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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to improve oral English performance of Thai 

lower-secondary school students. It attempts to address the following questions: a) 

Can online lessons better develop learners' conversation performance than classroom 

interaction?; b) Which features of conversation performance can particularly be 

enhanced by online lessons?; and c) Which features of conversation performance can 

especially be developed through classroom interaction? Fifty students from grade 

eight at Rajaprachanukroh Songkhla Province School in the academic year 2014 

participated in this study. They were purposively sampled and divided into two 

groups: one group learning English conversation through online lessons and the other 

via classroom interaction with an English speaker. They were individually 

interviewed to assess their oral English performance before the treatments and after 

completing the lessons. Students’ interviews and conversations were video-recorded 

for close analysis following Conversation Analysis (CA) principles and rated in the 

following features: fluency, vocabulary, appropriacy, pronunciation, and grammar. 

The research instruments employed in this study were oral communication tasks for 

pre- and post-tests. 

The research findings based on statistical and CA analysis show that 

overall the students learning conversation through classroom interaction performed 

better those learning through the use of online lessons. The learners engaged in 

classroom interaction became significantly more fluent and deployed a wider range of 

vocabulary than those in online conversations. While fluency as well as grammar was 

better developed through classroom interaction, pronunciation features can especially 
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be enhanced through online lessons. Thus, it was suggested that teachers utilize online 

conversation lessons as a supplementary aid to classroom teaching and learning. 

 

Keywords: Online Conversation Lessons; Classroom Interaction; Speech Features; 

Oral English Performance  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

English has long been used as a language for global communication. 

With the advent of the ASEAN community, its role as a global language has been 

even greater emphasized, especially in the Thai educational system. The Ministry 

of Education of Thailand has released the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 

2551 (A.D. 2008) as a guideline for primary and secondary levels which endorses 

learning English as a foreign language from Grades 1-12. The focus has been 

placed on developing learners' positive attitudes towards learning the language and 

ability to efficiently communicate in English and use it as a medium for life-long 

autonomous learning (Ministry of Education, 2008). 

Regardless of the level of the learners, the aim is to enable them to 

express ideas, engage in English conversation on various topics, and search for 

information necessary for higher studies and future career choices. According to 

the current curriculum, young learners, especially at the lower secondary level are 

expected to be able to know 2,100 to 2,250 words and talk about everyday topics 

such as oneself and family, environment, food and drink, health, weather and 

climate (Ministry of Education, 2008). 

Nevertheless, according to Prapphal (2003), even though Thai students 

learn English from primary or even kindergarten level, many still fail to use the 

language with confidence in real-world speech events or when required to talk 

about everyday topics. Regardless of the established curriculum, it is apparently 

insufficient for second language learners to spend only a few hours a week learning 

English in classes that typically focus very little on conversation (Brooks, 2009; 

Wei & Zhou, 2002). Outside the classroom, they also lack opportunities to interact 

in English and often fail to perform essential speech acts (Salmani Nodoushan, 

2014). Certainly, these hindrances can be overcome if we as teachers try hard not 

only to create classroom environments which involve them in more intense English 

speaking activities, but also to encourage them to engage in autonomous learning 

afterwards. Fujii (2012) notes that as teachers allow students to share their ideas 

with one another and possibly generate some new vocabulary words, the 
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adaptation to features of natural conversation will follow and this can be 

strengthened further as the learners are encouraged to take responsibility for their 

language learning by engaging in after-class tasks of their choice.  

Apart from increasing classroom spoken interaction, learners are 

therefore encouraged to take advantage of bountiful computer-mediated language 

learning (CMLL) materials. Through the Internet, learners of various groups can 

access a wide variety of target web-based English learning materials with much 

ease. The availability of online resources has made language practice even more 

convenient, especially for EFL learners, most of whom have limited opportunity to 

get exposed to English outside the classroom. Numerous websites now offer online 

English conversation lessons, giving the learners the opportunity to improve their 

conversation skills right at their fingertips. In fact, there are numerous websites 

providing English conversation lessons for EFL learners’ self-study free of charge. 

Shomoossi, Moinzadeh and Ketabi (2007) and Barrs (2012) contend that 

computer-mediated language lessons can actually complement face-to-face 

classroom-based learning. While face-to-face learning of EFL learners remains 

mostly in the classroom setting and relies much on teachers’ instruction, online 

learning can be done conveniently from inside and outside the classroom through 

available technology applications and language training websites with little 

reliance on teachers. Mayer (2003) suggests that CMLL can in fact facilitate 

learners in improving vocabulary skills better than face-to-face learning. 

Audiovisual texts provided online would allow for recurring practice and help 

correct learners’ misunderstanding of the target language, whereas in face-to-face 

teaching the learners are often deprived of such opportunity and have to  pay close 

attention to teachers. Thus, the current research on CMLL in teaching speaking and 

learning language has been conducted on relationships and the differences between 

online discussion and face-to-face interaction.   

As the objectives of interaction in second language classrooms have 

been shifted from solely improving students’ accurate production of linguistic 

forms to including the active production of meaningful talk with the goal of 

improving their L2 fluency, it becomes especially important for teachers to 
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understand the organization of the learners’ talk and learning experiences in the 

classroom. Conversation analysis (CA), as originated in the works of Harvey 

Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff, and Gail Jefferson, has particularly started to play an 

important role in helping us to understand L2 learning and to investigate L2 

classrooms as it offers an effective means of recording, transcribing, and analyzing 

naturally occurring talk-in-interaction (Seedhouse, 2004). CA is the study of 

recorded, naturally occurring talks to discover how social participants understand 

and respond to one another in their turns at talk, with a central focus on how 

sequences of action are organized such that social order can be constructed and 

maintained. Thus, CA perspective emphasizes enabling teachers to recognize the 

patterns of communication that establish and maintain second language classroom 

interactions and to help learners to fulfill their talk in the interactions.  

The language teaching material design of CA in particular presents 

dialogues in audio or video clips together with transcription, allowing learners to 

experience  their authenticity while learning linguistic expressions (Wong, 2002 

cited in Seedhouse 2004, p.  228). 

With the application of CA, teachers are also able to select authentic 

online conversation lessons to appropriately suit learners’ needs and make the best 

use of bountiful online resources as supplementary learning materials for learners’ 

autonomous learning.   

