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Natalie Donohue
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Karen Smith
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This article reports on an experimental methods-comparison 
study, which was undertaken with beginner level junior high 
school students (aged 12 and 13) in Japan. The study aimed 
to investigate which type of teaching, Total Physical Response 
(TPR) or Present Practice Produce (PPP), was more effective in 
developing productive and receptive knowledge of a set of 
collocations. Results showed that both types of teaching had 
a significant impact upon the development of understanding 
and using the target language. However, there were no signif-
icant differences between the effectiveness of TPR and PPP, 
apart from a short-term benefit for PPP in terms of receptive 
knowledge. This shows that both types of teaching can have 
a positive impact upon learners of this age and level and that 
there is a need for further research to investigate the effective-
ness of these communicative methodologies in this context.

本論は日本における初級レベルの中学生（12～13歳）を対象とした実
験方法・比較研究を紹介したものである。本研究では、一連の連語の生
産的・受容的知識を習得するために、Total Physical Response (TP－身
体の動きを通して「聞くことの」の能力を発達させる方法)と、Present 
Practice Produce (PPP－教師が提示、学習者が練習・産出)のどちらの教
授法がより効果的かを調査した。この2つの教授法は学習者の目標言語（
英語）の理解や使用に重要な影響を与えるという結果がでた。しかし、
受容知識におけるPPPの短期間の利点を除けば、両教授法に有意差はな
かった。したがって、この2つの教授法はこの年齢と学習レベルの学習者
には肯定的な効果をもたらすことを示しているので、これらのコミュニケ
ーション教授法の効果を調査するさらなる研究が必要になるであろう。

In recent years the Japanese governmental body, 
Japan’s Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, 
Science and Technology (MEXT), has dictated 

reforms to its teachers in the hopes of ousting the 
long-standing traditional grammar-translation meth-
od and improving the communicative competence 

of pupils. However, it is well-known that the imple-
mentation of these reforms at a classroom level is 
often difficult (e.g., Glasgow, 2012). Obstacles include 
the aforementioned  established grammar transla-
tion, the focus on high-stake entrance exams which 
do not test pupils’ communicative abilities, and prac-
tical problems such as how Japanese teachers and 
Assistant Language Teachers (ALTs) can best work 
together to implement these reforms. In addition, al-
though there has been no shortage of opinion about 
the shortcomings of English language education in 
Japan and what the solutions are, there is a need for 
experimental studies or classroom research in gen-
eral in order to offer teachers evidence-based models 
for successful communicative language teaching, 
which they can implement with confidence. This 
article aims to compare Total Physical Response 
(TPR) and Present Practice Produce (PPP) as two 
practical, classroom-based methods of achieving 
greater communicative competence with first-year 
junior high school pupils (aged 12-13 years old). 
Although the study is situated in a specific context, 
it is also felt that the results could be applicable to 
any situation where there is a desire to teach young 
learners English more communicatively, without 
recourse to grammar translation. We recognise that 
this is a method which has some clear benefits (Cook, 
2010), but we feel it is less effective in helping young 
learners to speak English. In this study, TPR and PPP 
were compared to assess to what extent either were 
effective in aiding learners to understand and use a 
set of target collocations communicatively. 

The two research questions considered in this 
study are as follows:
•	 RQ1: To what extent was either of the treat-

ments (PPP or TPR) more effective than the 
other in terms of aiding learners to recognise 
the target collocations?

•	 RQ2: To what extent was either of the treat-
ments (PPP or TPR) more effective than the 
other in terms of aiding learners to produce the 
target collocations?

Our hypotheses were that TPR should be more ef-
fective in fostering receptive knowledge, while PPP 
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would be more effective in developing the ability to 
produce the target collocations. If correct, we felt 
it would be possible to advocate the use of TPR in 
initial stages of learning and then for teachers and 
ALTs to use PPP to help learners gain confidence in 
producing language, as a model of a weak form of 
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), where 
there is a clear emphasis on form.

TPR and PPP
This study examines two alternative ways of intro-
ducing and teaching spoken language, which we 
would hope teachers of English in Japan could use 
within their own classrooms. 

