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STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 

GROUP-LED WORKSHOP AS A PEER TEACHING ASSIGNMENT 

Deborah Nathasa Austin 

ABSTRACT 

This study is proposed to find out the students’ perceptions toward the implementation of 

group-led workshop as a peer teaching assignment in the English Language Education 

Program (ELEP) at Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana (UKSW). The data is taken from 

Current Issues Applied Linguistic (CIAPL) parallel classes with 85 students as the total 

participants. A Closed-ended questionnaire, which consists of 20 items related to 

students’ perceptions as the workshop leading group and the peer audience, was used to 

gather the data. Based on the results, most of the students had positive perceptions on 

Group-Led Workshop (GLW). They enjoyed learning through GLW both as the 

workshop leading group and the peer audience. They believed that GLW is beneficial for 

their learning process.   

Key Words: Group-Led Workshop (GLW), peer teaching assignment, perceptions 

INTRODUCTION 

Group-Led Workshop (GLW) is a student-centered learning which is applied at 

the English Language Education Program (ELEP) of Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana 

(UKSW). According to Adamczeski and Gutierrez (2013), Peer Lead Team Workshop 

(PLTW) is a program where the students are taught by their peers through constructed 

activities in the classroom.  Therefore, GLW is an appropriate learning style for the 

students to be more active in learning participation. In ELEP, some courses employ this 

method, such as Language, Culture and Identity, Grammar for Language Teachers, 

Reading across Genres, etc. Thus, the course designers in ELEP do not merely design a 
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traditional learning that delivers the materials during the lesson but also create a GLW 

project as the part of the class activities. According to Samaroo (2012),  

“During (PLTL) workshops, students work in teams to solve problems from a 

PLTL workbook or specific problems designed by the course instructor. A peer 

leader oversees this process and ensures that students engage in the workshop 

material. These workshops are designed to build students confidence with the 

lecture material and also provide a forum for peer-peer interaction outside of the 

lecture setting. The peer leader guides students through the process of problem 

solving by questioning” (p.1). 

 

In Samaroo (2012), PLTL refers to Peer Led Team Workshop. She explained that in the 

beginning of the course, students were divided into groups and each group got one topic 

or material of the course to be shared with other classmates later. In their turn, they 

needed to explain the materials and direct the workshop in a group. Sometimes one 

meeting consisted of one to two groups that conducted the GLW. Unlike the practice in 

Samaroo (ibid), in ELEP of UKSW, students are given time to comprehend the material 

and plan the workshop, then consult their progress to teacher first before doing the GLW. 

 Moreover, some studies found out that students have several opinions with the use 

of GLW in the lesson. Tien, Roth, and Kampmeier (2002) found that one of students said, 

he gained confidence while he was having a role as peer leader in GLW. It can be said 

that the student’s confidence improve through GLW since it is a good method for the 

students to practice self-confidence while being a peer leader. On the other hand, Horwitz 

and Rodger (2009) found that some respondents said in Peer-Led Team Learning 

(PLTL), the leader’s explanation was not clear. It means GLW model could also turn into 

ineffective learning method if students were confused with their peer explanation, so it 

could also be useless for some students if the teacher applies GLW project. 
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Therefore, I felt interested to find out the students’ perceptions toward the 

implementation of group-led workshop (GLW) as a peer teaching assignment at ELEP of 

UKSW. I conducted this study in the Current Issues of Applied Linguistic (CIAPL) 

course that employed GLW project and investigated deeply the students’ perceptions 

toward GLW.  This study aims to answer “What are the student perceptions toward the 

implementation of group-led workshop as a peer teaching assignment at the English 

Language Education Program of Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana?” 

Hopefully, the results of this study would be beneficial for teachers of the English 

Language Education Program to plan the future GLW. The results of the study are also 

expected to provide insight for students about the challenges and the benefits of GLW as 

a peer teaching assignment.   

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section discusses the definition of teaching, oral presentation, peer teaching, 

group-led workshop, perception and also relevant studies. 

