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1. Title
Developing Third-Year Junior High School Students’ Speaking and Writing Abilities

through Communicative Learning Teaching Based on Focus-on-Form Instruction

English education in Japan has changed dramatically since the revised curriculum guidelines
announced by the Japan Ministry of Education, Culture, Sport, Science and Technology (MEXT) in
2017. More specifically in regard, “[t]o develop[ing] students’ competencies that form the
communication such as understanding, expressing and communicating simple information and
thoughts...” (p. 1, Junior high school curriculum guidelines on foreign language chapter 2 section 9,
2017). The curriculum guidelines of foreign languages have focused on developing students’
communicative competence. Generating students who continue to learn for the sake of contributing

to the sustainable development of a globalizing society is important for teachers.

2. Context

(1) Level: Junior High School (3™ year) *Some of them are Eiken 3" level

(2) Class size: 33 (18 boys /15 girls) * One student was in the special support class and three
students seldom came to school.

(3) Time: 50 minutes, 4/weeks

(4) Textbook: Here We Go, Mitsumura

(5) Situation: The class had a good atmosphere and some students’ English level was so high. On the
other hand, some students were not interested in English. There were different English levels of
students in the classroom. They had not taken speaking tests with peers until they became third

graders.

3. AR goals and objectives

My goal is to develop students’ speaking and writing competence. I incorporate
communicative learning teaching based on focus on form instruction into my class. By engaging in
interaction with peers, students are more likely to retain what they learn and apply it in real-world

situations.



(1) By March, 80% of students can continue a conversation in English using communication
strategies (CSs) for three minutes.

(2) By March, 60% of students can write more than 80 words in English.

(3) In the final survey, 80% of students will answer that they like English very much or they

like English.

4. Literature review
Communicative language teaching

Savignon (2002) says “the essence of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) is the
engagement of learners in communication to allow them to develop their communicative
competence” (p. 22). According to Sato and Kleinsasser (1999), four main conceptions about CLT
were discussed by teachers: (a) CLT is learning to communicate in the L2, (b) CLT uses mainly
speaking and listening, (c) CLT involves little grammar instruction, (d) CLT uses (time-consuming)
activities. Brown (2007) claimed that classroom goals are focused on all of the components of
communicative competence (CC) and not restricted to grammatical or linguistic competence.
However, in today's junior high schools, new grammar items also need to be taught. Therefore, |
would like to incorporate CLT based on focus on form instruction (FFI) that emphasizes on forms
because | believe that completely ignoring grammar and focusing only on meaning is difficult in
junior high school. FFI “overtly draws students’ attention to linguistic elements as they arise

incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication.” (Long, 1991, pp.

45-46)

Focus on Form Instruction

Ellis (2006) considered three board types of form-focused instruction. Table 1 shows types of
Form-Focused Instruction. Focus on forms is based on structured forms that focuses on grammar and
sentence patterns. Therefore, students will primarily learn grammar and vocabulary. Planned focus
on form and incidental focus on form are based on meanings. Lee & VanPatten (2003) affirm that
learners who are engaged in meaningful or meaning-based approaches to grammar (called focus on
form) do as well as or better than those who are engaged in activities that are nonmeaningful or not
part of some communicative intent. Thus, I incorporate planned focus on form and incidental focus

on form into my action research (AR).



Table 1

Types of Form-Focused Instruction

Type Primary Focus Distribution
1. Focus on forms Form Intensive
2. Planned focus on form Meaning Intensive
3. Incidental focus on form Meaning Extensive

Note. This table is adapted from Ellis (2001, p. 17)

(1) Planned focus on form

Ellis (2006) mentioned that “This approach, then, involves teaching grammar in a series of
separate lessons. Focus on form entails a focus on meaning with attention to form arising out of the
communicative activity. This focus can be planned, where a focused task is required to elicit
occasions for using a predetermined grammatical structure” (p. 100). In junior high school, new
grammar items are introduced in each unit, so teachers can teach communicatively on the input of
new grammar to facilitate their comprehension. By being pushed to process form and meaning
simultaneously, they not only could process better but also access their newfound knowledge to

produce a structure they never produced during the treatment phase. (Lee & VanPatten, 2003, p. 148)