Total Physical Response (TPR) was developed by 
Asher (1969) and is based on the suggestion that 
achieving proficiency in all four skills in foreign 
languages with limited teaching is overambitious. 
TPR works on the premise that if listening ability 
alone is intensely focussed on, the other skills will 
also improve, particularly with learners of low level 
proficiency. Asher believes language production 
will develop from comprehension (Asher, 1969) and 
therefore learners will speak when they are ready 
to speak. TPR aims to stimulate learning through 
physical movement. The basic principle is that the 
L2 is taught by giving commands that require the 
learner to physically move to complete. Asher (1969) 
also recommends that the L2 should be the sole 
medium of instruction.

PPP (Byrne, 1986) is generally considered as a way to 
teach language within a weak form of Communicative 
Language Teaching (CLT), where a form or forms are 
given a clear context and practised via communicative 
activities. Weaker forms of CLT take a “learn to com-
municate” approach and allow for explicit instruction 
of language and pre-communicative practice such 
as drilling, unlike the strong form where there is a  
“communicate to learn” approach with no explicit 
form focus. A lesson using PPP initially involves the 
presentation (showing language in context) and explicit 
explanation of new vocabulary or grammar, before 
learners practise the target language through drills and 
other controlled practice activities. Finally, the learn-
ers produce the language in order to develop fluency 
and confidence (Richards, 2006). 

There are several studies that have produced 
evidence with regard to the effectiveness of TPR in 
a number of second languages and with a variety 
of learners (see Asher, 2009, for an overview of the 
research evidence). In a Japanese context, Watanabe 
and Kawabuchi (2008) assessed the effect that TPR 
had on long-term retention of 100 imperative sen-
tences with Japanese first-year junior high school 

pupils. Compared with a control group taught 
using a listen-repeat technique, the TPR group 
showed a significant increase in retention, both in 
the immediate and delayed post-tests. Additionally, 
they found that lower-ability pupils achieved higher 
retention in delayed post-test than higher-ability 
pupils. Therefore, Watanabe and Kawabuchi (2008) 
argue that using TPR can be effective in Japanese 
education, where there is limited teaching time.

 PPP has often come under attack in a Western 
ELT context (see, for example, Lewis, 1993) as being 
an out-dated, behaviourist methodology, with-
out a basis in second language acquisition theory. 
This is a rather exaggerated view as PPP has been 
found to be an effective form of explicit instruc-
tion. Yan-Ping (1991, p. 263), for instance, found 
that teaching Chinese learners grammatical forms 
through a PPP framework did have a positive effect 
on their acquisition of those forms, either through 
an explicit or an implicit statement of rules, leading 
her to suggest “form-based classroom instruction is 
conducive to the success of SLA, be it implicit or ex-
plicit.” In a study investigating learners of Japanese, 
Yoshimi (2001) also produced evidence that presen-
tation and explicit explanation of discourse mark-
ers, followed by practice and corrective feedback, 
helped learners to use them within informal spoken 
narratives to a much greater extent than a control 
group given no explicit focus of the same items. 
More recently, Muranoi (2007, p. 76) has reviewed a 
number of studies investigating the effect of output 
practice and concludes that “results of empirical 
studies on the effects of output practice, especially 
those conducted in classroom situations, generally 
indicate that providing learners with opportunities 
for producing output in language use contexts is 
facilitative in developing learners’ interlanguage.” 

Despite this evidence, relatively few studies have 
tested these ways of teaching in a Japanese context 
and, in particular, in the first stages of junior high 
school. In addition, many methods-comparison 
studies take a grammatical form as the main lin-
guistic focus. This study aims to address these gaps 
by offering an evidence-based model for teaching 
lexis communicatively in the Japanese context 
that could be applied by teachers in class or may 
stimulate teachers’ own action research. TPR and 
PPP were chosen because we felt that they could be 
effective with learners at this age and at a beginner 
level. TPR is a way of teaching which could remove 
the pressure on learners not yet ready to speak 
and be an enjoyable way to learn. PPP is a way of 
teaching that could take learners through some new 
language step by step, building their confidence to 
use it productively.