Teaching 

Tyson and Carol (1970, as cited in Lestari 2002, p.2) stated, “Teaching is a way of 

working with students. A process of interaction, the teacher does something to the 

students, the students do something in return”. It means without the existence of the 

learners the teaching process would not happen. Both the teacher and the learners are 

doing bilateral activities related to the learning process.   
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According to Zambwer (n.d, p.3), a person who is doing a teaching is responsible 

to share the knowledge to the students or learners. He believes that teaching is the best 

method for people to build someone’s skills. Furthermore, because of teaching, learners 

can acquire an input of content knowledge from the teacher as the teacher delivers it. 

Thus, teaching is an activity which creates the learning process atmosphere for the 

learners as the receivers of the knowledge.   

Additionally, Biggs (1991) defined that teaching is the transmission of 

knowledge. In this case, teachers need to master the field of the subject properly first 

before they share it with the students. The transmission process also needs to be 

conducted properly so the students could receive the benefits of teaching. Seidel and 

Shavelson (2007) argued that learning environment could attain the success of learning. 

Therefore, the teacher should design a good model of teaching for the learners so that 

they would easily absorb and receive the material well, and misinterpretation of the 

lesson can be avoided. It can be said that teaching should be attractive and easily 

understood for the learners.  

Peer Teaching 

Watts (2011) said that peer teaching is a method which enables peers to instruct 

each other in a purpose – driven and meaningful interaction. In other words, here the 

students act as a teacher by giving a mini tutorial like doing a presentation of the 

materials even instruct the peers to be active in the classroom activity as the teachers 

usually do in the learning process. Burton (n.d) adds that having students mentoring each 
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other could be an effective tool for improving learning in class. He believes that tutoring 

each other is a beneficial method for the students to be active in the class. It is impossible 

for the students when they teach their classroom mates but they do not comprehend the 

material previously. Therefore, they have to learn the topics well before giving the 

tutorial for the peers.  

Aside from it, in peer teaching, students work collaboratively to prepare all of the 

needs for the peer teaching. As Hwa (2009) said, students need to prepare instructional 

material in a team under teacher mentorship, an activity lesson as the complement of the 

lesson, and to divide the parts of the teaching (p.3). Since they are working in a group, 

they could divide the task for each group member. For instance, Student A deals with the 

visual aids, Student B helps to equip the activity lesson, and every group member has 

their own part of materials to be presented during the peer teaching, so not only one 

student delivers the whole materials. Moreover, “Peer tutoring is often promoted on the 

grounds that, for the tutors, it is 'Learning by Teaching'. This view is expanded in the old 

saying 'to teach is to learn twice’”, (Topping, 1996, p. 324). He believed that because of 

peer teaching, students master the materials twice, before the peer teaching as preparing it 

and while doing peer teaching. Therefore, it can be said that peer teaching is helpful for 

the students to understand the material better.  

Moreover, Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L. S., & Burish (2002, as cited in Tiwari 2014) 

mentioned that students’ collaboration help each other academically while doing a group 

project. In other words, working collaboratively strengthens each student’s academic. In 
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order to accomplish a successful peer teaching, they might have initiative to help their 

group members when some of them face difficulties in understanding the materials.  

While it is true that peer teaching brings some benefits in classroom activity, 

however, among the group members, there must be one or some of them who have their 

own limitation while doing this project. As Cherif (1993, p.2) argued that one problem 

that might appear is that not all students have the same abilities in research and 

presentation. He believes that there must be some students who have low and high 

competence both in research and presentation while doing peer teaching. For example, 

there is one group whose members’ competences are about low to average and none of 

them has high competence in constructing the material and doing the presentation. This 

group will get difficulties when doing peer teaching, and delivering the material unclearly 

to their peers, and it causes confusion in the audience’s part. As Tien, et al (2002, 

p.11),”…low-performing students were poor self-explainers”. Therefore, the poor 

students’ performance for the peer teaching project makes the peers comprehend the 

material hardly. 