Given the great number of online language learning resources today, 

there has been a dearth of studies specifically assessing their effectiveness, 

especially in facilitating learners' development of conversation skills, compared to 

traditional face-to-face classroom-based teaching. Therefore, this study aims to 

determine whether the employment of online conversation lessons can really help 

to enhance learners' conversation skills compared to face-to-face classroom 

interactions with English speakers, and in what ways, if it can. It also attempts to 

unveil how each learning approach can lend itself to the improvement in different 

aspects of the learners' conversation skills.   
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2. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The advancement of technology has contributed immensely to the 

development of computer-mediated language learning resources. A variety of 

online conversation lessons have been created to facilitate learners’ acquisition of 

conversational skills. This study attempts to pinpoint particular performance 

improvement benefits the learners obtain from learning through online lessons 

compared to learning from face-to-face interaction with English speakers. 

The purposes of this study are to compare the speaking improvement of 

learners using online English conversation lessons and those learning through face-

to-face interaction, to determine whether there are performance differences 

between learners learning conversation via online lessons and those through face-

to-face interaction with English speakers, and to discover how each learning 

approach can differently benefit learners' development of their conversation skills. 

The research questions are:      

2.1 Can online lessons better develop learners' conversation performance than 

classroom interaction? 

2.2 Which features of conversation performance can particularly be enhanced by 

online lessons? 

2.3 Which features of conversation performance can especially be developed 

through classroom interaction?  

3. LITERATURE REVIEW  

3.1 Computer-mediated Language Learning ( CMLL) 

The use of Computer-Mediated Language Learning (CMLL) was 

derived from Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) in the mid-1990’s with 

the classification of Warschauer (1996) and Kern (1995). In the 1960’s, CALL was 

presented through the introduction of computer-based language teaching programs 

and rapidly developed with the advent of the Internet, online courses and e-learning. 

Suggesting three stages of development in CALL as Structural CALL, presented 
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between 1960 and 1980, Kern (1995) argued that language is a set of prescribed 

structures and forms following the audio-lingual method. The CALL software 

products then provided mechanical repetitive drills, memory exercises and translation 

texts. Between 1980 and 1990, the development in computer technology led to a 

change into the communicative CALL. The software products fostering the learner’s 

mental processing, implicitly involved grammar teaching, and students were 

encouraged to generate original sentences. Errors were considered a natural product of 

practice. The third stage is integrative CALL, in which students learn to use a variety 

of technology tools in the process of language learning. The multimedia CALL with 

CD-ROMs and DVDs provides an authentic learning environment.  

Fall, Adair-Hauck and Gilsan (2007) maintains that the Internet makes 

communication activities really active as it offers the possibility of distance learning. 

Thus, this type of language learning could be called computer mediated language 

learning (CMLL), which can be organized in classroom frameworks and should be 

accessible through virtual private network (VPN), enabling the expansion of online 

communication, training speaking and listening skills. The benefits of CMLL are that 

it serves the language learning process in teacher-learner and computer-learner 

interactions through the use of multimedia and network- based applications.  

Further, CMLL is the use of intelligent computers to assist language 

learning in both synchronous and asynchronous learning environments (Warschauer, 

1997). Synchronous refers to the real-life communication which occurs at the same 

time but in different places such as video conferencing, audio conferencing, chat and 

instant messaging, which requires/involves immediate response and message 

immediacy. The interaction is similar to face-to-face or telephone conversations. 

However, the asynchronous learning situation does not require a specific time; rather, 

it allows learners to login and participate at their own convenience hours, through web 

logs, messaging or e-mail, websites links and discussion boards. The interaction can 

be recorded to capture the history of conversations.   

Sotillo (2000) compared synchronous and asynchronous communication 

and identified stronger resemblance to spoken language in the former which is similar 

to face-to-face conversation for second language acquisition. Kern (1995) studied the 
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advantage of online chatting on various topics in French via computer before 

proceeding to oral discussion in the classroom. The study showed that learners 

performed better and there were signs of improvement in their grammatical accuracy 

after having gone through online chatting. The sentences in computer sessions were 

short and simple, which are easy to respond to, rather than long and complex 

sentences. 

 Warschauer’s (1996) experimental study comparing face-to-face and 

electronic discussion of 16 ESL students showed that the language used for electronic 

discussion was more complex than face-to-face conversation whereas that in face-to-

face interaction was casual language.  Hegelheimer and Chaplle (2000) examined 

methodological issues in research on learner-computer interactions in CALL and 

stated that the most useful interactions were those which help students to understand 

and comprehend language structure and the relationship between form and meaning 

through face-to-face conversation. In addition, Blacke (2000) studied the relationship 

between Interactional Hypothesis in a computer mediated communication with 

learners of Spanish working in pairs to find out if learners struggled in lexical 

confusions over syntax. The study showed that lacks of vocabulary would decrease 

learners’ performance. Thus, the use of online lessons and visual medium can help 

expand learners’ vocabulary range and grammar structure.  

 The advantages of online lessons also are flexibility in classroom hours 

and learners can study the lessons anywhere through the accession of Internet 

connection. Learners can interact with other users which is similar to face-to-face 

conversations. The lesson involves engaging learners in self-monitoring where 

learners can correct their linguistic errors. Online lessons will help students feel 

comfortable while learning outside the classroom in the absence of face-to-face 

learning. Online lessons can be accessed through Internet connection; the medium 

would contain text-based conversations and audio visual methods which have been 

adapted to improve listening, speaking, reading and writing skills.  

 Thus, an appropriate online lesson should provide equal opportunity 

and useful information for students to gain knowledge and develop essential language 
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skills (Dodge, 2002). The content of online lessons provides users with knowledge 

required at all levels. It usually starts at the basic level and continues to the advance 

level. In online English conversation lessons, in particular, students will practice in 

two ways--watching and listening to the video performance, and reading and listening 

to the text that has been given. Learners can repeat the conversations or read the text 

again for their understanding and comprehend the meaning of each conversation. 

 

3.2 Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 

 According to Brown (2000), Communicative Language Teaching 

(CLT) is an approach to teaching a second language in the classroom in which 

interaction and communication are initiated to approximate activities in real-life 

situations. In the mid-1960s, CLT was first introduced by Hymes and the teaching 

was geared towards the practicing of basic structures in meaningful task-based 

contexts and focused on learners’ fluency rather than accuracy. The goal of CLT is to 

develop learners’ communicative competence (Richards & Rodgers, 2001), which 

encompasses both social and cultural knowledge of the target language. The theories 

and practices of the CLT approach were developed by a multitude of researchers 

(Brown, 1987; Hymes, 1971; Littlewood, 1981; Nunan, 1989; Richards & 

Rodgers,1986; Widdowson,1978). 