(2) Incidental focus on form

Incidental focus on form pays learners' attention to linguistic items as they arise
spontaneously without prior planning in meaning-focused interaction. Ellis (2006) mentioned that
“An incidental focus-on-form approach is of special value because it affords an opportunity for
extensive treatment of grammatical problems (in contrast to the intensive treatment afforded by a
focus on-forms approach)” (p.102). The fact that incidental focus on form occurs frequently in CLT.
It can consist of responses to errors made by students (Basturkmen, Loewen & Ellis, 2004). |
incorporated the grammar items in planned focus on form into incidental focus on form and giving
students more extensive opportunities than in planned focus on form. The speaking tests were

conducted based on incidental focus on form.

Communicative competence
Developing communicative competence is focused on in the curriculum guidelines of foreign

languages. Savignon (1997) defined “Communication is the expression, interpretation, and



negotiation of meaning; and communicative competence is always context specific, requiring the
simultaneous, integrated use of grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic
competence, and strategic competence” (p. 225). Only sitting and listening to their teachers as in the
traditional way will not improve communication competence. Long (1981) argued that modified
interaction is the necessary such as interacting with other speakers, working together through
negotiation for meaning. When we interact with other people, we can learn a lot from them.

Therefore, it is important to interact with other students in the class.

Communication Strategies

The importance of CSs has been widely recognized. Communication strategies (CSs) are “a
systematic technique employed by a speaker to express his [or her] meaning when faced with some
difficulty” (Corder, 1981, p. 103). Canale and Swain (1980) included it as a major component in
their well-known construct of communicative competence, defining it as “verbal and nonverbal
strategies that may be called into action to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to
performance variables or to insufficient competence” (p. 30). CSs will help them to continue a
conversation when students face communication breakdowns. According to Dérnyei (1995), the
reason why teachers teach CSs is “they provide the learners with a sense of security in the L2 by
allowing them room to manoeuvre in times of difficulty” (p. 80). There is no doubt that CSs can be a

great help to students in communication breakdowns and can make students comfortable.

Assessment

Assessing students’ language abilities is still a big issue for teachers in language education.
Earl (2007) indicated that “it requires a different view of schools, schooling, teachers, teaching, and,
particularly, assessment” (p.86). Assessment cannot be determined from a single perspective, and

therefore requires a different perspective. Thus, assessment involves a lot of complex elements.

(1) Summative assessment and Formative assessment

Summative assessment is to measure whether a learner has achieved specific learning goals
or standards, and to objectively evaluate that achievement. Formative assessment is a continuous
assessment process to monitor learning progress and provide feedback to learners. Formative
assessment is becoming mainstream in Japan, and tends to support students in the process. Formative
assessment is to monitor student learning to provide ongoing feedback that can be used by instructors

to improve their teaching and by students to improve their learning. It is designed to give teachers



information to modify the teaching and learning activities in which students are engaged in order to
differentiate and focus on how individual students approach learning. (Earl, 2007, p. 90). Therefore,
I chose a formative assessment for speaking tests and writing tests. | would like to focus on how

individual students approach learning and improve students’ learning and teachers’ teaching.

(2) Rubric

Wiggins (1998) indicated that “The rubric enables consistent scoring across judges and time.
Rubrics allow reliable scoring to the degree that evaluating language” (p.186). Rubrics help us assess
students' abilities reliably and clarify their future tasks. | have changed the rubric many times. The
biggest change was that | changed the distribution of points. At first, | focused on accuracy, but after

that focused on fluency. Therefore, | included more detailed evaluation criteria in fluency.

5. Possible Research Questions

(1) How does focus-on-form instruction together with performance tests improve students’ speaking
and writing abilities?

(2) How do communication strategies improve students’ speaking ability?

(3) How does focus-on-form instruction change students’ attitude toward learning English?

6. What I did
I conducted my action research (AR) as shown below. Three times in total for speaking tests

and fun essays and four surveys and two interviews were conducted throughout the year.

