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Abstract

The research discussed below is part of an ongoing action research project in a private
university in western Japan. The subjects of the study were students in a freshman English
language course and were, on average, low-proficiency beginners with a median TOEIC (LR)
score of 275. The authors investigated whether recorded speaking practice (RSP) with
individualized feedback could increase student confidence in speaking English and motivation to
study English. A mixed-methods approach was used to measure confidence and motivation.
Results from quantitative analysis were mixed, while the qualitative analysis showed stronger
positive support that individualized feedback on RSP can increase confidence and motivation. The
paper concludes with suggestions for researchers who would like to adapt the project to their own
classroom and future directions for the RSP project.
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Introduction

This paper describes part of an action research project conducted over the course of three
years at a small, private university in western Japan. The project started in the first (spring)
semester 2017 and is continuing through the second (fall) semester 2019-2020. For the purposes
of this paper, the authors will focus on the results from the first semester and the beginning half



of the second semester of the 2019-2020 school year. The primary focus of this study was to
investigate how written and verbal feedback on recorded speaking practice (RSP), as provided by
peers and instructors (in this case the authors), affects the motivation and confidence of English
language learners. Using self-reported surveys and spoken production word count, the authors
measured the impact of personalized feedback and practice on students’ confidence in speaking
English and their motivation to study English.

The sixty-one participants are all enrolled in a small liberal university in Japan. The nature of
the department the students are enrolled requires extensive English language study, with up to
seven classes a week conducted all in English. The RSP research activities are only conducted in
a first-year English communication class, held twice a week. Participants have varying degrees of
fluency, ranging from level Al to B1 on the Common European Frame of Reference and a median
TOEIC score of 275. All participants provided written informed consent allowing their survey
results and class work to be used as part of this research project. The authors’ institution’s review
board gave permission to conduct this research project.

Results showed that students found the detailed feedback useful and it informed their future
English study. Quantitative analysis found that spoken production increased significantly over the
course of the project. Analysis of qualitative data found a positive trend in participants’ confidence
in speaking English and motivation to study English in the future.

Methods

The development of the RSP program as an action research project has been evolving over
three years. The methods presented here are the most current iteration of the RSP. The cohort
was divided into classes of 20 students, meeting twice a week for 90 minutes. On average one RSP
unit took four weeks to complete. Class time dedicated to RSP varied based on each task
(recoding, rewriting, reflection and pair practice), averaging ten minutes per class. Students were
required to complete any unfinished work outside of class. Twice each unit, the authors provided
RSP feedback, which averaged 30 minutes per student.

Training

The authors conducted a 90-minute training session to introduce all the students in the cohort
to the project on the first day of the 2019 academic year. Students analyzed example scripts using
the RSP rubric (Appendix A). From this, students learned how to avoid common mistakes in
addition to gaining a clear understanding of how to use the RSP rubric. Additionally, this time
allowed the authors to provide students with well-defined aims with the goal of demonstrating
performance expectations. To ensure student understanding of the procedures, L1 verbal
instruction was used.

Rubric

The RSP rubric was created for students to track improvements in their spoken production
and for both students and authors to indicate student performance. The scales enable the students
to rate their own ability to produce acceptable introduction (greeting the audience, and clearly
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stating the topic) and conclusion (restatement of topic), say each of the six topics (see Recording
and Writing) on the speaking prompt provided, and produce acceptable details for each of the six
topics. The concept of acceptable for introductions, conclusions, and details was explained in the
training session at the beginning of the semester (see Training).

Three additional scales at the bottom of the rubric were for instructor use only, where the
authors indicated students’ grammar, spelling, and pronunciation and intonation performance. The
authors felt that these categories could not be subjectively rated by the students themselves. The
authors then supplemented the basic rubric by providing additional written feedback as well as
voice recordings in the case of intonation and pronunciation guidance (see Teacher Feedback and
Corrections).

Recording and Writing

For each unit of the RSP, students were first given the RSP Prompts sheet with six prompts
(topics) which were based on content to be covered during the unit of instruction. A period of two
minutes was provided for thinking about the prompts, with another two minutes immediately
afterward to record a speech including the following elements: an introduction and conclusion,
one sentence for each of the six topics, and one or more details in support of each topic. The word
details was used, as this was the easiest terminology that encompassed additional information,
examples, or clarification of the topics.