Group-Led Workshop 

Group-Led Workshop or known as student/peer-led workshop is a kind of project 

for students to make their peers participate in a learning activity. “The basis of Student-

Led Workshops (SLWs) is that students initiate, coordinate and deliver small group 

collaborative learning experiences to their peers”, Hardy (2014, p.1). It means the 

students do not merely deliver the materials but also they have to direct the peers for the 
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workshop as well, so the roles of the students are director or mentor for the peers as they 

produce the output of the certain topic.  As Tien et.al (2001) argued that Group-Led 

workshop works collaboratively in the Workshop and guide the student–student 

interactions and problem solving process in productive directions.  Therefore, GLW 

creates the active learning situation since they make interaction one another while the 

peers attempt to solve the problem discussion from GLW collaboratively. Furthermore, 

before running the workshop the group also has to construct the material well, in order to 

get the peers understand with the subject being explored. According to Hwa (2009), the 

teacher’s guidance during the students’ preparation for the teaching material is very 

essential. Therefore, the teacher needs to see the progress of the students’ work, whether 

it is appropriate for the material content or not. According to David, Kampmeier, and 

Varma (2010), teacher must see the condition of the learning area first before applying 

GLW. It can be assumed that they believe not all of the courses can use GLW. The 

teacher needs to see the learning objective of the course first whether it is appropriate to 

apply GLW there or not.  

Moreover, GLW brings some positive outcomes to the students. Hawbaker (2007) 

stated that applying GLW as the part of the classroom activity could build the student 

confidence. It can be said while the students are having a role to mentor their peers, they 

would get accustomed to deal with many people, drill them to be brave to communicate 

in front of many people. In line with that, Snyder (2012) also proposed that student-led 

workshop can improve communication skill. He explained that as students direct the 

peers to do the workshops in the GLW, they practice their speaking and communication 
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skills. Furthermore, Wamser (2006) found that the interaction with the peer leader help 

them to do better in class. It means that the students enjoy discussing the material with 

their peers which make them more involved in classroom activity. 

While it is true that GLW builds some students competence in learning, especially 

their communication skill, teacher is assumed to be more capable than the students to 

give a lesson. As Delaney, Johnson, Johnson, and Treslan (2010) said, teachers have a 

position of trust and power that makes students more comfortable to learn in the 

classroom. It can be said that students still rely on the teacher more than their peers. They 

might think that their peer competence seems doubtful compared to the teacher’s 

intelligence and this might cause disinterest to the lesson. As Johnson, Robbins, and Loui 

(2015) noted, peer leaders reported that their technical knowledge and interpersonal skill 

were their limitations during the workshop. It means that students still had difficulties in 

understanding the material and not capable enough to explain the material and direct the 

workshop well. Furthermore, Johnson, et al (2013) found that one of the peer leaders 

could not answer students’ question because of poor material preparation. In other words, 

the peer leaders could not answer the students’ question because they did not comprehend 

the material well during the preparation. 

Perception 

The important keyword for this study is perception.  Pickens (2005) defined 

perception as the interpretation of situation or stimuli into something meaningful for 

someone based on their experiences. Hence, students’ perception on this study can be 
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viewed as the evaluation from the students based on their experiences on the 

implementation of GLW as part of classroom activities. Furthermore, the result of the 

evaluation also involves a set of human feelings about something which has been 

evaluated. Wang (2007) categorizes the results of the perception into two aspects: 

pleasant and unpleasant. It can be concluded that students’ judgment to the process of 

peer teaching is a set of emotion whether they think it is useful or not for them based on 

their convenience.  

In this case, while students give the evaluation based on their own perspective, 

students will also build their cognitive factor. As Unumeri (2009) noted, perception 

affects human behavior. In other words, all the human behavior starts from perception. 

