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Abstract

Oral corrective feedback (CF) and its subsequent impact on learning are main areas of current research on
language learning and have attracted a lot of attention. There is a considerable amount of research investigating
corrective feedback and error. What has not been researched extensively yet and is the focus of this study, is the
effect of oral corrective feedback on students’ speaking achievement in Iranian schools. To this end, 370 Iranian EFL
learners were chosen through multistage cluster sampling. Male students in Junior high schools of Zanjan city (n=
7936) were considered as the total size of the population being studied. They were in the seventh and ninth grades of
Iranzamin, Sama, and Baharestan junior high schools in Zanjan-Iran. Cambridge Proficiency Test was used in order
to have homogeneous groups. In the pretest the school speaking test was employed to measure their speaking skill.
After six weeks of treatment, the speaking test was administered as a posttest. According to results, there were
significant differences between the speaking mean scores in the posttest compared with the pretest; therefore, it was
concluded that the oral corrective feedback had a positive effect on students’ speaking achievement. Pedagogical
implications were extracted to assist English language instructors to be aware of the usefulness and value of the
different kinds of oral corrective feedback, to effectively establish the necessary activities in the classroom, and to
successfully supply the students with the appropriate kind of oral corrective feedback.
Keywords: oral corrective feedback; speaking achievement.

Introduction
One of the most discussed topics in language learning nowadays is corrective feedback (CF). CF
means the feedback that students get on linguistic errors they make in their written or oral production in a
foreign or second language. In recent years, both oral and written CF have drawn significant attention due
to their importance for the development of theories of L2 acquisition and because they have held an
essential place in L2 instruction (Ellis & Sheen, 2011).
Regarding oral corrective feedback analyses, there has been a progress from mainly descriptive
researches aimed at developing classifications of CF tactics (e.g., Allwright, 1975; Chaudron, 1977;
Moore, 2017; Washbourne, 2014) to experimental investigations that studied the influence of different
kinds of CF tactics in L2 learning development. (e.g., Lyster, 2004; Sheen, 2007b)
Oral CF can involve both on-line efforts to make learners attentive that they have generated a speech
that has an error (i.e., the feedback is presented more or less instantly following the statement that has an
error) and off-line efforts (i.e., the feedback is refused until the communicative occasion the learner is
contributing in, has finished). Oral CF can be input- supplying (i.e., the student is provided with the
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correct form) or output- encouraging (i.e., it can try to extract a modification from the learner). Oral CF
can also be indirect, as when the instructor easily demands clarification in answer to the learner’s wrong
statement, or direct as when the teacher explicitly corrects the learner’s mistakes and/or supplies some
kind of metalinguistic description of the error. A usual form of CF is a recast. Recasts can be spoken and
indirect when they take the form of an approval check as a reply to a breakdown to comprehend the
learner’s speech, or more obvious when the learner’s inaccurate statement is reformulated although it has
not produced a communication difficulty (Ellis & Sheen, 2006; Sheen, 2006).
Written corrective feedback usually includes postponed or off-line corrections of the inaccuracies
that students have in a written text. As with oral CF, this can contain both output-encouraging feedback
(referred to as “indirect correction”) and input-supplying feedback (typically referred to as “direct
correction”). Direct correction includes providing learners with the correct form or reformulating the
whole text; indirect correction includes showing that an error has been committed either in the margin of
the text or in the text where the error appears. Both direct and indirect written CF may or may not come
with metalinguistic information. In order to understand the process of foreign language learning (FLL)
and to help language teachers utilize effective teaching techniques that successfully scaffold the FLL
process, researchers have sought to identify the fundamental components of effective Foreign Language
Teaching (FLT) the influencing factors, such as the linguistic environment (including corrective
feedback) and speaking achievement. CF, also known as negative feedback or error correction, has
attracted increased attention in the last two decades (Lee, 2013; Moore, 2017; Naami, &Zadeh, 2016;&
Sheen, 2010, 2011). Studies have been conducted in both classroom and laboratory settings in order to
comprehensively understand how teaching strategies, specifically language teachers’ CF techniques, can
assist language learning. Moreover, pedagogical implications have been provided for organizing effective
language classes (Ellis, Erlam, & Loewen, 2006; Byrne, Fukawa-Connelly Hanusch, & Moore, 2016).
Over the history, language experts have held changing views about error correction. As an example,
behaviorists, psychologists, and structural linguists believed that learners’ errors must be corrected
instantly and systematically by the instructor in order not to become a part of their habit system (CelceMurcia, 1991; Larsen-Freeman, 2000; Oladejo, 1993; Syarif, 2017). Humanistic psychologists put
emphasis on students and their internal worlds and recommended teachers to be more patient about
learners’ errors (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Supporters of humanistic psychology stress that learners'
emotions and thoughts are the most notable aspects of their developments (Williams & Burden, 1997).
Consequently, instructors are advised to know their students’ insights and preferences of language
learning and error correction (Akiyama, 2017; Horwitz, 1988).
When we talk about oral CF and speaking, we deal with a kind of meaning negotiation in which the
teacher and learners are trying to get the meaning through oral communication, scaffolding and other
kinds of oral CF, and the aim is to encourage the learners to have a fluent and accurate speech. Therefore,
oral CF is closely related to learners’ speaking skill. According to Ulfia (2017), the language learner
considers that speaking is so crucial that the language learner has to learn it.
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Most studies in the field of corrective feedback focused only on English as a second language (e.g.
Lee 2013; Jean &Simard 2011; Sheen 2007 and 2010). Research to date has tended to focus mostly on
written corrective feedback rather than on oral corrective feedback (Maleki, & Eslami, 2013;Washbourne,
2014).
So far, there has been little research on the effect of oral corrective feedback on different important
variables affecting the process of foreign language learning, as most previous studies just focused on very
detailed elements of language learning (Sheen, 2007;Rassaei, &Moinzadeh, 2011).
Since the effect of oral CF on students' speaking achievement has not been explored, an investigation
considering the study of the effect of oral corrective feedback on the fundamental elements of the foreign
language learning is needed to fill in this gap. Accordingly, this study comes to explore the effect of oral
CF on the students’ speaking achievement.