Next, as homework or classwork, students listened to and transcribed their recordings. On
the transcript, students highlighted the introduction and conclusion statements, each topic, and
the details in specific colors. This served as both a metacognitive awareness strategy for students,
and aided instructors when counting the topics and details. The recordings and transcripts were
shared with the authors digitally using iOS apps. Students then indicated their word count and
rated their performance on the RSP rubric in three categories: Introduction/Conclusion, Topics,
and Details.

Teacher Feedback and Corrections

The authors reviewed the student RSP transcripts while listening to their RSP recordings to
check pronunciation and confirm each transcript’s accuracy. After listening and ensuring validity,
teacher feedback was completed in three stages. First, the authors marked student performance
on the same RSP rubric used by the students (see Rubric). Second, the authors indicated grammar
and spelling corrections for the students to make in a subsequent rewrite (see Student Rewrites).
Finally, the authors wrote a combination of task-level, product-level, and process-level feedback on
the RSP Teacher Feedback sheet (Appendix B), which has separate rows for each aspect of the
student RSP rubric: word count, introduction and conclusion, topics, details, grammar, spelling,
and pronunciation/intonation. This allowed the authors to give organized process-level feedback
for each criterion.

Since there were clear expectations regarding the need to speak as many words as possible,
provide an introduction and conclusion, address all six topics, and have one or more detail
sentences for each topic, it was possible to give specific feedback on a student’s output, as well as
include process-level praise. In the grammar row, the authors praised correct usage and offered



specific tips for improvement. Within the pronunciation and intonation rows, the authors provided
recorded audio feedback and examples. Thus, the authors aimed to provide a wealth of feedback
to students in the hope that it would, as Hattie (2012) describes,

provide cues that capture a person’s attention and helps him or her to focus on succeeding
with the task; it can direct attention towards the processes needed to accomplish the task; it
can provide information about ideas that have been misunderstood. And it can be motivational
so that students invest more effort or skill in the task. (p. 129)

Student Rewrites and Reflections

Once the students reviewed the written and audio feedback and corrections, they rewrote
their transcripts, attempting to correct the errors as well as include elements that were lacking in
the original writing. Whenever possible, the authors avoided providing specific phrasings for the
corrections and instead provided hints so that the student could complete the task using his or
her own words.

After finishing these steps, the students completed the First Student Reflection. Students
could use either the feedback comments from their instructor or the comments from the
checkboxes below the written feedback to fill in two boxes, one for something they perceived they
did well and the other for something they could improve. Then the students reflected and filled
in two additional boxes, one indicating things the instructor said they had done well and the other
specifying areas the instructor thought they could improve. Below these four boxes, the students
wrote a goal and then selected what they intend to practice from a series of items with feedback
checkboxes.

The entire RSP process, including Recording and Writing, Teacher Feedback and Corrections,
and Student Rewrites and Reflections, was repeated at the end of the unit. They filled out the Last
Student Reflection (Appendix C) which is similar to the First Student Reflection with an additional
comments box and check boxes for which of the suggested grammar activities the student
completed.

RSP Pair Practice

Once or twice during a unit, depending on the available class time, students were placed in
randomized pairs to perform RSP pair practice. Similar to the First Recording and Writing,
students viewed the RSP Question Prompts sheet and had two minutes to mentally plan how they
would address the six prompts. Then they were given two minutes per partner to have a
discussion using the Question Prompts. To create more of a dialogue, students were encouraged
to ask questions or comment on their partner’'s speech. After speaking, students wrote partner
feedback and a self-reflection on the RSP Student Practice sheet, indicating one or more speaking
aspects they felt they did well and one or more aspects they would like to improve. Students
indicated the same for their partners and shared their advice afterwards.