Figure 1
Action research method design
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My aim is to develop my students' speaking and writing abilities. Therefore, | taught new grammar
items to students based on FFI and incorporated CSs in class, and | conducted a speaking test and a
fun essay each semester. Regarding the most recent speaking test, the targeted grammar in unit 7 was
“subjunctive mood”. In 2021, the new curriculum guidelines of foreign languages for junior high
school announced that subjunctive past perfect was added to the textbook, when before it was only
taught in senior high school. | offered activities based on FFI, and students were encouraged to
imagine and talk with peers with various illustrations on the handout (see Appendix1-B). The
worksheet was easy and simplified so that anyone can understand it.

For the speaking test at the beginning of February, | prepared a handout based on incidental FFI.
The handout included a mapping chart to create broad ideas in response to initial ideas and questions
(see Appendix1-B). Four questions about their future dream were given and | had them think about
themselves and write their answers. Until the day of the speaking test, | had students make a

conversation about their dreams with different partners numbering at least three people each day.

Conversation card

Kindt (2002) mentioned “The common response was that the cards were useful because they
gave students something provocative to look at, helped them to remember what they wanted to say,
classmates’ cards were interesting, and the cards helped them to think about English the days there
was no English class”. I had students create a conversation card to expand their ideas and to practice
for the speaking test. Some students were using conversation cards effectively. For example, they
wrote down little by little what they wanted to say, and they found out what they needed through the
conversation. On the other hand, there were a few students who did not use conversation cards very
much in practice. One of my students gradually added the information she needed to continue the
conversation. (see Appendix1-B). I thought she was learning what she should do through the
conversation card. In fact, most students were like her. Besides that, | saw students created their
conversation card outside of class. As Kindt mentioned, they had an opportunity to encounter

English through their conversation cards.

Speaking test

The speaking tests were basically conducted between two students, and their partners would
be decided on the day of the speaking test. | conducted this three times over a one year period from
April to March. For the first speaking test in July, my students talked about their favorite places for
two minutes. This was the first challenge for my students, and they tended to focus on memorizing



all rather than communicating with peers. | especially focused on voice volume, eye contact, opener,
closer, and simple rejoinders. For the second speaking test in October, they talked about their
memorable items for two minutes and a half while showing their treasures or pictures of their
memorable items. Almost everyone was good at making eye contact and voice volume in the
speaking test, so this time | focused on rejoinders and asking follow-up questions. For the last
speaking test in February, they talked about their future dreams for three minutes. To be able to talk
with peers for three minutes was one of my research goals. | focused on having them ask follow-up

questions more than the previous speaking test to continue the conversation for three minutes.

Fun essay

I conducted fun essays three times throughout the year. Third graders who were supposed to
take entrance exams for high school tended to improve their writing skills. However, they felt that
they were not good at writing in English. Normally, | had students write essays and draw a picture
but for the first fun essay, | had students only write essays about their favorite places, the same topic

as the first speaking test. | set their goal to be 60 words.

Table 2
Number of words in fun essays in November
Number of sentences Number of students
More than 70 words 21
More than 50 words 3
More than 20 words 3
Less than 20 words 2

Table 1 shows the result of how many words students could write in English. 70% of students could
write more than 70 words. For the second fun essay, | set their goal to be 70 words. In order to
reduce the time it took to draw, | had students take a piece of paper home and draw the picture at
home. After | collected their manuscripts they finished writing, | made copies of the original
manuscripts for evaluation and returned to students without any feedback. Their fun essays were
decorated in the hallway so that any students and teachers could see their essays. Finally, I had my

students choose whose essay they liked through their tablets and write down some comments.



7. Results
(1) Survey

The survey was conducted four times in total. The number of students may vary slightly due
to being absent or not coming to school. The content of the surveys included four skills: listening,

speaking, reading, writing, and included their level of understanding, enjoyment, and interest.

Figure 2

Students’ perception of being able to listen to the content

1. Can you understand the content you spoke about in your pair or it

was from the textbook?

April I S Nz s, 23% 3%
July ST % e 15% - 7% B
December | s S /G L0 6 e
February | s O/ A6, 7% e
0%  10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

m Almost m70% m50% A little m Cannot

Note. The number of students may vary slightly due to being absent or not coming to school.