JA
LT PRA

X
IS

JA
LT FO

C
U

S
R

E
SO

U
R

C
ES

A
RTIC

LES

THE LANGUAGE TEACHER  39.1   •   January / February 2015 5

Jones, Lees, Donohue, & Smith: Teaching Spoken English at Junior High School  

Method
Participants
The participants were drawn from two intact class-
es in Oita prefecture in Japan and all pupils were at 
false beginner level, having received only initial En-
glish language tuition at elementary school, which 
provides pupils with a basic working vocabulary. 
Both classes were taught by one of the researchers 
as part of the JET programme. The initial sample 
size was 50 but due to some pupils missing one of 
the three tests, this was reduced to a final sample of 
45: 22 in the TPR group and 23 in the PPP group. 
The mean age was 13 and there were 27 male and 23 
female participants. 

Study Design
The study followed an experimental design of pre-
test, treatment, post-test, and delayed test. The lan-
guage focus was on collocations related to cooking, 
such as “steam the rice.” These were chosen because 
we felt the collocations were appropriate for the 
level of proficiency of the learners, useful, and pos-
sible to teach using either TPR or PPP. Pupils were 
first given a productive and receptive pre-test (see 
Appendix A) prior to teaching the class. Following 
this they were each taught the same language using 
either TPR or PPP (see Appendix B for more details 
of lesson procedures) for the duration of one for-
ty-minute class. We differentiated between the ways 
of teaching in the following manner:  The lessons 
were staged similarly but in order to emphasise the 
receptive focus of TPR we have described above, 
TPR learners were not required to speak but had to 
show understanding of the target language through 
a series of comprehension activities, including the 
use of gesture and mime and sequencing activities. 
The PPP learners were presented with the collo-
cations and then practised the language in both 
controlled and free activities, such as drilling and 
role-plays. Each class was followed by an immedi-
ate productive and receptive test (see Appendix A), 
which was also repeated after a delay of two weeks, 
with the order of questions altered to prevent pupils 
memorising the answers. There was no further 
instruction on the target items between the class 
and the delayed test. The results were analysed by 
looking at the gains made in each test by each group 
at each stage (from pre-post-test, from post-delayed 
test and from pre-delayed test), as it is considered 
that this can be attributed to the effect of the 
experimental teaching (Schmitt, 2010). The scores 
were calculated and then analysed for statistical 
significance using an independent samples t-test to 
compare the gains made by each group and a paired 

samples t-test to calculate the effect within each 
individual group. 

Results and Discussion
RQ1: To what extent was either of the treatments 
(PPP or TPR) more effective than the other in terms of 
aiding learners to recognise the target collocations?

The scores at the pre-test stage were low for both 
groups when assessing their receptive awareness of 
the targeted language (M = 1.7391 out of a maximum 
score of nine for the TPR group and M = 1.2273 out 
of a maximum score of nine for the PPP group), 
although, as we would expect, it was superior to 
their productive knowledge of the target items. The 
teaching had a clear impact on the receptive aware-
ness of both groups, apart from the gains made 
from post- to delayed tests, as we can see in Tables 1 
and 2 below. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics 
for each group and Table 2 the gain scores, signifi-
cance, and effect sizes, using Pearson’s correlation 
(r), as described in Field (2013). The measures of 
small, medium, and large effect sizes are taken from 
Cohen (1988).

Table 1. Receptive Test Results

Group Pre-test 
scores 

Post-test 
scores 

Delayed test 
scores 

TPR M = 1.7391
SD = 2.00493

M = 4.1304
SD = 3.24806

M = 4.000
SD = 3.10425

PPP M = 1.2273
SD = 1.65944

M = 5.6818
SD = 2.35809

M = 4.9091
SD = 2.79300

Table 2. Receptive Test Gain Scores

Group Pre-post-
test gains 

in  receptive  
knowledge

Post- de-
layed test 
gains in 

receptive 
knowledge

Pre- delayed 
test gains 

in receptive 
knowledge

TPR M = 2.3913*
SD = 3.51282
r = .57

M =-.1304
SD = 3.87655
r = .03

M = 2.2609*
SD =  3.31960
r = .57

PPP M = 4.4545**
SD = 2.93951
r =.84

M = - .7727
SD = 3.54471
r = .21                      

M = 3.6818**
SD = 2.99820
r = .78

*= p<.05, ** = p<.01

r = .10 (small effect), r = .30 (medium effect), r = .50 (large 
effect)
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These results show there was some attrition in 
receptive knowledge from post- to delayed tests 
and there was little effect at this stage but that at 
other stages (pre-post and pre-delayed test) both 
groups’ scores improved significantly and the effect 
size was large. 