Measuring Confidence and Motivation
A mixed-methods approach was used to better understand how the RSP influenced students’
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confidence and motivation. Students were given surveys written in English with L1 translations
provided (English questions provided in appendix D) to gauge their self-reported confidence and
motivation based on a four-point Likert scale. To gain deeper insights into student responses, after
each survey question students were asked to explain their answer in their native language
(Japanese). Surveys were given before and after each RSP unit and a separate survey was given
at the end of the first semester for a total of five surveys in the first semester and two in the second
semester 2019 (as of the publication date). For the purposes of this paper, only the results of the
pre-RSP surveys for units 1, 2, and 3 will be discussed because unit 4 will be conducted after
submission of this paper.

Results

The following section reports the results of a quantitative analysis of three pre-unit surveys
as well as an analysis of word counts. A qualitative analysis of a survey at the end of the first
semester can be found in the discussion section. The post-RSP survey questions were modified
throughout the semester according to the feedback received in earlier iterations of the RSP in
order to address student and classroom needs. However, the authors kept the pre-RSP survey
questions the same throughout the 2019 school year to help facilitate a year-long comparison of
student self-evaluations. For the purposes of this paper, only questions regarding confidence and
motivation and only the first three administrations (out of four) are included in the following
tables. The surveys were completed after the students’ first recording for each unit of RSP but
before any feedback or edits were completed. The fourth will be administered after the publication
of this paper. For a full list of questions included in the pre-RSP survey and the survey given at
the end of the first semester, see Appendix D.

The questions in the pre-RSP survey were inspired by those related to self-efficacy from
Hayashi (2014), the Academic Motivation Scale from Vallerand et al (1993) (utilizing translations
by Tanaka & Hiromori (2007)), and metacognition by Dermitzaki and Efklides (2000). However,
as Dornyei and Ushioda (2013) have observed, “motivation questionnaires are highly context-
dependent and therefore even well-established batteries cannot be simply transferred to learning
situations other than where they were developed without making considerable adjustments” (p.
213-214). The authors used the results of earlier iterations of the RSP (Nevitt & Rose, 2018; Rose
& Nevitt, 2017) to inform the version used here.

Table 1. Pre-RSP Survey Results over Three Administrations of RSP

RSP1 | RSP2 RSP 3
Q1I: I believe I have a high English ability. May July November
2019 2019 2019
I highly think so. 2.27% | 0.00% 2.27%
I moderately think so. 6.82% | 13.64% 4.55%
I moderately do not think so. 50.00% | 61.36% 65.91%
I highly do not think so. 40.91% | 25.00% 27.27%




Q2: I am motivated to study English. RSP1 | RSP 2 RSP 3

I highly think so. 54.55% | 65.91% 40.91%
I moderately think so. 36.36% | 25.00% 52.27%
I moderately do not think so. 227% | 6.82% 4.55%
I highly do not think so. 6.82% | 2.27% 2.27%
Q3: How confident are you that you can do the RSP well? RSP1 | RSP 2 RSP 3
I am very confident. 31.82% | 6.82% 20.45%
I am moderately confident. 52.27% | 70.45% 52.27%
I am not that confident. 15.91% | 22.73% 27.27%
I am not confident at all. 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00%

Q4: How much are you motivated to study in order to improve on RSP? RSP1 | RSP 2 RSP 3

I am very motivated. 52.27% | 40.91% 27.27%
I am moderately motivated. 45.45% | 50.00% 63.64%
I am not that motivated. 2.27% | 9.09% 9.09%
I am not motivated at all. 0.00% | 0.00% 0.00%

The quantitative data for changes in student self-reported motivation and confidence are not
dramatically positive. From Q2, students feeling unmotivated to study English to some degree
went from 9.09% to 6.82%. Moreover, in Q3 student self-reporting of non-confidence regarding RSP
increased from 15.91% to 27.27%, and the number of students who self-reported being highly
motivated to work on the RSP in Q4 reduced by 25 percentage points. Therefore, the authors are
prompted to admit some shortcomings in the RSP process for increasing student self-perceived
confidence and motivation. However, further study is necessary to evaluate if this is a flaw in the
questionnaire/evaluation or the actual process.

Table 2. Changes in Transcript Word Counts
RSP1 | RSP2 | P Value

average n=-51| 4849 | 6032 | <.01%
first word count

average | 43| 91.95 | 105.89 | <.05*
last word count

RSP2 | RSP3 | P Value

AVerage | 51| 6032| 745 | <.01*
first word count

average
n=43|105.89 | 94.49 .089

last word count
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RSP1 | RSP3 | P Value

average N
n=>511| 48.49 74.5 <.01°
first word count

average n-43| 9195 | 9449 | .28

last word count

Note: Significance was set at < .05 noted with a*.