There will be some determination from the students to do GLW. For instance, if they 

think the implementation of GLW is very effective for them, they will keep using it since 

it is pleasurable for them. On the contrary, if they think it is ineffective and they feel 

unpleasant with it, it means the application of GLW is useless or difficult for them and 

students may decide to have no interest in it.  

 Relevant Studies 

Several studies have investigated students’ perceptions toward the implementation 

of grou- led workshop as the peer teaching. The study by Pickford (2013) was a case 

study by using media-activated learning groups to support peer-teaching of higher 

education students. It was designed to enhance student learning aimed at Level 5 post-

graduate international students from Ealing, Hammersmith and West London College. 
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Furthermore, the case study was conducted to 1) investigate the effects of peer teaching 

on students’ effort in task-centered peer groups, and 2) to determine whether peer 

teaching positively affected students’ attitude toward cooperative learning. He used 3 

points of questionnaire and individual interview for the 5 participants in this study.   

He found that after the students did the project in groups, the result of the 

outcome shows the better grade of the task. Thus, learning collaboratively in a project 

showed a good impact for the students since they shared the ideas with each other to 

solve the problems, so it is possible for the students to improve their course grade. 

Besides, he also found that as the students taught their peers, they showed the complete 

understanding of the subject being explored. He interpreted that as the students learned 

the subject in groups, every member contributed deeper thinking of the topic which was 

being discussed. Consequently, each student understood the material for the workshop 

better.  Those two findings were the results from the research question number two, about 

how peer teaching affects students’ attitude toward cooperative learning.   

Another study was done by Hooker (2006) who investigated the effectiveness of 

Peer-Led Team Learning. His study is titled “The Effectiveness of Peer-Led Team 

Learning Workshops: An Action Research Approach”. The participants for this study 

were from voluntarily participated in the Peer-Led Team Learning Workshop sessions for 

a general chemistry course at SUNY Brockport. In this study, the leaders must join the 

training first before they meet the students. One of the aims of this study was to monitor 

the effectiveness of teaching problem-solving skills, with the formulated research 

question: “What are the effects of teaching problem-solving skill?” For this study, he 
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used questionnaire and survey. Hooker (2006) found that PLTL built the rapport among 

the students, which made them enjoy the workshop session (p. 35). In this case, it is 

effective to apply PLTL since the students enjoyed the personal atmosphere of the 

activity, so they were engaged well to the learning process.  

THE STUDY 

 This research is aimed to analyze the students’ perceptions toward the 

implementation of group-led workshop as peer teaching assignment. Therefore, the 

research question asked in this study is: “What are the student perceptions toward the 

implementation of group-led workshop as a peer teaching assignment at the English 

Language Education Program of Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana?” Hopefully, the 

findings of this research will bring some insight for the department to improve this 

learning method. 

Context of the Study 

 The researcher conducted the research study at the English Language Education 

Program (ELEP) at the Faculty of Language and Arts (FLA) of Universitas Kristen Satya 

Wacana (UKSW), Salatiga, Central Java, Indonesia. Actually, ELEP has some courses 

that involve peer teaching, such as Language, Culture and Identity, Grammar for 

Language Teachers, Reading across Genres, etc. Hence, most of the students of ELEP 

certainly have experienced group-led workshop (GLW). In this study, I chose Current 

Issues in Applied Linguistic (CIAPL) course because it is one of the courses that employ 

GLW, which were offered in the second semester of 2016/2017 academic year. 
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Before the GLW the lecturer handled the class for several meetings and divided 

the students into five groups, which consisted of five to six students. Each group was then 

assigned to lead a GLW on different days as shown in the schedule. Each group had a 

chance to have a consultation with the lecturer before they led the GLW.   

Participants 

 The participants of this study were 85 ELEP students who took CIAPL in the 

second trimester of the 2016/2017 academic year. I used total population sampling since I 

aimed to select the whole students who were taking CIAPL in that trimester. According 

to Etikan, Abubakar, Alkassim (2015), total population sampling is used when the whole 

population meets the criteria of specific skill or experience. This sampling method 

matches the condition of my study because I did my investigation to the particular area 

where the participants experienced the GLW project.  However, not all the students of 

CIAPL were present when the questionnaire was distributed. Therefore, the total number 

of participants was 85 students from 4 different classes.  