Figure 3

Students’ perception of how long they can continue the conversation
2. Can you continue the conversation when talking with peers?

April s S O e —— 20%

July SO s 9% 7% 4%
December | s 2 7m0
February | /6 2%%60 0

0%  10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

B More than 2 minutes and a half m More than 1 minutes and a half

® More than 1 minute Less than 1 minute

Regarding their speaking time, figure 3 shows that the number had been gradually increasing from
April to December. From December to February, it dramatically increased. Over 90% of students



answered that they could continue a conversation in two and a half minutes in February.
Surprisingly, no one had answered less than one minute since December. Since my research goal was
three minutes, I'll give you more detail. Over 60% of students answered that they could talk in

English for three minutes.

Figure 4
Students’ perception of how long they can continue the conversation in February

February GO O 061 4% 0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® More than 3 minutes ® More than 2 minutes and a half
® More than 1 minutes and a half More than 1 minute
m Less than 1 minute

Figure 5
Students’ perception of being able to read the content

3. Can you understand the content your friend wrote or it was from

textbook?
April I S Y 1 096 20% 7%

July I/ 26 Yo 19% . 7% %
December | 3/ S /G 1 0 /6 I o/
February | e 51 /G 7 /6

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
m Almost m70% m50% A little m Cannot

Figure 6
Students’ perception of being able to write essays or speeches

4. How many sentences can you 4. How many words can you write
write essays or speeches in essays or speeches in English?
English?

July G267 Yo, %

April BTN 27%  13% 90N December  IEESEEENNNNGZYINNI0% V6NN,
February SO W20/ GRNT.Y6 Yon%
0% 50% 100%
m More than 10 sentences.

® More than 7 sentences.
M 4-6 sentences

3-2 sentences ® More than 40 words m More than 20 words
m Cannot

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m More than 80 words m More than 60 words

m Less than 20 words



I had changed the items between the surveys, so | split the results of writing into two.

Regarding their writing abilities, figure 6 shows that there were only 26% of students who could
write essays or speeches in English with more than 80 words in July. In comparison, there were 50%
of students who could write essays or speeches in English with more than 80 words in February. The

number of students who can write essays or speeches in English has doubled.

Figure 7
Students’ perception of how much they can understand English class

5. How much do you understand English class?

April N S 2 S 2 /s 17% 3%

July /3% 1% 0% 7%
December | S 2/ ) /6 M T 0 o v s
February | O 210/ O S L /G 7 %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
mAlmost m70% m50% mAlittle mHardly understand

Regarding their level of enjoyment and their interests toward learning English, I incorporated the
retrospective post-then-pre questionnaire design (Back in April). I usually would collect data before
the program begins and after it ends, a post-survey design collects data only after it ends. Participants
self-assess their "Before" and "Now" states and compare changes. The reason is it can be hard to
know what they do not know at the beginning of a program. Post-then-pre design helps control for
response shift bias, for example avoiding the desire that they try to show themselves in best possible

way. Please see figure 8 and 9.

Figure 8
Students’ perception of how much they can enjoy English class

6. Do you enjoy English class?

April | 3 1 S 7/ W 39600
Back in April | s /s M 1 1 O
July N 3 3 G 2296 7% M9
December | 1 S0/ W 10960
February |3/ S 1 4% 0%
0%  10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

B Yes, very much. mYes, I do. mItisok. Not very much. m No, I don't.
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There is a clear difference between April and Back in April. From Back in April to February,
students mainly answered the survey positively because they wanted to make a good impression on

me but as time went on they approached their survey answers in a much more genuine manner.

Figure 9
Students’ perception of how much they like English

7. Do you like English?

April | N (2 /G R— 20% C10%

Back in April | 51 S /- 15% %
July R O M 37 Ye T 11% e
December | 7./ M 28 /6 M 7 % I/
February | 5 3 6.0/ M T 196 e

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Yes, very much. ®Yes, Ido. mItisok. Not very much. m No, I don't.

Figure 9 shows their interest toward learning English. After peaking in December, their interest
decreased again in February. On the other hand, the number of students who answered that they do
not like English has decreased. Possible reasons for this are that entrance exams and classes have

become less communicative and more teacher-centered.