 The CLT classroom is focused on all language components so as to 

develop learners’ grammatical, discourse, functional, sociolinguistic, and strategic 

communicative competence. The design technique in teaching is to engage learners in 

the language for meaningful purposes. According to its goal, learners have to use the 

language productively and receptively in unrehearsed contexts outside the classroom, 

which will enhance interaction with people in the real community. Brown (2000) 

stated that interaction is the heart of communication and the best way to learn to 

interact in a language is through interaction itself and the oral interaction in the 

classroom happens through a process of face-to-face interaction. Hence, classroom 

interaction is necessary and useful as an educational strategy to enhance speaking 

skills. The role of interaction in a classroom context in enhancing speaking skills 

comes from the understanding of its main types: teacher-learner interaction and 
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learner-learner interaction, where negotiation of meaning and the provision of 

feedback are highlighted. Classroom interaction involves verbal exchanges between 

learners and CLT teachers and teachers should know that the learners need to do most 

of the talk to activate their speaking, since speaking skills require practice and 

exposure. 

 According to Goh (2007), speaking is an essential skill for language 

learners; speaking can facilitate language acquisition and development. One of the 

most important elements of oral communication is conversation. Richards & Rodgers 

(1986) noted that the conversation class is something of an enigma in language 

teaching and the goal for teaching conversation is diverse, depending on the student, 

teacher, and classroom context. There are two major approaches to teaching 

conversation, an indirect approach in which learners are engaged in meaningful 

interaction tasks that focus on using language to complete the task rather than 

practicing language. Second is a direct approach which involves planning 

conversation programs where students pay attention to conversational rules, 

convention and strategies. 

 Hall (2000) examined 12 ESL studies of activities constructed in 

classroom interaction ranging from primary to university levels, indicating the 

development of classroom interaction through various aspects such as material design, 

teacher-learner interaction and learner-learner interaction. Ohta and Morimoto (cited 

in Hall, 2000) studied young Japanese learners’ abilities in language learning  over a 

period of two years and found that as students progressed in their learning, they 

became more active in their own learning and more creative in using language in oral 

interaction. Reporting on a project investigating talk and interaction between a teacher 

and a small group of young learners at the age of10-15, Dumhuis (cited in Hall, 2000) 

found that the youngsters were capable of extending their talk and constructed talks 

that exhibited high cognitive levels of thinking in the target language. 

 Besides language classrooms, video/audiotapes, television programs, 

the Internet and computer software can also aid teachers as they provide learners 

chances to understand their own learning styles , learn at their own pace, and focus on 
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their own learning process. The teacher can thus fully serve as a facilitator and guide 

in a CLT context.    

3.3 Conversation Analysis (CA) 

Conversation Analysis (CA) is an approach to studying the nature of 

conversations in turn-talking and in talk-in-interactions which occur both verbally and 

non-verbally in real life interaction (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998). CA was originally 

developed by Harvey Sack, Emanuel Schegloff, and Gail Jefferson in the mid-1960s. 

It focused on investigating social order constructed in everyday social interaction 

among people. The study of CA included the practice of all social interactions. It 

included the aspect of conversational organization that makes any action possible 

such as turn taking or sequence structure, asking questions or making complaints, and 

repair (i.e., the ways of dealing with problems of hearing, speaking or understanding). 

According to Schegloff (2007), the rules of turn taking in conversation 

which the speaker initially faces is turn constructional unit (TCU) or units of conduct. 

The basic shapes that TCUs take are sentences, clauses, phrases, and lexical items. 

The participants in interaction adjust to the completion of such a unit as a transition-

relevance place, where speaker change may occur. The turn refers to one speaker 

talking and then stopping for the other speaker to start talking.   

The patterns of course of action through talking are sequences which act 

as the vehicle for getting some activities accomplished (Schegloff, 2006). The 

important sequence construction is called adjacency pair, which is composed of two 

turns often by different speakers; one turn is “first pair part” (FPPs), which initiates 

utterance types such as question, request, offer, invitation, and announcement. The 

other turn is “second pair part” (SPPs), which is responsive to the action of a prior 

turn being of such utterance types as answer, grant, rejection, acceptance, decline, 

agreement/disagreement, and acknowledgement. However, not every second pair part 

can follow the first pair part. To establish pair-types, exchanges such as greeting-

greeting, question-answer, and offer-accept/decline are used. The relationship 

between the first and second pair parts is strict; if the second pair part does not come 

forth, the first speaker can repeat the first action or give the explanation to make the 
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second pair part speaker understand and respond. The different functions of adjacency 

pairs include starting and closing conversation and constructing remedial exchanges.  

During interactions, there may be certain aspects of misunderstandings 

between learners and interlocutors. Thus, learners use their ability through verbal and 

non-verbal tools to repair the miscommunications (Wong, 2010). The repair involves 

the one who initiates the repair (self or other) and the other who resolves the problem 

(self or other). This helps in manipulation and is a useful strategy in interaction. In the 

study of face-to-face interaction, learners are often asked to perform talk sequences to 

reflect their interaction competence and to enable investigators to identify the 

strategies they use to overcome struggle in their turn taking.  

  In this study, CA is used as the approach to analyzing the learners' 

performance in talk-in-interaction with each other and with testers. While Drew and 

Heritage (1992) argue that CA is focused on the mechanisms and principles which 

people use to interact with each other by means of language and social action, this 

study tries to use the mechanisms revealed via CA to assess how learners understand 

and respond to other interactions while talking. Just like CA, it uses transcripts to 

record the primary data of learners' talk.   