Data Collection Instrument 

 To gather the required data, I used a Likert-scale questionnaire adapted from 

Pickford’s study (2013), Hooker’s study (2006), and some theories from Snyder (2012), 

Hwa (2009), and Delaney, et al (2010). The questionnaire consists of twenty questions in 

total. Ten items are to address the perceptions of the students when they acted as a 

workshop leading group and ten items are to address students’ perceptions as the GLW 

audience. To fill out the questionnaire, participants needed to respond to each question by 
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choosing ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘disagree’, or ‘strongly disagree’. The questionnaire 

for this study can be found in Appendix. I used English for the questionnaire since the 

participants were from ELEP.   

Data Collection Procedures 

For the procedure of the data collection, I first conducted a pilot study to check 

whether the questionnaire is understandable and help me answer the research question. I 

tried out the questionnaire to 20 students of Computer Assisted as Language Learning 

(CALL) class by choosing them randomly. CALL also required the students to do GLW 

as a peer teaching assignment. Most statements in the initial questionnaire could answer 

my research question, and only one statement was changed to accommodate the practice 

of GLW in ELEP. The statement number 1 in part A, which was initially “GLW helps me 

understand the subject being explored” was changed into “Consultations with the 

lecturers before the GLW help me understand the subject being explored”.   

After that, the questionnaire was ready to be distributed to the 85 CIAPL students. 

I asked the teachers’ permission first before distributing the questionnaire to the students. 

Hereupon the researcher gave the questionnaire to the participants and asked them to fill 

out the questionnaire honestly based on their perspective toward the implementation of 

grou- led workshop as a peer teaching assignment. As the participants were filling out the 

questionnaire, the researcher waited for them. Therefore, the researcher directly received 

the filled out questionnaire on the same day. 
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Data Analysis Procedure 

 After collecting the data, the researcher began to carefully calculate the data.  

Next, the researcher provided the result of the data in percentage. After that, the data was 

presented in form of table and descriptions, so the findings can be understood more 

easily.  Then, the result was discussed related to the theoretical framework of the study. 

Finally, conclusion was drawn in accordance with the finding and discussion.  

FINDINGS & DISCUSSION 

This section discusses the results of the study about students’ perceptions toward 

the implementation of group-led workshop as a peer teaching assignment. The findings 

were divided into 2 categories. The first one is about students’ perceptions as a workshop 

leading group and the second one is students’ perceptions as the GLW audience.  

 Students’ Perceptions as the Workshop Leading Group 

In this section, Table 1 shows the students’ perceptions as a workshop leading 

group in GLW concerning consultation with their teacher, problem-solving skill 

improvement, students’ understanding of the subject, grade improvement, students’ self-

competence which is related to their self-confidence and communication, and students’ 

convenience toward the implementation of GLW as the workshop leader. It is taken from 

the questionnaire number 1 – 10 in part A.  
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Table 1 

Students’ Perceptions as the Workshop Leading Group 

 

 From Table 1, it can be seen that the majority of the students responded positively 

toward the implementation GLW while they were being peer leaders. 89.6%-100% of the 

participants (N=85) chose agreed and strongly agreed in each item. On the other hand, 

 

No 

 

Statements 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1. Consultations with the lecturers 

before the GLW help me understand 

the subject being explored. 

61 24 0 0 

71.8% 28.2% 0% 0% 

2. My problem-solving skills have 

increased through GLW.  

21 61 3 0 

24.7% 71.8% 3.5% 0% 

3. Acting as a workshop leader 

increases my understanding of the 

subject. 

19 65 1 0 

22.3% 76.5 1.2% 0% 

4. 

 

I believe that GLW improves my 

grades.  

16 62 7 0 

18.8% 72.9% 8.3% 0% 

5. I enjoy working as a group/team 

on this task.  