Figure 10

Students’ perception of what skills you want to develop the most

8. What skills do you want to develop the most?

April

July 26%

December

T

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

B Speaking (presentation) Speaking(dialogue) ~m Writing ® Reading M Listening
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Figure 11
Students’ perception of what skills you developed

February

0%

8. What skills did you develop?

> Students may select multiple answers

2%
75%
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%
B Speaking (presentation) Speaking(dialogue) ~m Writing ® Reading ™ Listening

(2) Survey for CSs

Students were given the surveys after the speaking tests in October and February to analyze

the effect of CSs on the improvement of speaking ability. The following transcription was done by

between two students with IngScribe. Takeshi fluently used rejoinders, shadowing, and follow-up

questions. However, when he asked wh-questions prepared in advance, he was not able to say them

fluently because he relied on memorization.

Excerpt 1

Transcription in the speaking test in February

[0:
01
02
03
04
05
06
07

08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15

01.10]
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi

Akito
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi
Akito
Takeshi

oh hello [0:02.08]
hello (..) how are you? [0:04.01]
oh I am tired how are you? [0:05.15]
I'm good [0:06.09]
oh good? [0:07.14]
yeah [0:08.09]
oh what (.) what do you (..) what do you went to be in the future?
[0:14.17]
I want to be a swimming coach [0:16.23]
oh really? [0:17.15]
yeah [0:18.03]
swimming coach? [0:19.19]
yes [0:19.14]
do you like swimming? [0:19.19]
I like swimming the best [0:23.00]

oh (..) why do you want to be a swimming coach? |0:26.0d]
12



Figure 12 shows the frequency of using CSs in October and February. The number of
shadowing and follow-up questions has dramatically increased. There were no students who

answered “Not at all.” except follow-up questions.

Figure 12
Students’ perception of how much they used CSs in the speaking tests in October and in February

How much did you use CSs in the speaking test in October?

Opener I S S/ ——3%%6 0%
Closer I e 5 /G M 7% 3%
Rejoinders | s S 1/ 0 Y6 3 %
Shadowing | L 37/ A/ 3%
FQs IS Sy 17% T 10% 17%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

I could use very much.  mIcoulduse. mIcouldn't use much. Not at all.

How much did you use CSs in the speaking test in February?

Opener I T 2’5 /G060 9%
Closer | 2 5/ 2600
Rejoinders | s S %61 0%
Shadowing | S G2 OGN0 6
FQs o, " TI3% N 4% 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B I could use very much. mIcould use. mIcouldn't use much. mNot at all.

(3) Changes in students' speaking test scores
The scores for the three speaking tests using the rubric | created in February (see Appendix

B) are below. The changes in scores for each category are shown.
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Table 3
Changes in students’ speaking tests scores: Akito, Sato, Takeshi

Speaking tests July October February
AKito (Intermediate)

Categories

Accuracy (3 points) 2 3 3
Content and Fluency (7 points) 3 6 6
CSs (5 points) 5 5 5
FQs (5 points) 3 3 3
Speaking tests July October February
Sato (Intermediate)

Categories

Accuracy (3 points) 2 3 3
Content and Fluency (7 points) 4 5 6
CSs (5 points) 4 5 5
FQs (5 points) 3 5 5
Speaking tests July October February
Takeshi (Low)

Categories

Accuracy (3 points) 3 2 2
Content and Fluency (7 points) 3 5 6
CSs (5 points) 3 5 5
FQs (5 points) 1 3 5

Note. Content and Fluency are adapted to the situation.

Akito was not able to speak for two minutes in July. He seemed to listen to his partner more than he
actively spoke. In October, I could see that he was more fluent than in July, and he was able to
continue the conversation not only by reacting to his partner’s answers, but also by using shadowing
effectively. Sato was not able to speak enough for two minutes in July, but he was able to speak for
three minutes in February. Takeshi has improved the most of the three. Although he was able to use

rejoinders and shadowing from July, he was not able to ask follow-up questions. In February,

14



Takeshi was able to use follow-up questions more than three times. He also didn't rely on

memorization to explain what he wanted to say, and although it wasn't a sentence, he was able to

continue the conversation using simple words. Therefore, accuracy has decreased a little, but he has

got a good result in February.

