during their summer vacation. The second
(post-test) was given at the end of the semester between the 23rd and 30th
of December 1984. The aim was to know the amount of learning the
students of the two systems gained.

Teaching took place in the schools of both systems as usual. No
special or additional instructions were given to teachers except those which
inspectors normally give during their routine visits.

The students of each school took the test in a double period of 90
minutes. The author was always there to answer inquiries. The students
were given enough time to try each item. They were told that writing their
names on the test paper was optional, and at the same time were
encouraged to do their best.

The test papers were scored. Each correct answer on each item
deserved one score. The complete mark of the five parts was 70.

1.4 Statistical Anaiysis

The score lists of the tests were analyzed by the Kuwait University
Computer Center with regard to groups, number of cases, means, standard
deviation, T-test, and level of significance. The scores were compared
using T-test (Walpole 1968, p. 228).

! p
T =
where
M, = mean of the first group.
Mz = mean of the second group.
D,2 = square difference of the first group.
D2, = square difference of the second group.

n, = size of the first group.
n:; = size of the second group.
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2. Results and Discussion

The resuits are shown in tables in which the mean scores, the standard
deviations and the T-values appear. The level of significance is shown at
the bottom of each table in percentage terms. The 5% level is regarded as
significant.

The tables are arranged in the following order :

a. Girls’ Schools

- Pre-test : UCS vs. CS.
- CS . pre-test vs. post-test.
- UCS : pre-test vs. post-test.
- Post-test : UCS vs. CS.

b. Boys’ Schools
- Pre-test : UCS vs. CS.
- CS . pre-test vs. post-test.
- UCS . pre-test vs. post-test.
- Post-test . : UCS vs. CS.

c. Girls’ and Boys’ Schools (together)
- Pre-test : UCS vs. CS.
- Cs : pre-test vs. post-test.
- UCS : pre-test vs. post-test.
- Post-test : UCS vs. CS.

2.1. Girls’ Schools
2.1.1. Pre-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
UCS and CS Students.

UCS group CS group
(girls) (girls)
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard

cases |[Mean | deviation | cases |Mean | deviation

All tests:
Papers 1&ll 90 119.58 6.56 92 (18.37 488 1.41

(not significant)
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Since no statistical significance is recorded at the 0.05 level we can say
that there is no difference between the girls in the two systems as far as
knowledge of the first six units of Book 5 is concerned. A comparison of their
achievements will be valid at the end of the semester. ccordingly, any
difference detected later could be the result of learning or teaching.

2.1.2. CS Schools: Mean Differences Between Achievernent Scores

of the CS Girls’ School in the Pre-test and the Post-test

CS group, CS group,
pre-test post-test
(girls) (girls)
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard
cases Mean deviation cases Mean deviation
All tests:
Papers 1&ll 92 18.40 4.90 94 2430 8.7 /5.68

time.

2.1.3. UCS Schools:

(significant at the 0.0001 level)

This table indicates that there is an obvious difference between the
achievements of the girls of the CS system at the beginning and the end of
the semester. This difference is due to learning that occurred during that

Mean Differences Between Achievement

Scores of the UCS Girls’ School in the Pre-test and the Post-test

UCS group, UCS group,
pre-test post-test
Variable (girs) (girls) T
No. off Standard | No. of Standard
cases | Mean | deviation | cases | Mean| deviation
All tests:
Papers 1&ll 90 |19.58 6.56 89 |22.58 8.72 -2.58]

(significant at the 0.011 level)
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This table indicates that there is a significant difference between the
achievement scores in the pre-test and the post-test. This differenceis due
to gain the UCS girls achieved by the end of the semester.

2.1.4. Post-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
the UCS and CS students.

UCS group CS group
(girls) (girls) |
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard ‘

cases |Mean | deviation | cases|Mean | deviation

All tests: |
Papers &l 89 |22.55 8.72 94 [24.27 8.70 -1.33|

(not significant)

This table shows that there are no significant differences between the
achievements of the girls of both systems. Notice that, tithough the CS girls
take more periodsof English per week, their achievemenis do not
significantly differ from those of the UCS girls.

2.2. Boys’ Schools
2.2.1. Pre-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
the UCS and CS Students.

uCS group CS group
(boys) (boys)
Variable T
All tests:
Papers 1&ll 95 16.71 7.56 76 |15.62 5.93 1.03

(not significant)
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This table indicates that there is no ]statistically significant difference
between the scores of the boys in both systems. This means that the
knowledge of both groups in Book 5 does not differ at the beginning of the
semester.

2.2.2. CS Schools: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores
for the CS Boys’ School in the Pre-test and the post-test.