3.4 Language Proficiency Interview (LPI) 

The Language Proficiency Interview (LPI) is one of the test tasks used in 

assessing individual second language learners’ oral proficiency. The tester 

interviewed each learner with different or similar questions. According to Seedhouse 

(2004) LPI is implemented in imitation of natural conversation in order to evaluate a 

learner’s conversational proficiency. Thus, the assessments of language proficiency 

interviews are systematic of turn taking and repair different from ordinary 

conversation. Moreover, LPI often aims to determine learners’ ability and readiness to 

communicate in a second language, especially at the beginning of a language course 

in an institution. Thus, the use of flexible rubrics for scoring the oral assessment not 

only is practically essential (Foster, Tonkyn & Wigglesworth, 2000) but provides 

essential time for individual assessment. 
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This research used a scoring rubric adapted from Barraja-Rohan (2011) 

and Tsang & Wong (2002), which comprises five features: fluency, vocabulary, 

pronunciation, appropriacy, and grammar. The rubric was identified on 5-point scale, 

ranging from 1 being unacceptable to 5 excellent (See Appendix A).  Apart from 

using the rubric to score learners’ performance, the use of analytical procedures were 

also included such as locating action sequences, characterizing the action by looking 

at the nature of students’ responses to the interviewer, characterizing the language 

form in action performance, and looking at the interviewer elicitation-student 

response to describe turn-taking, sequence of actions or adjacency pair, preference, 

use of L1, and use of wait time. This examining process stresses the collaborative 

nature of talk-in-interaction. 

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

To answer the questions regarding the learners’ development of English 

conversation performance through online lessons and classroom interaction, the 

research methodology employed in this study was described in the following sections: 

4.1 Participants of the Study, 4.2 Instructional Materials, 4.3 Data collection, as well 

as 4.4 Data Analysis. 

4.1 Participants of the Study 

The participants of this study were fifty grade 8 students from 

Rajchaprachanukroh 43 Songkhla province school under the Bureau of Special 

Education, Office of the Basic Education Commission. Their ages ranged from 13-15. 

They were selected by the purposive sampling method for a quasi-experimental 

treatment in the academic year 2014.  The students had chosen English as a core 

course of a foreign language required for secondary level students. The class was 

divided into three proficiency levels; i.e. high, middle and low according to their 

grades of a compulsory English course of the academic year 2013. Based on the 

grades, 25 students were chosen to be the experimental group and 25 students were 

selected as the control group. Before the training, all of the participants were involved 

in an oral proficiency interview test to ensure the same speaking proficiency level.  
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4.2 Instructional Materials 

The teaching materials used in this study consisted of (1) a commercial 

book titled “Conversation in daily life” (Carver & Fotinos, 2000); (2) classroom 

handouts provided by the teacher (3) an online lesson guide book provided by the 

researcher; and (4) video conversations selected by the researcher and reviewed by the 

researcher’s supervisory committee for accuracy and appropriateness before being 

applied to the class. 

4.3 Data collection 

The data was collected from the 50 student samples, which were divided 

into two groups of 25 each. One group was assigned to learn to converse via online 

conversation lessons and the other practice orally through classroom interaction. In 

this study, the participants were first engaged in the oral proficiency interview as a 

pre-test and subsequently involved in 6 weeks of treatment. After completing the 

lessons, a post-treatment interview was conducted to determine the learners’ 

conversation improvement. 

4.3.1 Online conversation group 

The online conversation group was involved in autonomous learning. 

The students learnt through the use of computers and followed the instructions 

provided in the guide book. They were asked to spend three hours a week on the 

lesson after school hours. 

4.3.2 Classroom interaction group 

The classroom interaction group was taught by an English teacher who 

obtained a degree in Education and majored in English and had five years of 

experience in teaching English as a foreign language. The duration of the class, 

conducted after school hours, was three hours a week. Students learnt through the 

lesson provided where the teacher taught step by step following the structure 

prescribed by the researcher and there were six lessons taught in total. In each lesson, 
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students had to practice and master the same conversation as provided in the online 

lesson. 

4.4  Data analysis 

In the beginning, the pre-test was conducted as all of the students were 

asked to converse with an English speaker to determine their conversation 

performance. The performance was assessed by an English speaker who was not the 

students’ class teacher and videotaped for subsequent scoring by the researcher in the 

following features: 1) frequency (speech flow), 2) vocabulary (use of words and 

accuracy), 3) appropriacy (turn responding), 4) pronunciation (segmental sounds), 5) 

grammar (range of structures used). The scoring rubric had been adapted from 

Barraja-Rohan (2011), O’Loughlin (2001), Luoma (2004), and Tsang & Wong (2002) 

(See Appendix A).  

After the pre-test conversation, the students were engaged in weekly 

conversation lessons on the following topics: Week 1, students were engaged in 

introducing one-self and others, giving personal information. Week 2, they talked 

about family. Week 3, they learned about school and community. Week 4 deals with 

food. In weeks 5 and 6 they talked about daily activities and hobbies respectively.  

 The training took place three hours a week over the course of six 

consecutive weeks. The Online Conversation group practiced English conversation 

online in a computer lab with guidebooks containing specific instructions, 

conversation scripts, and exercises prepared by the researcher. At the beginning of the 

first session, the researcher as teacher oriented them towards the training goal. The 

teacher was available during their practice only to help them with technical problems, 

allowing them to maneuver freely through the lesson until they mastered the target 

conversation. The students in the other group learnt conversation on the same topics 

through classroom face-to-face interaction with an English teacher and they were 

provided only with conversation scripts and exercises.  

In week 7 after completing their six training lessons, 1) introduction and 

personal information 2) family 3) school and community 4) food 5) daily activities 
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and 6) hobbies, the students were engaged in a post-test conversation with the same 

English speaker as in the pre-test. Their conversations were videotaped and assessed 

by the English speaker and the researcher, using the same rubric as in the pre-test.  

The videotaped conversations from both the pre- and the post-test 

interviews were recorded and transcribed for subsequent comparative analysis. The 

comparative analysis threw light on the strengths and weaknesses of the students and 

the various difficulties they faced during these sessions.  

The interactions were transcribed following the transcription convention 

below, adapted from Seedhouse (2004) and Barraja-Rohan (2011). 