Research Question and Hypothesis
RQ: Is oral corrective feedback effective in beginner and low intermediate students’ speaking
achievement?
H: Oral corrective feedback is effective in beginner and low intermediate students’ speaking
achievement.

Limitations of the study
There were some limitations in this study. One limitation was that all the participants who took part
in this study were male. Having some females as participants may have influenced the final
consequences. The second limitation was that all the participants were from junior high schools and were
of the same age. The consequences could be different if students from a variety of ages and from many
different schools were subjected to the tests. The last limitation was that the students were all from the
same city in Iran. It was probable that participants from other cities might have created different
outcomes, because school systems are different from one city to another.

Corrective Feedback
The expression corrective feedback (CF) has been explained at different times in a very similar
mode. One of the initial definitions is that of Chaudron (1977, p.31) who regards it as “any reaction of the
teacher which clearly transforms, disapprovingly refers to, or demands improvement of the learner
utterance”. More recently, Ellis et al. (2006), declared that CF takes the form of replies to learner
statements that have an error. The answers can contain provision of the correct target language form, a
clue that an error, meta-linguistic information about the nature of the error, or any mixture of these have
been committed.
Although all these explanations involve the learners’ and teacher’s contribution, a classroom as the
situation where CF occurs, this may also take place in naturalistic settings where native or non-native
speakers can arrange it. Remarkably, in the foreign language settings, Sheen (2011) states that not all CF
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takes place because of a communication failure; teachers are able to apply it to attract the students’
attention to form even in those circumstances where they understand each other. This means that CF can
bring negotiation of meaning and negotiation of form, too.
However, the significance and role of CF in EFL instruction can be different from one teacher to
another. This may depend on their previous training and education, instruction experience, and their own
experience as language learners, amongst others. CF is a very controversial topic in this view. Viewpoints
toward errors have gone from the maximum of rejection and evading them at all cost, to more lenient
viewpoints in which errors are regarded as a feature of the language development.

Design of the study
A quasi-experimental design was used in the current research and the participants were selected
through multistage cluster sampling method. The researcher selected the experimental and control groups.
Experimental group had two levels: beginner and low-intermediate students. Oral CF provision was
considered as the independent variable and beginner and low-intermediate students’ achievement was
viewed as the dependent variable. The control group was considered when studying the effect of oral CF
provision on the students’ speaking achievement.