(4) Students’ comments

After the speaking test conducted in February, students were given the survey. Table 3 shows

the majority of students” comments divided into four categories: fun, growth, motivation, and

difficulty.

Table 4

Majority of students’ comments after the speaking test

Category Students’ comments

Fun | enjoyed talking with peers in English. (4)

Growth I could use a lot of CSs. (5)
When | was practicing, | thought three minutes seemed like a very long
time, but after lots of practice, I felt short and | was able to speak for a
very long time. (2)
The speaking tests made me realize that it's not how well you can speak
English, but how long you can keep a conversation without getting
stuck. (2)
I could continue a conversation by giving my own opinions while
adapting to the other person's topic. (4)

Motivation I want to have a nice chat with foreigners. (1)
| want to study more. (3)

Difficulty I had what | wanted to say more, but I couldn't say in English. (2)

I couldn't answer the questions and use CSs as much as | thought |
would. (4)

Note. The reflections from the students above are translated from Japanese by the author. Italic

indicates that it is translated.
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Surprisingly, even though I felt most of the students spoke well, some of students answered that they
were not able to speak as well as they had expected. On the other hand, there were also comments

that showed respect for peers and the importance of continuing the conversation.

8. Interview

The interview was conducted in Japanese in July and in February. The contents were divided
into three categories: speaking, writing, motivation, and a total of seven questions were asked. Three
students were selected and the interview was recorded and the data was analyzed in February.

Table 5

Focus student learner characteristics

Learner Proficiency
Takeshi Low

Akito Intermediate
Honami High

Note. Only students that completed the course are included.

Reflection on speaking. In the speaking question, | asked, “Was it useful to practice conversation
using rejoinders, shadowing, and follow-up questions?” the students replied:

It was fun to be able to talk as if | was overseas. (Honami)

Reactions make the conversation more exciting, and asking follow-up questions broadens the

topic of conversation. (Takeshi)

Reflection on writing. In the writing question, when | asked, “Do you think integrating speaking
and writing about the same topic helped you to improve your writing ability?” the students replied:

When | wrote my essay, | added English sentences in addition to what | had talked in the

speaking test. So, | could improve my writing skill more. (Honami)
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Reflection on English classroom. When | asked, “Was your motivation toward English changed

through classroom activities and did you come to like English?” the students replied:

| am now able to speak better than I did in my first and second years of junior high school, and
my motivation has increased. Also, when | can understand what other people are saying in English, |

feel motivated to try harder. (Akito)

Akito's motivation has improved the most since April. In fact, he had the opportunity to
interact with an American family, and he realized that he could speak English. In a previous
questionnaire, he said, “I felt my conversation skills had improved through regular English classes. |
didn't think I would have been able to do this before”.

Honami said that she was conscious of her pronunciation and would often read aloud at home
outside of class, which helped her remember English phrases. Akito also said that he started listening
to Western music and watching English YouTube videos, which helped him remember English
phrases. Takeshi talked to me in English after class and also said hello to me in English outside the
class.

Takeshi used rejoinders and shadowing a lot in the speaking tests and also used follow-up
questions to continue the conversation. He used three minutes of speaking time and led the other

person.

9. What I learned

Throughout this year, | have realized that incorporating FFI and performance tests into
classes has a significant impact on students' English ability. By doing the communicative activities
based on FFI, students could interact with peers better and feel comfortable. CSs were effective in
the speaking tests. As you can see in the results from October and February in the final speaking test
(figure 10), there was a big change in shadowing and follow-up questions. In particular, about 80%
of students answered that they were very good at asking follow-up questions. As a result, you can see
that the speaking time has also improved. | made conversation cards which acted as ancillary tools
that they could refer to during real time conversations because students’ abilities were rooted in
memorization. With this gradual increase in confidence, little by little, they would learn to not rely
on just memorization but be able to formulate original thoughts and ideas for themselves. Something
important to note was that, compared to last year’s batch of students, this year’s group seemed to be

much more aware that, with different conversation partners came different questions. Because they
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felt they couldn’t answer, they wanted to answer a little differently, or they wanted to add more
detail to their content, they took initiative for themselves and added to their charts and notes so that
they wouldn’t forget it the next time they did it.

| learned about how important recursive is. Kindt (2002) mentions “This return to a similar
learning experience - but with a wider knowledge - is called recursion” (p.13). Students initially rely
on memorization, but they figure out their own way through recursion. The recursive practice is that
sentence structure comes naturally and you can remember phrases and expressions and return to
similar studies will deepen your understanding.