No. Symbols Description 

1            .  (period) Falling intonation 

2 , (comma) Continuing intonation 

3 : : (colon(s)) Prolonging of sound 

4 WORD (all capital letters) Loud speech 

5 CAP ITALLICS Utterance in subject’s L1 

6 °word°  (degree symbols) Quiet speech 

7 < > Pauses of more than 5 seconds (e.g. <8> ) 

8 (  )  (empty parentheses) Non-transcribable segment 

of talk 

9 ? Indicates rising intonation 

10 bold  Emphasis 
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11 

 

 

 

= (a) Turn continue below, at the next identical 

symbol 

(b) If inserted at the end of one speaker’s turn and 

at the next beginning speaker’s adjacent turn, it 

indicates that there is no gap at all between the 

two turns 

(c) Indicates that there is no interval between 

adjacent utterances 

12 T: Teacher 

13 → Mark features of special interest 

14 ja((.: yes)) Non-English words are italicized and are 

followed by an English translation in double 

parentheses 

15 [gibee] In the case of inaccurate pronunciation of an 

English word, an approximation of the sound is 

given in square brackets 

16 ((T show 

picture)) 

Nonverbal actions or editor’s comments 
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5. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

To answer research questions 1, 2 and 3, t-test was used to determine the 

differences between the mean scores from the pre- and post-speaking tests of the two 

groups of students. Close analysis of the students’ video-recorded conversation was 

also undertaken to identify the strengths, weaknesses and improvements of each 

aspect of their English conversation performance.  

Given the pre-test scores shown in Table 1 below, it was confirmed that 

the two groups of students had the same level of speaking proficiency. The mean 

score and standard deviation of Group 1, trained with online conversation lessons, 

were 6.32 and 2.15 respectively, whereas those of Group 2 with classroom interaction 

were 6.24 and 1.64. The Sig. (2-tailed) scores were 0.72 for fluency, 0.49 for 

vocabulary, 1.00 for appropriacy, 0.83 for pronunciation, and 0.39 for grammar 

structure, with α = 0.05. This verifies that there were no performance differences 

between the two groups in every feature prior to the training. 

Table 1: Pre-test scores of Group1 and Group 2 

 

Features 

GROUP  

t 

 

df 

 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

1 Online 2 Classroom 

Mean SD. Mean SD. 

Fluency 1.16 0.37 1.20 0.41 -0.36 48 0.72 

Vocabulary 1.24 0.44 1.16 0.37 0.70 48 0.49 

Appropriacy 1.24 0.44 1.24 0.44 0.00 48 1.00 

Pronunciation 1.52 0.71 1.56 0.58 -0.22 48 0.83 

Grammar 1.16 0.37 1.08 0.28 0.86 48 0.39 

Total 25 6.32 2.15 6.24 1.64 0.15 48 0.88 
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5.1 Learning through online conversation lessons and classroom 

interaction 

Comparison between the videotaped conversations and the pre- and 

post-test scores obtained from the interview interaction showed that learning through 

online lessons and classroom interaction can both improve the learners’ conversation 

performance. However, as shown in Table 2, the learners participating in online 

lessons fell behind those engaged in classroom interactions.  

Table 2: Post-test scores of Group 1and Group 2 

 

Features 

GROUP  

t 

 

Df 

 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

1 Online 2 Classroom 

Mean SD. Mean SD. 

Fluency 1.60 0.71 2.16 0.94 -2.37 48 0.02* 

Vocabulary 1.68 0.80 1.96 0.79 -1.24 48 0.22 

Appropriacy 1.68 0.80 2.04 0.84 -1.55 48 0.13 

Pronunciation 2.36 0.64 2.32 0.99 0.17 41.033 0.87 

Grammar 1.56 0.71 1.96 0.84 -1.82 48 0.08 

Total = 25 

points 

8.88 3.48 10.44 4.12 -1.45 48 0.15 

*significant at 0.05 level 

After the treatment, the students assigned online conversation lessons 

were outperformed by those trained through classroom interaction. However, 

significant difference was not found in all the features except fluency where 

classroom interaction gave the latter group the edge over those learning through 

online conversation lessons. 

As show above, the overall mean scores from the post-test of Group1 

(mean=8.88) were slightly lower than those of Group 2 (mean=10.44), indicating that 

most of the learners in the two groups were similar in their performance and there 

were only a few students from Group 2 who performed better. 

Even though the post-test conversation performance of the two groups 
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was not significantly different overall, the improvement in fluency was especially 

noticeable among the learners learning through classroom interaction with the teacher 

(t =2.37, sig= 0.02). This indicates that learners can still greatly benefit from frequent 

classroom interaction not only with their peers but with their teacher in the classroom. 

The classroom teacher in particular helped motivate them to talk, provided supportive 

scaffolding, and created contexts in which the learners could become familiar with 

language in interaction through repetitive tasks as well as giving them oral feedback. 

These classroom practices are all considered essential for the development of their 

oral fluency and overall conversation skills (Garbati & Mady, 2015). 

While showing more confidence and demonstrating ability to perform 

self-repair in the post-test, the students in Group 1, trained through online lessons, 

appeared to be less fluent and accurate than those in Group 2 in responding to turns. 

Some delay and mistakes were observable in their turn delivery, as shown in Wa’s 

pointed turns in excerpt 1 below. In line 2, Wa failed to verbally respond to the 

teacher’s greeting and in line 4 she also delayed her uptake of the teacher’ question in 

line 3. Additionally, in lines 7 and 12, Wa, from Group 1, also failed to understand the 

question, prompting the teacher to repeat it. Especially in line 8, the teacher even 

needed to provide a model answer before she was able to deliver an appropriate 

response to the question.    

Excerpt 1 [Post-test: Foreign teacher- Student] Group1 

1  T: Good afternoon 

2→ Wa: ((nod)) 

3 T: What is your name 

4→ 

5 

 

Wa: 

(0.5)  

Wanida Midtongkam 

6 T: Where do you live. 

7→  Wa: ((shook head)) 

8→ 

9 

T: Where do you live. I live in Songkhla.  

Where do you live. 

10  Wa: Yala 
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11 T: What is your favourite food. 

12→   Wa: =I (…)((smile))  

13 T: What is your favourite food.  

14→ Wa: (0.2) er: cake 

15 T: What is your favourite sport. 

16 Wa: =I like volleyballs. 

Unlike the students in Group 1, those in Group 2 were noticeably more 

fluent. As shown in excerpt 2 below, they were able to promptly deliver appropriate 

and more grammatical responses to the teacher’s turns. As can be seen below, Ru, a 

Group 2 student, promptly delivered appropriate responses to the foreign teacher’s 

turns. Neither hesitation nor major problems were found in her speech. Despite a 

minor grammatical mistake in line 8, overall her response exhibited no delay and was 

more impeccable than Wa’s in the previous excerpt.    