Students’ average word count between the three first recordings increased significantly for
each unit, as shown in Table 2. Such a measure is an example of potential criterion variables
according to Dornyei and Ushioda (2013), and the authors acknowledge that for motivation and
achievement the “relationship is indirect” (p. 201). Nevertheless, the change in word count from
students’ first recording over the span of the project indicates a positive trend. This may indicate
that student ability on spontaneous production has increased because students are only given two
minutes to formulate what to say upon introduction to each new set of topic prompts. Increased word
count would suggest that students are becoming better at the RSP tasks despite the unfamiliarity of
the topics, and also possibly gaining confidence in their speaking ability. This is the most promising
outcome regarding quantitative data on the RSP. Word count did not increase between the three last
recordings. This may be due to the fact that students only had two minutes to talk, and there is a
limit to how many words students at this level can say within the time allowed.

One other positive outcome was the qualitative data. As explained in the Measuring
Confidence and Motivation section, each Likert-scale question on the surveys was followed by a
comment box requiring students to explain their reasoning. The incentive for this open-ended
question is two-fold: to prompt students to think more carefully about their answers and to allow
the authors a better understanding of said answers. This supplied a large amount of information,
all of which cannot be cataloged in the current paper. Some of the more noteworthy comments
are detailed in the discussion portion below.

Discussion

It is agreed that effective feedback has a multitude of benefits (Hattie, 2012 & Chappuis,
2015) and so the authors launched this project to examine the effects such feedback can have on
student motivation and confidence.

To provide customized feedback, each student’s starting point in a task, namely the spoken
language they can produce on a particular topic, needed to be determined and then their progress
monitored after a certain amount of practice and instruction time. Hattie (2012) cites Sadler’s
(1989) description of feedback which,

aims to reduce the gap between where the student ‘is’ and where he or she is ‘meant to be'-
and the more transparent they make this status for the students, the more students can help
to get themselves from the points at which they are to the success points, and thus enjoy the
fruits of feedback. (p. 129)



In the selfreported surveys conducted both during each RSP unit as well as one
comprehensive survey at the end of the first semester, students appreciated this diagnostic
routine with one writing, “because you know where you are not good or you can find something
you are good at” and another succinctly stating, “(the RSP) clarified what I can and cannot do.”

The peer practice element of the project yielded interesting comments. Overall, most favored
the spoken interaction between students with some reporting learning new expressions or a
lowering of their anxiety level during the exchanges. Others were more competitive with one
commenting that his motivation to study English increased “because I thought I could say more
than my opponent.” However, there were some negative effects of peer practice with a few
students feeling their language weaknesses exposed. “I was embarrassed because I was not good
at pronunciation,” and “I don't want to bother (my partner).” Therefore, although incorporating
interactive practices benefited the majority of students, lower English ability students or those
with higher affective filters need to be considered (Brown, 2007).

Overall, many students found the detailed feedback provided by the authors to be informative
with comments such as, “The feedback was detailed and carefully written, showing what I could
and could not do, and what I should study. I think it was motivational.” Naturally not all comments
were positive, but they did reveal that the lower a student’s ability the less appropriate they felt
the feedback to be. One such student, who consistently indicated being unmotivated by the RSP
wrote, “I don't feel motivated because I don’'t have the ability to speak English and feel that RSP
is not suitable for me.” However, in a later questionnaire, when indicating a slight increase in
motivation, the same student wrote, “I've been studying English a little recently because I want to
do something.” Accordingly, the authors were able to better understand their students’ motivation
through the qualitative data.