Participants
Participants in this study were 370 junior high school male students. They were selected through
multistage cluster sampling. The male students in Junior high schools of Zanjan city (n= 7936) were
considered as the total size of the population being studied. There are two educational districts in Zanjan
city and students in junior high schools of District 2 were chosen at this stage. According to Cochran
formula size, 370 students were needed as the sample size of the study; therefore, because of the
limitation of easy access to the state or public schools three private junior high schools were chosen as the
target schools of this study (Iranzamin, Sama, and Baharestan). At this stage, the students in seventh and
ninth grades were selected. There were 400 students who were enrolled in 16 classes. Since 370
participants were needed in this research and in order to have homogenous groups, Cambridge
Proficiency Test was run and as a result, 20 students from the seventh and 10 students from the ninth
grades were discarded from the study because of their very high language proficiency level in comparison
with the other students. The participants’ age ranges were 13 to 14 for the seventh graders and 15 to 16
for the ninth graders. There were about 25 students in each class. According to the administered pretest
and the educational system of Iran, students who were studying in the seventh grades were classified as
beginners in the foreign language learning and students in the ninth grades as low-intermediate learners.

Instruments
In order to achieve the aims of this research, the following instruments were employed.
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Cambridge Proficiency Test
Since some students at school attend English language classes in the English language institutes and
some of them have been to English-speaking countries for several years, the Standard Cambridge
Proficiency Test was applied in order to have homogeneous groups regarding the participants’ language
proficiency.

Speaking Test for Prospect 1 and 3
In order to evaluate students’ speaking skills, the common and suggested speaking tests which are
usually used to measure students’ speaking abilities in Iranian schools for seventh and ninth grades and
contain interview, monologue, and role play parts, were employed. These tests were adapted from the
standard complementary English books for schools (Khate-Sefid). The books and their tests were ratified
by the Education Office of Iran.(See Appendices A and B)

Procedures
In this section, the overall process of the research including the pilot and main study is presented.

Pilot study
Since some problems and difficulties were likely to occur during the administration of the
questionnaires and while dealing with the participants, a pilot study was conducted as a fundamental
element of research before the main study in order to detect the unforeseen weaknesses and problems of
the main research. Thus, 30 junior high school students who were similar to the participants in the main
study were selected as the participants of the pilot study. The researcher piloted the speaking test and, as a
result, the learners reported that they did not have any difficulty in understanding and answering the
questions. Moreover, the researcher estimated the necessary time for answering the speaking test.

Main study
A sample of 370 junior high school students was chosen as the participants of the study, divided
between 180 students from grade seven and 190 from grade nine. In order to have homogeneous groups
in both beginner and low-intermediate groups, the Cambridge Proficiency Test was run, since some of the
students had been to English-speaking countries or English language institutes. As a result, some students
with very higher proficiency level in English were discarded from the study. To measure the participants’
speaking ability in English, a standard speaking test from their own English book was run. The collected
data via the speaking test was recorded as the participants' pretest scores. Then, for a period of six weeks,
the participants’ teachers were asked to provide appropriate oral corrective feedback when necessary,
while the control groups had their usual English classe without focusing on oral corrective feedback.
After this period, the same speaking test was run again to measure the effect of the instructions. The data
were collected and analyzed by SPSS software version 20.
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Data Analysis
Based on the nature of data, the following statistical tests were used for analyzing data:
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test: This test was used for checking the normality assumption of the
interval data to decide between parametric or non-parametric tests.
The Levene test: This test was used to check the homogeneity of the variances.
The Covariance analysis: Covariance analysis was used to compare the means of one or more groups
and estimate one or more independent variables, and also to extract the effect of one or more
intervening variables, covariance, or covariate from the equation.

Data Analysis of the Research Question
RQ: Is oral corrective feedback effective in beginner and low intermediate students’ speaking
achievement?
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the speaking scores of beginner students in the
experimental and control groups in both pretest and posttest.
Table1: Descriptive statistics of speaking scores in both the pretest and posttest for beginner students.
Descriptive Statistics
Group

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

PreTest

180

12.00

16.00

14.2000

1.40391

PostTest

180

11.90

15.70

13.9900

1.33371

Valid N (listwise)

180

PreTest

180

12.00

18.00

15.5000

1.86260

PostTest

180

17.00

20.00

18.8000

1.08004

Valid N (listwise)

180

Control

Experiment

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of the speaking scores of low-intermediate students in
experimental and control groups in both pretest and posttest.
Table2: Descriptive statistics of speaking scores of low-intermediate students in pre and posttests.
Descriptive Statistics
Group