19 62 4 0 

22.4% 72.9% 4.7% 0% 

6. Interacting with other group 

members is helpful.  

22 61 2 0 

25.9% 71.8% 2.3% 0% 

7. GLW helps me practice and 

develop intrapersonal skill (self-

confidence).  

28 55 2 0 

32.9% 64.7% 2.3% 0% 

 

8. GLW helps me practice and 

develop interpersonal skill 

(communication). 

37 48 0 0 

43.5% 56.5% 0% 0% 

9. I enjoy using GLW in the learning 

process.  

14 69 2 0 

16.5% 81.2% 2.3% 0% 

10. I like the opportunity to apply 

GLW in my class again on a 

different subject.  

5 72 8 0 

5.9% 84.7% 9.4% 0% 
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not more than 10% of the participants disagreed, and even none of them responded 

strongly disagreed with those ten items above. Table 1 reveals that 100% of the 

participants chose agree (71.8%) and strongly agree (28.2%) with the statement in Q1 

that consultations with the lecturers before the GLW helped them understand the subject 

being explored. This condition is in line with Hwa (2009), who explained that the 

supervising from the subject teacher as the students prepare the teaching material is very 

essential. Here, the teacher’s guidance during the GLW planning is very necessary for the 

success of the GLW. It can decrease the students challenge or anxiety toward the material 

of the subject.  

 Furthermore, another item which was responded 100% positively is Q8. On Q8, 

56.5 % of the participants agreed while 43.5% strongly agreed that GLW helped them 

practice and develop interpersonal skill (communication). It can be assumed that GLW 

brings benefit for their communication skill. Based on Snyder’s theory (2012), involving 

GLW for the classroom activity could build students’ interpersonal skill, which is 

communication. Since in GLW, the students needed to teach their peers and directed the 

workshop, which requires them to speak up, it drilled them to be more communicative 

than before.  

 Besides that, it can be seen that for Q3 98.8% of the participants responded 

positively: 22.3% chose strongly agree while 76.5% agreed that acting as a workshop 

leader increased their understanding of the subject. This finding is in line with Pickford 
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(2013), who found in his study that when the students taught their peers, they showed 

more understanding of the subject being explored.  

 On the other hand, Q4 shows that some students disagreed (8.3%) with the 

statement that they believed GLW improved their grades. According to Tien, et al (2002, 

p.11), “…low-performing students were poor self-explainers”. Consequently, some of the 

students still doubted with their own understanding of the course material and 

performance to do GLW as the peer teaching assignment. Hence, it affected the students’ 

anxiety with the final grade of the course. While on Q10, the participants responded 

disagree (9.4 %) that they liked the opportunity to apply GLW in their class again on 

different subject. It can be inferred that the students thought GLW was not appropriate to 

be implemented in other courses. According to David, Kampmeier, and Varma (2010), 

before applying GLW on other courses, teacher must see the condition of the learning 

area first, whether GLW can be applied there or not. In this case, the students might think 

that the conditions of the other courses are not suitable for GLW.  

Students’ Perceptions as the Peer Audience  

In the following section, Table 2 below shows the students’ perceptions as a one of 

the peer audience related to students’ understanding of the subject, problem-solving skill 

and grade improvement, students’ convenience while asking for clarification also 

learning the subject material, students’ trust toward the workshop leader, students’ 

interest and convenience, and effectiveness of GLW. This is taken from the questionnaire 

number 1-10 in part B. 
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Table 2 

Students’ Perceptions as the Peer Audience 

 

No 

 

Statements 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1. GLW helps me understand the subject 

being explored. 

14 66 5 0 

16.5% 77.6% 5.9% 0% 

2. My problem-solving skills have increased 

through GLW.  

8 70 7 0 

9.4% 82.4% 8.2% 0% 

3. I believe that GLW improves my grades.  12 61 12 0 

14.1% 71.8% 14.1% 0% 

4. In GLW, I am comfortable asking questions 

to the workshop leader about the material 

that I do not understand.  