Excerpt 2 [Post-test: Foreign teacher- Student] Group2 

 

5.2 Conversation improvement through online lessons  

Shown in Table 3, online conversation lessons can significantly enhance 

the learners’ performance in all the features such as fluency (t =4.43, sig= 0.00), 

appropriacy of turn responding (t =4.43, sig= 0.00), grammar (t =4.00, sig= 0.00), 

vocabulary (t =4.43, sig= 0.00), and pronunciation (t =8.89, sig= 0.00).  

1 T: Do you have any brothers and sister. 

2   Ru: I have one sister. 

3 T: What is your favourite food. 

4 Ru: =I like fried rice. 

5 T: What is your favourite sport. 

6 Ru: Badminton.  

7 T: What are you doing in you free time.  

8 → Ru:  =I like reading book. 
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Table 3: Pre- and post-test scores of online group 

 

Features 

Online Group (post-pre) 

Mean 

Differrence 

 

t 

 

Df 

 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Pre-test Post-test 

Mean SD. Mean SD. 

Fluency 1.16 0.37 1.60 0.71 0.44 4.34 24.00 0.00* 

Vocabulary 1.24 0.44 1.68 0.80 0.44 4.34 24.00 0.00* 

Appropriacy 1.24 0.44 1.68 0.80 0.44 4.34 24.00 0.00* 

Pronunciation 1.52 0.71 2.36 0.64 0.84 8.89 24.00 0.00* 

Grammar 1.16 0.37 1.56 0.71 0.40 4.00 24.00 0.00* 

Total (25) 6.32 2.15 8.88 3.48 2.56 6.03 24.00 0.00* 

*significant at 0.01 level 

The improvement in the students’ performance was also evidenced 

through close analysis of the learners’ talks. Nevertheless, their interview interaction 

with the teacher still exhibited a high degree of disfluency in their turn delivery. 

Besides low voice, several pauses were observable within and between turns as shown 

in excerpt 3, indicating hesitation and lack of fluency in turn delivery among the 

students trained through online conversation lessons. 

Excerpt 3, [Post-test: teacher-student] Group1 

1  T: Where do you live. 

2→ 

3 

Ni: (.) 

I live in Yala. 

4 T: Do you have any brothers or sisters. 

5→ 

6 

Ni: (.) 

I have one brother. 

7 T: What kind of food do you like. 

8→ 

9 

Ni: (.) 

I like all kind of food. 

10 T: Do you like spicy food. 
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11 

12→ 

13 

Ni: =I love food  

(.) 

I love °spicy° food. 

14→ 

15 

Ni: (.) 

What about you, can you eat Thai or Mexican food. 

16 

17 

18 

T: =yes   

yes, I can, but only if it’s really 

(.) really plain. 

19→  

20 

Ni: (.) 

Do you eat out very often. 

21 T: =sometimes. 

22 Ni: Thank you, bye. 

23 T: =bye 

 

Excerpt 4 below shows that besides slower on the uptake, indicated by 

the micro-pauses in lines 8, 11, and 13, the students in this group sometimes fell back 

into the native language, as seen in line 4, and they constructed turns with 

grammatical mistakes as illustrated in lines 2, 6 and 13.    

Excerpt 4, [Post-test: teacher-student] Group1 

1  T: What is your name. 

2→ Su: =name is Suchada Suksawat 

3 T: How old are you. 

4→ Su: =I am sib-see ((tr:.fourteen)) 

5 T: Where do you live. 

6→  Su: =I live Songkhla. 

7 T: What is your favourite food. 

8→ 

9 

Su: ( . )  

((smile)) pizza. 

10 

11→ 

T: 

Su: 

What are you doing in your free time. 

 ( . ) 
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12 T: What are you doing in your free time. 

13→  

14→ 

Su: ( . ) 

I ((smile)) read book. 

5.3 Conversation improvement through classroom interaction 

 Seen in Table 4, the mean score differences between the pre- and post-tests 

were also noticeably different in the students learning conversation through classroom 

interaction with a teacher. 

Table 4: Pre- and post-test scores of classroom interaction group  

 

Features 

Classroom Interaction Group (post-pre) 

Mean 

Difference 

 

t 

 

df 

 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Pre-test Post-test 

Mean SD. Mean SD. 

Fluency 1.20 0.41 2.16 0.94 0.96 6.08 24.00 0.00* 

Vocabulary 1.16 0.37 1.96 0.79 0.80 5.66 24.00 0.00* 

Appropriacy 1.24 0.44 2.04 0.84 0.80 5.66 24.00 0.00* 

Pronunciation 1.56 0.58 2.32 0.99 0.76 4.88 24.00 0.00* 

Grammar 1.08 0.28 1.96 0.84 0.88 6.06 24.00 0.00* 

Total (25) 6.24 1.64 10.44 4.12 4.20 6.36 24.00 0.00* 

*significant at 0.01 level 

While the approach can significantly help enhance the learners’ 

conversation performance, the degree of improvement in this group also varied among 

the features investigated. Fluency appeared to be the most improved feature in Group 

2 (t =6.08, sig= 0.00), whereas pronunciation (t =4.88, sig= 0.00), appropriacy of turn 

responding (t =5.66, sig= 0.00), grammar (t =6.06, sig= 0.00), and vocabulary (t 

=5.66, sig= 0.00) were readily developed through classroom interaction. As suggested 

in Segalowitz and Freed (2004), for young learners, fluency or speech flow is easier to 

improve as they become more frequently engaged in authentic, meaningful 

conversation practice.  

Compared with the results in Table 3, the degree of conversational 
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improvement of Group 1 learners who learned through online conversation lessons 

was smaller than that of the second group in all the features except for pronunciation. 

This suggests that although classroom interaction with the teacher is essential for the 

development of learners’ conversation skills, online resources such as conversation 

lessons are still proven beneficial for their pronunciation development (Cheng, 2003; 

Hismanoglu, 2010). Through online lessons, the learners can repeat the conversations 

learned, practice, and polish speaking at their own pace. 

Excerpt 5 below illustrates the post-test performance of the students 

engaged in classroom interaction. As can be observed, their interaction with the 

teacher occurs more smoothly than those in Group 1, shown previously in excerpt 4. 

Although the student also resorted to her first language when referring to a dish in line 

11 due to her limited vocabulary range and there was some delay in her responses 

indicated by micro-pauses in lines 4 and 7, she still managed to perform self-repair 

and deliver appropriate responses in lines 7 and 9 to the questions respectively posed 

by the teacher in lines 3 and 8.   