Control

Experiment

N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

PreTest

190

13.50

17.50

15.7816

1.35535

PostTest

190

13.40

17.50

15.8553

1.32051

Valid N (listwise)

190

PreTest

190

14.00

19.00

16.6842

1.67309

PostTest

190

18.00

20.00

19.2000

.75031

Valid N (listwise)

190
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Testing the Hypothesis in the Beginner Group
To test the hypothesis, as mentioned above, the covariance analysis was used. As it could been
observed, the necessary presuppositions for covariance analysis were checked and these presuppositions
do exist.
Table 3 presents the results of covariance analysis for measuring the effect of oral CF on the
beginner students’ speaking achievement.
Table3: Results of Covariance Analysis for Measuring the Effect of Oral CF on Beginner Students’
Speaking Achievement.
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Posttest
Source

Type IV Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

2318.021a

2

1159.010

1419.778

.000

Intercept

360.298

1

360.298

441.362

.000

Pretest

235.772

1

235.772

288.818

.000

Group

1353.798

1

1353.798

1658.392

.000

Error

291.430

357

.816

Total

99376.020

360

Corrected Total

2609.451

359

a. R Squared =.888 (Adjusted R Squared =.888)

As seen in Table 3, the F value in covariance analysis for speaking scores in the beginner group is
significant; therefore, it can be concluded that there is a significant difference between the mean of the
two groups (the beginner control group and beginner experimental group) in posttest after adjustment of
pretest scores. According to Table 1, the mean speaking score for the control beginner group was 14.2 in
pretest and 13.99 in posttest, while the mean speaking score for the experimental beginner group was 15.5
in pretest and 18.8 in posttest. Considering the significant difference between the scores in posttest for
both control and experimental groups, it was concluded that by eliminating the covariance factor of the
pretest, the oral corrective feedback instruction increased the speaking ability of beginner students.

Testing theHypothesis in the Low-intermediate Group
To test the hypothesis, as mentioned above, the covariance analysis was used. As seen, the necessary
presuppositions for covariance analysis were checked and these presuppositions do exist.
Table 4 presents the results of covariance analysis for measuring the effect of oral CF on lowintermediate students’ speaking achievement.
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Table4: Results of Covariance Analysis for Measuring the Effect of Oral CF on the Low-Intermediate
Students’ Speaking Achievement.
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Posttest
Source

Type IV Sum of
Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

1209.542a

2

604.771

788.327

.000

Intercept

390.534

1

390.534

509.067

.000

Pretest

146.751

1

146.751

191.293

.000

Group

772.744

1

772.744

1007.283

.000

Error

289.218

377

.767

Total

118241.550

380

Corrected Total

1498.760

379

a. R Squared =.807 (Adjusted R Squared =.806)

As can be seen in Table 4, the F value in covariance analysis for speaking scores in the lowintermediate group was significant; therefore, it can be concluded that there is a significant difference
between the mean of the two groups (low-intermediate control group and low-intermediate experimental
group) in posttest after adjustment of pretest scores. According to Table 3, the mean speaking score for
the low-intermediate control group was 15.78 in pretest and 15.85 in posttest, while the mean speaking
score for the low-intermediate experimental group was 16.68 in pretest and 19.2 in posttest. Considering
the significant difference between the scores in posttest for both control and experimental groups, it was
concluded that by eliminating the covariance factor of the pretest, the oral corrective feedback instruction
increased the speaking ability of low-intermediate students.