Actually, there were many cases of students who encountered English outside of a
classroom setting, whether it be having a conversation with their ALT, listening to music, or
watching Youtube videos. | believe they were able to understand and use English in a much more
effective manner because of the practice for the performance tests based on FFI.

10. Future issues

I had to do a lot of trial and error to see how | could improve students’ speaking and writing
abilities. Regarding students’ speaking abilities, as you can see from the survey results, the number
of students has increased dramatically. On the other hand, their writing ability showed a slight
improvement, but the results were not good. In retrospect, | could not focus on writing because third-
year students had to have taken entrance exams and many tests. Thus, here are some challenges that
might appear next year:

(1) Trying to make speaking without memorization enjoyable for the students.
(2) Encouraging students to individually convey their own thoughts and feelings in conversations
effectively in writing.

(3) Organizing my lesson plans appropriately and trying to get more reliable data.
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Appendix 1-A

Lesson plan (Introduce the speaking practice based on incidental FFI)

Time Interaction Activity and Procedure
(45 minutes) | T-Ss, S-S, S
5 T-Ss Greeting
S-S Small talk
40 (Step 1)
(7) S Listen to the teachers’ conversation about the future dream
and have students take a note.
Check in pairs and then in whole class.
(5) S/ T-Ss (Step 2) Creating a mapping chart
(10) | S Visualize their ideas and make a conversation card. Students
are able to use the internet and find more information.
(5) S (Step 3) Answer the questions on the worksheet.
(13) | S-S (Step 4) Talking
Talk with peers about “My future dream”
(5) T-Ss (Step 5) Homework

Complete their conversation cards at home.

Greeting

S-S: 13 minutes
T-Ss: 10 minutes

S: 22 minutes

Total Time: 45 minutes
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Appendix 1-B
Planned FFI

Class No. Name

HIRTzDIEAIL ?

Please listen and write in the box.

HLOOKE-T2H THZE
1%- Emn—Eol HIBR %55 5 725 9
2. 100> TWVWEL HEHITEAD
3. BEEKEFE 75 HEBLA TS5 JEB
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Class No. Name

[Pictures (=%#H) ]

Step 5| Write 3 sentences about what you talked to your friends.

(Ao & 230)

If I were a doctor,

(KEDZ L 130)
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Incidental FFI

Class No

My future dream

Step 1 FELBDRFEZEHEVN T RICKEHTHELD,

@ BRUTZVEERIL?

Q@ ZFDEAIX?

@ HEURBOORZ2 5 AlZEd 2N 7?7

Step 2 HBTZDPOTHREVWEZEISATUELIN ? VWDOHBITTHE D RIZEFRH
HBZE T 2RI TVBIE BNDANGE ERICFULSEVTHSL D,

A S—=LDOVIAH~
S0 Weh/ BN
641 YouTuber/MilsiaiEH

7 vun—HF

8{i SHHOTE+ X

9 FERME

Ol exMi—YME
1147 8T *

D
(>

6.4%
4.9%
3.8%
34%
3.2%
3.0%
3.0%
2.8%
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BE uRr o5 | [20224) =Y 72
WK T v ¥ v 7 UNFEAE, s,
A, oBH v 7 10) (robo-

gram.com)

It




Step 3 HEBEICDVWT.EZTHELD,

(1) What do you want to be in the future?

(2) Why do you want to be( B )7

(3) What is necessary to be ( B )

(4) If youwere ( B3 ), what would you do?