Excerpt 5, [Post-test: teacher-student] Group 2 

1  T: What is your name. 

2 Korn: =my name is Kornkamol Marttong. 

3 

4→ 

T: How many brothers and sisters do you have. 

(.) 

5 

6→ 

7→ 

Korn: I have two brother  

(.)   

two brothers and two sisters. 

8 T: Where do you live. 

9→  Korn: =I live Songkhla (.) I live in Songkhla. 

10 T: What is your favourite food. 

11 → Korn: =I like kawpad ((tr.: fried rice)) 

12 T: What is your favourite sport. 

13→   Korn: =I ( . ) ((smile)) love. I love volleyball. 
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 Via classroom interaction with teachers and their peers, students apparently 

not only became more fluent but also mastered self-repair, being able to fix their own 

mistakes without having to rely on the teacher.   

 

6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study investigated the development of English conversation 

performance of Thai lower secondary school students through online lessons and 

classroom interaction.  A rubric containing five distinct features; namely, fluency, 

vocabulary, appropriacy, pronunciation, and grammar was used in the assessment of 

the learners’ performance. The results of this study suggest that while both online 

conversation lessons and classroom interaction can both significantly improve 

learners’ conversation performance, learners practicing conversation through online 

lessons apparently have the edge over those learning through classroom interactions 

in their pronunciation. However, when it comes to fluency, they appear to fall behind 

those regularly engaged in face-to-face classroom interaction.  

Accordingly, while learners can enjoy the benefits of online conversation 

lessons due to their flexibility and practicality, classroom interaction with the teacher 

remains indispensable as the source of scaffolding supports and meaningful 

interactions to help students to master face-to-face social interaction. Online lessons 

can be given to provide the learners with more opportunities to practice what they 

have learned and to reinforce what they have heard especially with regard to 

pronunciation of the target language. The teacher can therefore play the role as a 

guide and facilitator encouraging learners to use available technology as an aid for 

their language learning while they also try to create a healthy class environment 

which fosters interaction with others, providing them a number of opportunities to 

communicate in the target language. 

Further studies examining the effectiveness of online conversation lessons and 

classroom interaction should consider learners with different levels of proficiency and 
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closely-supervised training may be needed for particular groups of students. The 

rubric used for assessing student’s performance should also be made more relevant to 

naturally occurring conversations. Moreover, it is also worth exploring such 

interactional issues as sequential organization and repair. 
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APPENDIX A 

Scoring criteria and descriptors adapted from Barraja-Rohan (2011), O’Loughlin 

(2001), Luoma (2004), and Tsang & Wong (2002) 

Features Scoring Criteria 

1. Fluency Excellent:5 marks 

Speech is effortless and students can speak fluently and 

manage to keep the conversation going smoothly. 

Good : 4 marks 

Speech is occasional hesitant, with some unevenness 

caused by rephrasing and grouping for word. 

Satisfactory : 3 marks 

Speech is frequently hesitant and jerky; sentence may be 

left uncompleted. 

Poor : 2 marks 

Speech is very slow and uneven, except for short or 

routine sentences; frequently punctuated by silence or 

long pauses. 

Very poor/ unacceptable : 1 marks 

Speech is so halting and fragmentary that conversation is 

virtually impossible 

2. Vocabulary Excellent:5 marks 

Students have mastered a wide range of vocabulary 

learned and correctly used. 

Good : 4 marks 

Vocabulary adequate to discuss special interest and 

special nontechnical subject with some circumlocution. 

Satisfactory : 3 marks 

A fairly wide range of vocabulary is used. Some content 

words are repeated several times.  

Poor : 2 marks 

Range of vocabulary used is fairly narrow. Some words in 

the student’s language or Thai are used. 

Very poor/ unacceptable : 1 marks 

Vocabulary limited to minimum courtesy requirement. 

3. Appropriacy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Excellent:5 marks 

Students can appropriately respond to their interlocutor’s 

turns. Response to all questions asked with confidence. 

Good : 4 marks 

Response well to most of the questions asked. Continue 

the turn appropriately to the context. 

Satisfactory : 3 marks 

Response fairly well to some turns and slow to continue 

the talk. 
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Features Scoring Criteria 

 Poor : 2 marks 

Response very quickly then got paused after turn. 

Very poor/ unacceptable : 1 marks 

Mostly used many pauses to respond and take long time to 

response the answer. 

4. Pronunciation / 

Comprehensibility 

Excellent:5 marks 

Students can produce speech confidently which can be 

understood by their interlocutor. 

Good : 4 marks 

One or two words are incorrectly pronounced but meaning 

is not affected. 

Satisfactory : 3 marks 

Speak slowly and show some signs of nervousness and 

hence speech becomes fairly monotonous but clear. 

Poor : 2 marks 

Lack confidence. Speech is monotonous and unclear. 

Very poor/ unacceptable : 1 marks 

Most of the words are not correctly pronounced. 

5. Grammar Excellent:5 marks 

Grammar is correct. 

Good : 4 marks 

Students can employ a range of structures learned with 

only minor mistakes. 

Satisfactory : 3 marks 

One or two major errors which affect meaning. 

Poor : 2 marks 

Almost every sentence contains a grammatical mistake. 

Very poor/ unacceptable : 1 marks 

A lot of grammatical errors are made that meaning of the 

message is not clear. 
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APPENDIX B 

Evaluation Form for Pre- and Post-test 

Name of the student: ……………………………………………..       

  Date of evaluation: …………………………………………….. 

 Score 

   

Features 

Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor  Very poor/ 

unacceptable 

 

5 

 

4 

 

3 

 

2 

 

1 

Fluency      

Vocabulary      

Appropriacy      

Comprehensibility      

Grammar      

 

Total score (25) :  …………………………………………….. 

 

Teacher’s signature: …………………………………………….. 

Teacher’s name: …………………………………………….. 
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APPENDIX C 

Oral Proficiency Interview Questions 

The test is based on 10 minutes casual conversation with an English speaker on 

personal information and everyday topics. The tester will interview each learner 

with similar questions of the same topics. 

Topic 1 Personal information  

1) What is your name? How to spell it? 

2)  How old are you? 

3) Where do you live? 

Topic 2 Family  

4) Do you have any brothers or sisters? 

5) Does anyone else live at home with you? 

6) How is your grandparent? 

Topic 3 School 

7) How do you go to school? 

8) Do you have any brothers or sisters in this school? 