CS group, CS group,
pre-test post-test
(boys) (boys)
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard

cases| Mean | deviation | cases|Mean | deviation

All tests:
Papers &Il 76 |15.62 5.93 79 |28.53 4.89 -14.81

(significant at the 0.0001 level)

The difference between the scores in the pre-test and the post-test is
obvious. The boys of the CS achieved considerable gain by the end of the
semester. This is due to learning during that time.

2.2.3. UCS-Schools: Mean Differences Between Achievement
Scores of the UCS Boys' Schools in the Pre-test and the Post-test
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UCS group, UCS group,
pre-test post-test
(boys) (boys)
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard
cases |Mean | deviation | cases|Mean | deviation
All tests:
Papers &Il 95 |[16.71 7.56 86 |(28.02 8.76 -9.33

(significant at the 0.0001 level)

This table shows that there is a significant difference between the
pretest and the post-test. The UCS boys scored higher in the post-test,
which means that learning occurred during the semester.

2.2.4. Post-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
UCS and CS Students

UCS group CS group
(boys) (boys)

Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard
cases|Mean | deviation | cases|Mean | deviation

All tests:

Papers 1&ll 86 |28.02 8.76 79 |28.53 4.89 -0.45

(not significant)
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This table shows that there is no significant difference between the
scores of the UCS and the CS boys by the end of the semester. This means
that there is no difference between the amount of learning achived in both
systems even though contact time in the CS system is almost double that in
the UCS system.

2.3. Girls’ Schools and Boys’ Schools
2.3.1. Pre-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
the UCS and CS Students.

UCS group CS group
(boys & girls) (boys & girls)
Variable T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard

cases | Mean | deviation | cases|{Mean| deviation

All tests:
Papers &Il 185 |18.10 7.22 168 117.13 554 1.42

(not significant)

This table indicates that both boys and girls in the two systems do not
significantly differ in their knowledge of Book 5 at the beginning of the
semester.

2.3.2. CS Schools: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores
of the CS Boys’ and Girls’ Schools in the Pre-test and the Post-test.
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Variable

CS group, pre-test
(boys & girls)

CS group, post-test
(boys & girls)

T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard
cases |[Mean | deviation| cases |Mean | Ceviation

All tests:

Papers I&ll | 168 [17.13 5.54 173 (26.21 7.51 -12.69

(significant at the 0.0001 level)

It is obvious that scores in the post-test are significantly higher than
those in the pre-test. This is due to the gain the boys and giris of the CS

achieved by the end of the semester.

2.3.3. UCS Schools: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores
of the UCS Boys’ and Girls’ Schools in the Pre-test and the Post-test.

UCS group, pre-test
(boys & girls)

UCS group, post-test
(boys & girls)

Variable T
No. of St§ndard No. of Standard
cases|Mean| deviation| cases|Mean deviation

All tests:

Papers 1&ll | 185 [18.10(7.22 175 [|25.249.14 -8.25

(Significant at the 0.0001 level)
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The results show that the post-test scores are significantly higher than
the pre-test scores. This means that the boys and girls of the UCS achieved
a significant amount of learning by the end of the semester.

2.3.4. Post-test: Mean Differences Between Achievement Scores of
the UCS and CS students.

UCS group CS group
(boys & girls) (boys & girls)
Variable — T
No. of Standard | No. of Standard

cases| Mean| deviation | cases|Mean| deviation

All tests:
Papers I&ll| 175 |25.24|9.14 173  |26.21|7.51 -1.09)

(not significant)

This table indicates that there is no significant difference between the
achievements of the UCS and CS students by the end of the semester. This
means that more contact hours in the CS schools do not result in more
learning than that in the UCS schools. The most probable reason is that
students of the UCS make more effort to compensate for the lack of contact
time.

3. Conclusion and Recommendations

3.1 Conclusion
The results of this research lead to the following conclusions in the field
of teaching English in Kuwait:

a. More contact time in the CS does not necessarily mean more
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learning, although it might mean more teaching.

Students of the UCS are most probably able to compensate for the
difference in contact hours by making individual effort and
developing self-learning strategy, which proved to be successful.
The UCS, in general, is more likely to help students develop
self-learning because:

— It forces teachers who do not usually have confidence in the
abilities of their students to leave part of the lessrn as a home
assignment.

— the timetable of the student of the UCS provides him with free
hours to-spend in the library or to refresh hismind, whereas the
student of the CS spends all the school day in the classroom
with two breaks of 20 minutes each.

3.2. Recommendations:

The writer would like to recommend the following:

a.

b.

Keep the amount of contact time for teaching English course No. 10
in the UCS as it is.

Start an experiment in one of the CS schools in which the number
of contact hours allotted to Book 5 during the school year is
reduced to 4 hours per week. ‘

Build an individual learning program and apply it in secondary
schools in an attempt to establish student ‘autonomy’ in learning
English.
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