When receptive gains were compared between 
groups for statistical significance using an indepen-
dent samples t-test, the PPP group’s score was found 
to be significantly better than in terms of the pre- to 
post-test scores (p =. 039). This difference was found 
to have a medium size effect (r =.31), which suggests 
that PPP had a stronger short term effect upon recep-
tive knowledge than TPR in this case.

RQ 2: To what extent was either of the treatments 
(PPP or TPR) more effective than the other in terms 
of aiding learners to produce the target collocations?

Table 3. Productive Test Scores

Group Pre-test 
scores 

Post-test 
scores 

Delayed test 
scores 

TPR M =  .0435
SD = .20851

M = 2.7391
SD = 3.93374

M = 8.7836
SD = 10.09481

PPP M = .5455
SD = .80043

M = 3.1818
SD = 3.48652

M = 9.1364
SD = 8.62055

Table 4. Productive Test Gain Scores

Group Pre- post-
test gains in 
productive 
knowledge

Post- delayed 
test gains in 
productive 
knowledge

Pre- delayed 
test gains in 
productive 
knowledge

TPR M = 2.6957*
SD = 3.97074  
r = .57

M = 6.0435*
SD = 10.70887 
r = .49

M = 8.7391**
SD = 10.14632 
r = .66

PPP M = 2.6364**
SD = 3.170 
r = .64

M = 5.9545*
SD = 8.68758.
r = .57

M = 8.5909**
SD = 8.72140
r = .71

*=p<.05, **= p<.01

r = .10 (small effect), r = .30 (medium effect), r = .50 (large 
effect)

The scores at the pre-test stage for both groups 
were very low (M = .0435 out of a maximum score 
of 27 for the TPR groups and M = 0.5455 out of a 
maximum score of 27 for the PPP group), suggesting 
that for all participants, using the targeted collo-
cations was something they were able to do only 

in a very limited capacity. As a result, there was a 
large improvement in the scores for both groups 
following class input. Table 3 shows the descriptive 
statistics for each group and Table 4 the gain scores, 
significance and effect sizes.

As we expected, the teaching clearly had an 
impact upon both groups and pleasingly, unlike 
receptive knowledge, this did not deteriorate over 
time, as the gains increased in the two weeks of 
delay from post- to delayed test. There was a large 
effect size shown at all stages, suggesting that the 
instruction had a stronger effect upon the learners’ 
ability to produce the language. This shows that the 
class input can have a lasting effect upon the pupils’ 
ability to produce target lexis and may be due to the 
relative ease of remembering collocations instead 
of grammatical formulas. Although the raw scores 
also show, somewhat surprisingly, that there was a 
slightly higher gain on productive knowledge scores 
by the TPR group, when the scores were compared, 
there was no statistically significant difference 
found between the two groups’ scores.

Limitations
This study could be described as limited because 
of the small amount of input (one class) but we 
felt it was equivalent to many short treatments 
in instructed SLA research. In a review of  studies 
of this type, Norris and Ortega (2000, 2001), for 
example, show that a large number studies of this 
type had a treatment time of two hours or less and 
that short term treatments tended to have  longer 
lasting effect upon acquisition. We also felt that a 
single lesson treatment was something which other 
teachers and researcher could easily replicate. 

 The use of a paper test for production was also a 
limitation because it does not replicate spontaneous 
spoken performance in real time. While the ideal 
productive test would use an instrument such as 
an elicited role-play, this was not possible within 
the class time we had. Therefore, we decided the 
test type used was a practical compromise and one 
which we also felt other teachers in a similar situa-
tion could use.

Implications for Teaching
Contrary to expectations, TPR was not shown to be 
significantly better at developing receptive knowl-
edge and PPP was not significantly better at devel-
oping productive knowledge. Both ways of teaching 
contributed to the development of understanding 
and ability to use the target language, with PPP 
having a significantly better impact upon recep-
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tive knowledge in the short term. This was not an 
expected result and may have been due to a number 
of factors, including the relatively small sample size. 
PPP may have also been more similar to the teaching 
method used in the classes which the pupils take 
with their ALT, so the immediate impact was stron-
ger. The results also suggest that both PPP and TPR 
can be effective as communicative ways to teach and 
have positive impacts upon understanding and pro-
ducing language, which can be sustained over time. 