Discussion
RQ: Does the oral corrective feedback have an effect on the beginner and low-intermediate students’
speaking achievement?
The researcher investigated the effect of oral corrective feedback on students’ speaking skills.
Regarding the speaking pretest and posttest in the beginner and low-intermediate group in both control
and the experimental groups, the results indicated that, after providing oral corrective feedback for the
students in experimental group and performing the posttest, the mean speaking scores of the students in
experimental groups increased compared to the mean speaking scores of the students in the control group;
therefore, it can be said that oral corrective feedback influenced the students’ speaking achievement.
To discuss the effect of oral corrective feedback provision in the classroom on the students’ speaking
skill, it is worth mentioning that, as its name implies, oral corrective feedback is directly associated with
the oral skills of listening and speaking. Since in the process of the oral error correction there is a speaker
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and a listener, a kind of interaction occurs in the classroom; consequently, the more interactions between
the teacher and learner there are, the more improvement in the learners’ speaking skill will occur.
Fortunately, the findings of this research are in line with the results of previous similar studies;
Bitchener (2008), Chu (2013), Gholizade (2013), Lee (2014), Lourdunathan and Menon (2017), Lyster
and Saito (2010), Mennim (2007), Oliver (2000), Oradee (2012), Panova and Lyster (2002), Rahimi and
Dastjerdi (2012), Sheen (2007), and Tanveer (2007). For example, Chu (2013) found that corrective
feedback had a positive effect on students’ speaking skill. Sato and Lyster (2012) stated that corrective
feedback had a positive impact on both accuracy and fluency development of students. Moreover, the
findings of the current research are consistent with the findings in research by Lynch (2007) and Soler
(2002), which focused on the impact of corrective feedback on students' speaking skills and proved the
usefulness of the application of corrective feedback in the classroom.
Moreover, Ellis (2009) states that regarding accuracy and fluency, corrective feedback should be
provided and students’ errors need to be corrected when it is felt that such pedagogical intervention is
necessary.
More importantly, the findings of the present study are to some extent consistent with the results of
previous research, e.g. Kaivanpanah et al., 2012, Katayama, 2007, Yoshida, 2010, and Zhang 2017, who
reported that Iranian and Japanese EFL learners showed very strong preferences for metalinguistic
feedback and recasts.
Although, parallel with the results of previous investigations, metalinguistic feedback was ranked
first in both beginner and low-intermediate groups in the posttest, the results of the present research
showed that junior high school students in both beginner and low-intermediate groups did not reject the
other kinds of corrective feedback, mainly repetition accompanied by highlighting their error by
intonation and implicit feedback. Instead, a significant number of participants in the beginner group
seemed to believe that highlighting the error by intonation was a useful kind of oral corrective feedback.
In addition, a noticeable number of students in the low-intermediate group showed that implicit feedback
was a helpful kind of oral corrective feedback. Therefore, it can be said that although the metalinguistic
feedback was ranked first, other kinds of feedback were effective in the students' speaking achievement.
The findings of the current research were different from results by Kaivanpanah et al. (2012), which
did not show any well-defined preference for one kind of corrective feedback versus other kinds. This
inconsistency in the findings of the two studies is probably due to the learners’ awareness of the purpose
of the present research, the significance of the oral corrective feedback provision in the classroom, and
different kinds of corrective feedback in the treatment period of the research. The students’ preferences
for the immediate corrective feedback confirm Mackey’s (2007) belief that focuses on the effectiveness
of corrective feedback on condition that it is offered simultaneously with the student’s error.
In particular, the findings of the current research present some empirical evidence supporting Ellis’s
(2009) guideline that focuses on the significance and value of the oral corrective feedback provision in
the classroom. Moreover, the results of the present study that revealed students’ preferences for different
kinds of corrective feedback and their significant effect on the students’ speaking skill, can be a useful
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guidance for teachers of English, particularly those in the junior high schools, to select the students’
preferred kind of corrective feedback in order to achieve successful teaching.

Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of oral corrective feedback provision on the
beginner and low-intermediate students’ speaking achievement in the classroom. The results of the
speaking scores showed that oral corrective feedback provision in the classroom plays a facilitative role in
improving students’ speaking skill.
Returning to the research questions posed at the beginning of this study, it is now possible to state
that oral corrective feedback is effective in improving students’ speaking skill.
The present study indicated that students in general prefer to receive corrective feedback when and
wherever they make a mistake. As further evidence for the significant role of corrective feedback in
previous works,, the studies by Zhao, (2015), Lyster et al., (2013), Li, (2010), and Ellis, (2006) can be
mentioned. The findings of this research can assist students to hold a positive attitude toward teachers’
corrective feedback instead of being afraid of being corrected by the teacher in the classroom.
Furthermore, they suggest to English teachers that applying corrective feedback in the classroom is
usually one of the great characteristics of successful professional teachers. Moreover, this study suggests
to program designers to consider the importance of corrective feedback in the yearly workshops that they
hold for teachers.