14 59 12 0 

16.5% 69.4% 14.1% 0% 

5. I like learning the subject materials from the 

workshop leader.  
9 65 11 0 

10.6% 76.5% 12.9% 0% 

6. In GLW, I trust the content delivery from 

my peer(s) as the workshop leader. 

12 61 12 0 

14.1% 71.8% 14.1% 0% 

7 I feel that learning from the peers through 

GLW in my class is interesting.        

14 64 7 0 

16.5% 75.3% 8.2% 0% 

8.  I feel that learning from the peers through 

GLW in my class is effective. 

13 60 12 0 

15.3% 70.6% 14.1% 0% 

9. I enjoy using GLW in the learning process.  15 66 4 0 

17.6% 77.7% 4.7% 0% 

10. I like the opportunity to apply GLW in my 

class again on a different subject. 

8 66 10 1 

9.4% 77.6% 11.8% 1.2% 

 

Table 2 shows that most of the students (85%-95%), as members of the peer 

audience, had positive perceptions of the implementation of GLW. While less than 15% 

of the participants disagreed and only 1.2 % of them chose strongly disagreed. Table 2 

displays that 95.3% of the participants chose strongly agree (77.7%) and agree (17.6%) 

that as the member of peer audience, they enjoyed using GLW in the learning process. 
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This condition is in line with the previous study from Wamser (2006). He found that the 

interaction with the peer leader help them do better in class. It can be said that the 

students enjoy to be taught by their peers, which made them more relaxed to do class 

interaction. Besides, 94.1% of the participants responded to Q1 positively. 77.6% of them 

agreed and 16.5% chose strongly agree that GLW helps them understand the subject 

being explored. This finding is the same as Pickford’s (2013) finding that peer teaching 

helps the student to complete the understanding of the subject. Here, the explanation from 

the peers also can help the students to comprehend the material since the peer leaders 

have planned or practiced well before the day of GLW. 

     Conversely, Q3 displays that the participants chose disagree (14.1%) with the 

statement that GLW could improve their grades. As Johnson, et al (2015) noted that peer 

leaders reported that their own technical knowledge and interpersonal skill were their 

limitations during the workshop. Therefore, as the peer audience to learn from the peer 

leader during the class seemed doubtful for them because perhaps the peer leaders were 

not clearly enough to deliver the materials and direct the workshop. Thus, the students 

would not understand the related topic which reduces students’ optimism in improving 

the grade. Then on Q4, it shows that 14.1% of the participants disagreed that in GLW, 

they were comfortable asking questions to the workshop leader about the material that 

they did not understand. As the peer audience, they hesitate to ask questions to the peer 

leaders. They may think that the workshop leader answers will not fully satisfy. This 

condition is in line with Johnson, et al’s (2013) finding. They found that one of the peer 

leaders could not answer students’ question because they did not prepare the material 
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well. Therefore, some of the students felt that it was uncomfortable to ask clarification or 

questions to the peer leaders since their answers seemed dubious for the students. 

Moreover, on Q6, 14.1% of the participants chose disagree that they trust the content 

delivery from their peer(s) as the workshop leader. This finding is in line with the 

proposed idea by Delaney, et.al (2010) which mentioned that teachers are having a 

position of trust to learn in the classroom. So from this, some students prefer to trust the 

teacher because of her/ his advance intelligence rather than their peers. They were still 

doubt with their peers’ competence to present the material and lead the workshop. 