BICBRLEZVLWCERBNIEXELTHEIS,

Step 4 Communication strategies ZEL\RNS, HETFLLEL D,

2] Hho=C&

)

Communication strategies & (&

BRIDHWNEDETD

70032 (b0WD5) XWell.. Uh-huh, I see.’s&
JYR—AT ($8Y)5RL)

BEDHW\EDZETSD %Nice talking with you.2&
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Conversation card created by students
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Rubric for the speaking test in October

Categories Criteria Points
(gR) (FFmE %) (B2
There were no mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 6
There were a few mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 5
Acuracy
There were some mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 3
There were many mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 1
Continuing the conversation smoothly for 2 minutes and a half. The content was very sufficient. 6
Continuing the conversation for 2 minutes and a half. The content was sufficient. 5
Fluency
There are some pauses during the conversation. The content was not enough. 3
Not continuing the conversation for 2 minutes and a half. The content was not enough. 1
Be able to use opener, closer, reactions and shadowing. 5
Communication
. Be able to use opener and closer, but not be able to use reactions and shadowing. 3
strategies
Not be able to use opener, closer, reactions and shadowing. 1
Be able to use a lot of follow-up questions. 3
Follow-up :
i Be able to use some follow-up questions. 2
questions
Not be able to use follow-up questions. 1
/20
Rubric for the speaking test in February
3rd Grade
Class: 3- No. Name:
Categories Criteria Points
Accuracy There were no mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 3
(Grammar « |There were a few mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 2
Pronunciation) (There were many mistakes in vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation. 1
Be able to talk about your future dream very well and continuing the conversation for 3 minutes. 7
Content & Be able to talk about your future dream and continuing the conversation for 3 minutes. 5
Fluency Not be able to talk about your future dream well and continuing the conversation less than 3 minutes. 3
Not be able to talk about your future dream at all and continuing the conversation less than 3 minutes. 1
Be able to use opener, closer, reactions and shadowing. 5
Communication
trateg Be able to use opener and closer, but not be able to use reactions and shadowing. 3
strategy
Not be able to use opener, closer, reactions and shadowing. 1
Be able to use follow —up questions more than three times. (Other than what you had prepared) 5
Follow-u
i P Be able to use follow —up questions once or twice. (Other than what you had prepared) 3
questions
Not be able to use follow —up questions. 1
/ 20
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Appendix 1-C

Survey in February

1. L Aicon<T
(RT7CHELENBRERF Y 2=V 7))
1. 1318H %

2.TEICH Vb2 b

3. B Hwnbh s

4. Y L3

5. 13 AEDLDEBRW

2. F@ETHICOWT
(TR N— T TEET)

1. 3 2L L6 A3E <

2.2 43 30 FRILA RS A3 <

3. 2 rfHLA BEG o3 <

4.1 53fELA EEEG 23 <

5.1 7 [ERMTH 5

3. LA
(REPF=HNECERFOE)
1. 12Igb» 3

2.7EH bbb

3. Bl Hbwvnbnrsd

4. Y Lbh b

5. 13 AEDLELRWN

4. BN
(FLEVHRBBIELCRE—F L)
1. 80 G&ELA I

2. 60 FELLE

3.40 B E

4.20 FELA L

5. 20 GBI

5. HEOREIIDLIY T T?
1. 1318H D%
2.7HCHWbD 5



3. B Hwnbh s

4. 'Y Lo 3

5. I3 AEbrbRN

6. FFEOBEIIELVWTTR?

I. ETHHEL W

2. LW

3.

4. HFEVILL R0

5. DE bz

7. WERIIFE TIT2?

1. L Chirs

2. Ir %

3. HH

4. HEVIHFZTlT v

5. B

8. W7 (—ATRE—FAY) | BT NFE) . HE. B, B 2R 00
Ot Bwid» (EEEZ OK)

L &3 (Re—F)

2. @301 GofEH)

3. <)

4. Hits )

5. FHL

9. $ETIToRIEENCDOWT, EENMEDORICT o7z L B IEBNTIRATT 2
(¥ EZ OK)

1. BRI 727 ) v b 2o THZL WEEZ Y, 2o 38
2. A—=F v T A b

3. 9474 V7T A b

4. FL¥VF—vayv

5. ZDfh

11. ZniERETTr (Z0MZBAFLANTIEFWITEHORABRDZFENTLZI W)

12. BRICZO—EZRYVR-T, a AV r2BENLET
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