988

The Effect of Oral Corrective Feedback on the Beginner and Low Intermediate
Students’ Speaking Achievement

تأثير التغذية الراجعة الشفوية التصحيحية في األداء اللفظي
لطلبة المرحلتين المبتدئة والمتوسطة
قاضم دهجاني ,ضيروش إيسادبانه وعلي شهنافاز
قطم تدريص اللغة اإلنكليسية ,جامعة آزاد اإلضالمية  -فرعسنجان ,إيران
الملخص
تعدُّ التغذية الراجعة الشفوية وأثرها في تعلم اللغة من أبرز مجاالت البحث اللغوي التي جذبت انتباه الكثيرين ,وهناك
العديد من األبحاث التي تتناول بالدراسة التغذية الراجعة التصحيحية وألخطأ .أما المجاالت التي لم يتم البحث فيها بصورة
معمقة فهي تأثير التغذية الراجعة الشفوية في األداء اللفظي للطلبة أإليرانيين .لذلك تم التركيز في هذا البحث على هذا
الموضوع ,ومن أجل تحقيق هذا الهدف تم اختيار عينة مكوَّنة من  073طالبا يتعلمون اللغة اإلنجليزية كلغة أجنبية من أصل
 7307طالبا هم كامل الطلبة المعنيين في ثالث مدارس في مدينة زنجان ,وكل هؤالء الطلبة من الذكور ,وكانوا منتظمين في
الصفين السابع (االبتدائي) والتاسع (المتوسط) في ثالث مدارس مختلفة .وبعد إجراء االختبارات الالزمة من حيث أألختبار
األولي واالختبار النهائي طبقا الختبار كيمبردج لفحص األداء ,فقد ثبت وجود فروقات ذات داللة بين نتائج االختبارين لصالح
االختبار النهائي بعد استخدام التغذية الراجعة التصحيحية الشفوية من المدرسين لمدة ستة أسابيع ,مما يبين أألثر أإليجابي
لهذة التغذية ,ويوصي البحث باستخدام هذا االسلوب لتحسين أداء الطلبة داخل غرفة الصف واختيار المناسب منه في كل
حالة.
الكلمات المفتاحية :التغذية الراجعة للمحادثة الشفوية ,اإلنجاز بالمحادثة.
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Appendix A
Oral questions for measuring students’ speaking achievement in grade 7
A: Interview
1. What’s your first name and last name?
2. How old are you?
3. When is your birthday?
4. What’s your father, mother...’s name and job?
5. How old is your (father, mother)?
6. Where is he now?
7. What is he wearing?
8. What’s your address?
9. What’s your telephone number?
10. What’s your favorite food and drink?
B: Monologue
11. Talk about yourself, your name, age, family, house, address, phone or cell phone number,
and favorite food and drink.
12. Talk about one of your friends or classmates, his name, age, family, house, address, phone
or cell phone number, and favorite food and drink.
C: Role play
13. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their first and last name.
14. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their age, birthday and month of
birth.
15. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their family members’ name, age,
and job.
16. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their teachers, classmates, and
family members’ appearance. (Height, clothes)
17. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their houses and different rooms in
their houses.
18. Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their address, telephone or
cellphone number.
19.Play the role of two friends asking and answering about their favorite food and drink.
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Appendix B
Oral questions for measuring students’ speaking achievement in grade 9
A: Interview
1. What’s your (friend, father, mother, teacher...) like?
2. Is your brother (talkative)?
3. What is your (father, mother...) doing now?
4. What’s your father, mother...’s job?
5. What does a (nurse) do?
6. Does a (nurse take care of patients)?
7. How do you usually go to school?
8. Do you use internet?
9. Did you participate in (HelaleAhmar first aid classes) last summer?
10. What did you learn?
B: Monologue
11. Talk about yourself, name, school, family, relatives, classmates, friends, your favorite TV
show, movie, cartoon, your cell phone, tablet or PC, downloaded or installed program or
game.
12. Talk about your father, mother... his or her personality, job. What does he/she do? Where
does he/she work? When does he/she go to work? How does he/she usually go to work?
13. Talk about your own or one of your relatives or friends’ last accident and injuries
C: Role play
14. Play the role of two friends talking about the personality of their friends/
classmates/teachers/relatives.
15. Play the role of two friends talking about the media they usually use.
16. Play the role of two friends talking about their last injuries.
17. Play the role of a tourist and a receptionist with one of your classmates.
18. Talk with your friends about national and international festivals.
19. Talk with your classmates about services in your city.
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