Given the plethora of informative feedback provided to each student, new questions ultimately
arise, such as how much error correction should be provided by instructors? As Chappuis (2015)
asks, “Do we ever remind students of what to correct and then when they do an incomplete job,
we take over and finish the work for them?” (p. 111). To combat this tendency of over-correction,
and reduce the workload, the authors utilized standardized comments and checklists. This
provided guidance to the student in strong and weak areas without doing the work for them.
Specifically, regarding grammar, as stated in the methods section, instead of noting every
inaccuracy within a transcript, the authors only selected one point and recommended an optional
follow-up activity. This helped reduce some of the correction burden on the authors and eased
linguistic demands for lower-ability students. However, as the project continued students tended
not to do the suggested grammar activities on the whole. This may have been due to the fact that
students maintain a relatively heavy English course load, and since the activities did not contribute
directly to their RSP score, it may have discouraged them from completing the tasks. Therefore,
a challenge with this kind of project is determining the appropriate balance of feedback and
suggested corrections due to the variety among individual students.

Another question persisting throughout this study was, how well can such feedback be
internalized by each student and then demonstrated on a post-assessment? Throughout this study
the authors noted some students who did not seem to improve between the first and last
recordings, despite the quantity of feedback. Likewise, the qualitative data in the form of student
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self-reported surveys indicated a sense of helplessness among lower English ability students. The
authors wondered if such students were what Deci and Ryan (as cited in Vallerand & Bissonnette,
1992) called amotivational (Nevitt & Rose, 2018). Indeed, as an accommodation in the most recent
version of the project, the authors added written Japanese language support to the materials. After
observing this trend over the course of two years, the authors continue to refine the materials,
including adding native language support.

Conclusion

For the students and authors, the RSP project has been a valuable and productive experience,
where in-classroom trial and error and constant project modification have produced a well-
rounded spoken-production program which can be easily adapted to many EFL situations. The
main goal of the RSP project was to increase student motivation in speaking English and
confidence in studying English. These goals were met, but not necessarily in a straightforward
manner. Interestingly, there were other unintended positive effects of the program, which will be
discussed below.

For the students, survey and spoken-production results show that they experienced moderate
advances in motivation to study English and confidence in speaking English. While completing
RSP itself was not necessarily a motivating factor to study English, the personalized feedback from
the authors and peers did have a positive impact on overall motivation and confidence to pursue
their English study goals, as evidenced by the survey responses conducted throughout the RSP,
Students reported that they were able to pinpoint specific areas in their English learning that they
could improve, while at the same time recognizing strengths they already possess. Additionally,
the overall increase in spoken production throughout the project is concrete evidence that
students were motivated enough to practice and improve their speaking ability in general.
However, the idea behind RSP was not only to see spoken production improvements within the
project, but to boost the students’ underlying confidence and motivation in English learning. The
authors believe that the RSP project has been successful for the majority of participants in that
regard after looking at the positive comments written in the surveys.

The authors also found one welcome but unintended result of the RSP: they learned about
students’ backgrounds, life goals, and personal lives. As a result, the authors felt a closer
connection and more empathy towards this group of students than those in other classes. By
hearing the challenges students face inside and outside the classroom, they had a better
understanding of what the student experience entails, and the difficulties students face on their
English learning journey. While not directly related to motivation and confidence, these insights
are still valuable and will be considered when adapting RSP in future projects.

RSP is a project which can be adapted to a variety of EFL contexts. In the future the authors
plan to integrate modified forms of RSP into other existing classes, including an English for
hospitality and customer service course. The authors hope readers interested in improving
confidence and motivation in an EFL setting will consider adapting this project to their classroom
needs.



Notes

1. For more information about the authors’ previous work on this project, see Nevitt & Rose
(2018), and Rose & Nevitt (2017).
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Appendix A

RSP Rubric

Unit  Recorded Speaking Practice

Introduction & Conclusion

First Having all Having mostly correct Having some Having a few
il
COrTect grammar grammar COTect grammar COrrect grammar
Having all Having mostly Having some Having a few
COrTect grammar COFTect grammar COTect grammar COFrect grammar
>
3z Spelling
(o]
o First Having all Having mostly Having some Having little
Ii‘ correct spelling correct spelling correct spelling correct spelling
5 Having all Having mostly Having some Having little
= correct spelling correct spelling correct spelling correct spelling
Pronunciation & Intonation
First Having all clear Having mostly clear Having some clear Having little clear
il
pronunciation/intonation pronunciation/fintonation pr iati nation iatic ion
Having all clear Having mosthy clear Having some clear Having little clear
pronunciation/intonation pr iati onation pr iati nation iatic ion




Appendix B

Example of Teacher Feedback

FIRST Recording

LAST Recording

Word Count

You said 81 words. This is great for your
first recording. Next time try to say 100+
words.