9) Which subjects do you like the most? Why? 

10) Do you study English at your school? 

Topic 4 Food 

11) What kind of food do you like? 

12) What does your mother cook for dinner? 

13) Can you tell me how she cooks it? 

14) Why do you all enjoy this food most? 

Topic 5 Daily activities 

15) Now tell me, what do you all do when you get up in the morning? 

16) What do you do in the evening? 
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17) What time do you go to sleep? Why? 

Topic 6 Hobbies 

18) What are you doing in your free time? 

19) Do you listen to the radio/watch TV in your house? 

20) What is your favorite program? 

21) What is your favorite sport? /Why do you enjoy it most? 
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APPENDIX D 

Sample of the Lesson   

Online Practice   

Topic: Interviewing      Time: 3 period/ 150 

minutes 

Instructions: Practice the following conversation until you are confident that you can 

conduct a similar conversation with an English speaker.   

Objectives 

1. Students will be able to speak and give information about themselves. 

2. Students will be able to practice asking and answering questions about 

their name, school and where they live. 

Procedure 

1. Students will connect to the internet and follow the link 

URL: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QwlBZc9MrJA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Watch the video from the link and practice. 

Conversation script 1 

Jenny:     Good morning, 

Victoria and Chiara:  Hi. 

Jenny:    Can I have your mark sheet please. 

Victoria and Chiara:   Sure 
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Jenny:    I’m Jenny Cook and this is Ann Marine Magee.  

Victoria and Chiara:   Hello 

Jenny:  She’s just going to listen to yours. Now, what’s your 

name? 

Victoria:     Victoria  

Jenny:    Thank you. And What’s your name? 

Chiara:     Chiara. 

Jenny:    Thank you. Chiara, what is your surname? 

Chiara:     Falbo 

Jenny:    How do you spell it? 

Chiara:     F-A-L-B-O 

Jenny:    Thank you. And Victoria, what is your surname? 

Victoria :    Desvigad 

Jenny:    How do you spell it? 

Victoria :    D-E-S-V-I-G-A-D 

Jenny:    Thank you. Victoria, where do you live? 

Victoria:    I’m in Finch.  

Jenny:    And do you study English at school? 

Victoria:     Er, yes. Em I’m work for four hours a week. 

Jenny:    Do you like it? 

Victoria:    Yeah, I love it. 

Jenny:    Thank you. And Chiara, where do you live? 

Chiara:     I live in Italy, Rome. 

Jenny:    Do you study English at school? 

Chiara:     Yes, we have three hours a week. 

Jenny:    Do you like it? 
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Chiara:     A lot. 

Jenny:    Thank you. Chiara, What’s your favorite school 

subject? 

Chiara:    Er, I really like languages and history. And I like Maths 

but I really like Italian because it’s all we start. We started 

Italian. 

Jenny:    And Victoria, tell us about your English teacher? 

Victoria:    My English teacher is old and she has studied English 

for twenty-years in England. So we have a good teacher. 

Jenny:   Thank you. 

 

The English dictionary website as bellow:  
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Appendix E 

Sample of the Lesson  

Classroom Practice   

Topic: Interviewing      Time: 3 period/ 150 

minutes 

Learning Objective 

 Function : Asking and giving information 

 Vocabulary :  Introducing name → surname, spell 

   Subjects          → English, history, science, maths, art, 

music 

   Sport          → football, tennis 

   Country          → Italy, Germany, Thailand             

Terminal Objective 

1. To give information to the partner by using short information correctly. 

Enabling Objective 

1. To speak and exchange information about oneself and others. 

2. To introduce themselves with English speaker correctly. 

Sequence 

Presentation  

1. Teacher introduces herself to the class and then writes the phrases on the 

board. “Good morning, my name’s… I come from…” 

2. Teacher points to each student to answer the question “What’s your 

name?”What’s your surname? How do you spell it?” 

3. Teacher asks students to do the conversation in pair by using the sentence 

prompt “What’s your name? What’s your surname? How do you spell it?” 

4. Teacher asks one student to present in front of the class. Then asking again 

“What’s your name? How do you spell it?” and then writes on the board. 

5. Teacher says “Now, listen, I live in Songkhla, Thailand” then ask students 

“Where do you live?” 

6. Students answer to the teacher “I live in…” 



42 
 

7. Teacher presents the schedule of subject in the school to the class and asks 

students “What’s your favorite subject?”  

8. Teacher asks students to look at the dialogue and tells students to listen 

carefully. 

9. Teacher plays the CD player. 

Dialogue 1A    Look. Listen and repeat. 

Jenny:                                Good morning, 

Chiara:                               Good morning. 

Jenny:                                I’m Jenny Cook. Now, what’s your name? 

Chiara:                                Chiara. 

Jenny:                                Thank you. Chiara, what is your surname? 

Chiara:                               Falbo 

Jenny:                                How do you spell it? 

Chiara:                                F-A-L-B-O 

Jenny:                                Thank you. 

Jenny:                                Where do you live? 

Chiara:                               I live in Italy, Rome. 

Jenny:                                Do you study English at school? 

Chiara:                                Yes, we have four hours a week. 

Jenny:                                Do you like it? 

Chiara:                               A lot. 

Jenny:                                Thank you. Chiara, What’s your favorite school 

subject? 

Chiara:                                Er, I really like languages and history. And I like 

Maths but I  really like Italian because it’s all we start. We study Italian. 

10. Teacher tells students to listen again second time and now repeat the 

sentences. At the third time, teacher read each sentences and asks students to 

repeat after the teacher. 
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11. Teacher asks students to read the dialogue. 

12. Teacher asks each student to prepare about their own personal information. 

Practice 

1. Teacher divided students into a pair to practice the dialogue. 

2. Students will do an exercise 1. Filling in the blank and practice with partner. 

A: Good morning, what’s your name? 

B: My name is ___________ 

A: what’s your surname? 

B: _______________ 

A: How do you spell it? 

B: _______________ 

A: Where do you live? 

B: _______________ 

A: What’s your favorite school subject? 

B: _______________  

Production  

1. Teacher matched students in pairs and asked to prepare a conversation 

according to their answer on the exercise 1. 

2. The pair will perform freely with appropriate time. 

3. The interaction will be recorded. 

Materials 

1. Work book 

2. CD 

3. Dictionary English-Thai 

Evaluation 

1. Observation 

2. Assignment and result from interview 
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