CONCLUSION 

    This study aims to find out the students’ perceptions toward the implementation 

of the group-led workshop as peer teaching assignment in English Language Education 

Program of Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana. The result revealed that the majority of 

the students had positive responses to the implementation of GLW both as being a 

workshop leader and peer audience. Some interesting points were found regarding 

students’ perceptions toward GLW as the workshop leader. First, consultation with the 

lecturer before the GLW was highly necessary because it helped the students to prepare 

the project material well. If the students skipped this, it would affect the students’ 

performance during the GLW. Second, GLW improved the students’ interpersonal skill 

in communication. As they performed in front of the class, it indirectly developed 

students’ communication skill. Finally, acting as the workshop leading group itself could 

improve students’ understanding of the material. Moreover, as the peer audience, the 
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students enjoyed the classroom atmosphere during the GLW, and they could understand 

the course material better through GLW. Since it is student-student interaction, they felt 

more comfortable to actively participate in the class activities.  

     The findings also suggest that the lecturer assistance for GLW was very important 

when students were preparing for the GLW. This means that lecturers also play an 

important role in the success of the GLW. The results showed that to the workshop 

leader, consultation with the lecturer before the GLW improved the students’ 

understanding of subject.  Therefore, the students need the guidance from the lecturer to 

make them learn better.   Besides, the finding revealed that as the peer audience, some 

students did not trust the content delivery from the peers. Thus, it will be better if the 

lecturers could give clarification about the topic at the end of the GLW, to make students 

understand the material better. Furthermore, the finding revealed that GLW also 

improved the students’ understanding both as the being workshop leader and as the peer 

audience because they enjoy the classroom situation. This condition makes them become 

more encouraged to be active in class participation. Hence, based on this research 

finding, I suggest that GLW be implemented in the courses offered in ELEP- UKSW. 

     In this study, unfortunately, I did not provide any open-ended questions and 

interview section for my participants. So, I could not receive any additional comments 

regarding the implementation of GLW. Thus, my findings are limited only from my 

closes-ended questionnaire. Therefore, for the further study, I suggest that the researcher 



 

22 
 

include open-ended questionnaire along with interview session in order to investigate the 

students’ opinions more deeply in order to get more valid and reliable data. 
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Appendix 

Questionnaire on Students’ Perception of the Implementation of Group-Led Workshop as a 

Peer Teaching Assignment 

Dear Friends, I am Deborah Nathasa Austin who is conducting a research study about the 

students’ perception of the implementation of Group-Led Workshop as a peer teaching 

assignment. Please fill in the questionnaire honestly. Your personal information will be kept a 

secret, and your responses will not affect your grade. The information from your answers is very 

helpful for my study and hopefully for the improvement of the implementation of GLW in the 

future. Thank you   

NIM :  

Please put a check (√) mark on the column that represents your response to each question 

below. 

A. As a Workshop Leading Group ( A group who leads the workshop) 

 

No 

 

Statements 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1. Consultations with the lecturers before the 

GLW help me understand the subject being 

explored.  

    

2. My problem-solving skills have increased 

through GLW.  

    

3. Acting as a workshop leader increases my 

understanding of the subject. 

    

4. I believe that GLW improves my grades.      

5. I enjoy working as a group/team on this task.      

6. Interacting with other group members is 

helpful.  

    

7. GLW helps me practice and develop 

intrapersonal skill (self-confidence).  

    

8. GLW helps me practice and develop 

interpersonal skill (communication). 

    

9. I enjoy using GLW in the learning process.      

10. I like the opportunity to apply GLW in my 

class again on a different subject.  
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B. As One of the Peer Audience (Students who act as the audience in GLW) 

 

No 

 

Statements 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

1. GLW helps me understand the subject being 

explored. 

    

2. My problem-solving skills have increased 

through GLW.  

    

3. I believe that GLW improves my grades.      

4. In GLW, I am comfortable asking questions to 

the workshop leader about the material that I do 

not understand.  

    

5. I like learning the subject materials from the 

workshop leader.  

    

6. In GLW, I trust the content delivery from my 

peer(s) as the workshop leader. 

    

7 I feel that learning from the peers through GLW 

in my class is interesting. 

    

8.  I feel that learning from the peers through 

GLW in my class is effective. 

    

9. I enjoy using GLW in the learning process.      

10. I like the opportunity to apply GLW in my class 

again on a different subject. 

    

 

God Bless You  