You said 118 words. This is almost 40
more words than your first recording.
Great job!

You said a good introduction.

Remember to add, “...for listening about
my trip to Tokyo.” in your conclusion.

You said a good introduction and
conclusion.

You remembered to add, “...to my trip
to Tokyo.” in your conclusion. Nice.

You said all 6 topics. Great.

You said all 6 topics. Good job.

You said details for 5 of the 6 topics.

Next time talk about...

= How many days you were in Tokyo.
OR

= How old you were when you went to
Tokyo with your family.

You said details for all 6 topics. You also
said 2-3 details for 3 topics.
Excellent!

You remembered to say a detail about
how many days you were in Tokyo.

Please look at Key Grammar Point #2
Plurals.

Some of your verbs were in past tense, but
some were not. Please practice Key
Grammar Point #5 Regular / Irregular
Verbs.

Your plurals are much better.

Most of your verbs were in past tense.

Remember to make “is” in the past
tense too.

You misspelled 7 words. Please check the
dictionary and be more careful when writing
your script.

You corrected all of your words. Great!

Remember, it is spelled “hello” (there is
no “w").

Please speak with a loud voice. It was
difficult to hear some of your words.

Pronunciation
Please listen to the voice tag and practice
“relaxing.”
Your intonation is getting better. Keep
Intonation |practicing your speech and try to speak

faster and go up and down with your voice.

Your pronunciation and intonation were
much better. | would easily understand
you. Wonderful!

Please try speaking with a louder voice
in the future.




Recorded Speaking Practice and its Effects on Student Confidence and Motivation

Appendix C

Student Reflection Template

Last Student Reflection

My teacher said | did this well:

I did this well:

My teacher said | can improve...

| can improve...

Grammar

| completed...

O Key Grammar |
O Key Grammar 4
O Key Grammar 7

0 Bonus Grammar |

O Key Grammar 2
O Key Grammar 5
O Key Grammar 8

0 Bonus Grammar 2

O Key Grammar 3
O Key Grammar 6
O Key Grammar 9

O Bonus Grammar 3

My Goal

My

Practice

I will practice...

ook MR ERE

O Saying many words O
TARTO R P EAA

O Saying all the topics O
[(Er LT LT I

O Saying many details O
®OF R R LAYV EL W

O Having clear pronunciation O
o

O Other:

IROBEHLELRLLAS
Saying an introduction

TROBDIELOALTD
Saying a conclusion

T ERRE ALY ELW
Having correct grammar

BEFROELWY L LLH/TT
Having good intonation

Write your ideas about your speaking in Japanese and translate into English below.




Appendix D

Survey Questions

Pre-Unit Survey
I believe I have a high English ability.
I am motivated to study English.
I am satisfied with my ability in English.
I can do tasks in English well.
How difficult do you feel this speaking for Unit (1,2,3) RSP will be?
How much effort will it take you to do the speaking for Unit (1,2,3) RSP?
How much effort will it take you to do the listening/writing for Unit (1,2,3) RSP?
How confident are you that you can do Unit (1,2,3) RSP well?

How much are you motivated to study in order to improve on Unit (1,2,3) RSP?

End of semester survey

Indicate how the RSP speeches (alone) influenced your confidence to speak English.

Indicate how the RSP conversations (pair work) influenced your confidence to speak
English.

Indicate how the RSP teacher feedback influenced your confidence to speak English.
Did you read the RSP teacher feedback?
Indicate how the RSP student feedback influenced your confidence to speak English.

Indicate how the RSP speeches (alone) influenced your motivation to study English.

Indicate how the RSP conversations (pair work) influenced your motivation to study
English.

Indicate how the RSP teacher feedback influenced your motivation to study English.
Indicate how the RSP student feedback influenced your motivation to study English.
Indicate how the RSP (in total) influenced your motivation to study.

Indicate how the RSP (in total) influenced your ability to speak English.