As a way of achieving the goals of MEXT, PPP 
and TPR may be a useful way in for those teachers 
used to grammar translation. However, PPP may be 
easier, initially, to actualise in classrooms and less of 
a jump for teachers than either TPR or task-based 
learning, which may need extensive syllabus and 
materials development to assist with implemen-
tation. Sato (2010) also suggests that PPP may be 
suited to Japanese classrooms because in an envi-
ronment with a scarcity of English input, practice of 
specific language forms is important.

While we would not wish in any way to suggest 
PPP is the answer to teaching communicatively in 
Japan, it would at least be a step forward, particular-
ly with young learners of this age and level. Giving 
teachers and ALTs frameworks such as PPP to use 
could assist with this process.

Implications for Further Research
Given that the results of this study contradicted our 
own assumptions, it would be useful for others to 
replicate the study in similar contexts in Japan. If 
feasible, this could be undertaken with larger sample 
sizes to try to obtain more definitive results that could 
be generalised more widely. It would also be helpful, if 
possible, to amend or supplement the test used with 
an oral test, such as an elicited role-play. Learners 
could, for example, be asked to give spoken instruc-
tions to a friend about how to cook something.

Useful comparisons could also be made between 
PPP, TPR, and grammar translation to assess their 
impact upon receptive and productive knowledge of 
target language. We hypothesise that the predom-
inant use of L2 in the classroom, which is a feature 
of both TPR and PPP, had an impact upon the 
results, but it would be helpful to prove this.

Conclusion
 This study has attempted to show how a situated 
methods-comparison study can inform us about the 
relative effectiveness of two types of communica-
tive teaching, TPR and PPP, when teaching spoken 
language to beginner level young learners. The 

results show that while both were effective, PPP was 
marginally more effective in developing receptive 
knowledge in the short term. We suggest that the 
results could be developed as part of action research 
and through more extensive research projects.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Sample productive test, and Appendix B: 
Lesson procedures are also available in the online ver-
sion of this article at <http://jalt-publications.org/tlt>.

Appendix A
Sample Productive test
Look at the pictures and fill in the gaps with the correct words for each picture in the text on the right. You have been given 
the first letter of the first word in each case.

1. 2. To cook this dish, you need to 1) s_____ _____ _____

  and then you need to 2) h_____ _____ _____

and 3) f_____ _____ _____ until they are brown. 

Then you have to 4) c_____ _____ _____ and fry them 

for a few minutes. After that, 5) a_____ _____ _____. 

While the dish is cooking you need to   6) s_____ _____ _____ and 

7) s_____ _____ _____ . 

When it’s ready  8) p_____ _____ _____  with the 

mixture and 9) g_____ _____ _____  on top before you eat it.

3. 4.

5. 6.

7. 8.

9.

Sample Receptive test
Match the words on the left (1 – 4) with the words on the right (A – D) so that they describe what is happening in the pictures 
on the right. Write the answer next to the picture, e.g., 1B or 2C.

1. steam A. the carrots

  = _________
2. chop B. the mixture

  = ___________
3. grate C. the cheese

 = __________
4. stir D. the rice

 = ____________

Appendix B: Lesson procedures
PPP lesson plan      

Lesson aim(s): 
By the end of the class students will be better able to tell an 
English speaking friend how to make tomato and sausage 
hotpot, using the following collocations: steam rice, chop 
the carrots/onions/onion add salt/stock/the tomatoes, slice the 
sausages, grate cheese, put the rice on the plate, stir the mixture, 
heat the oil, , fry the sausages.
Brief class profile: 
Assumed knowledge: Students are likely to have met some 
of the collocations in reading texts before but are unlikely to 
be able to use all of them in their productive language.
Materials required: Large flashcards with pictures of the 
food items on, regalia as appropriate, hotpot  picture se-
quence.

Lesson sub aim(s): 
Class level: JH 1
Anticipated problems: 
Some students may be much less familiar with this lexical 
area than others and a great deal of the lexis may be new to 
some learners.
Suggested solutions:
Careful concept checking at the input stage should ensure 
all students are clear about what the cooking collocations 
mean.
Lesson duration:
 40 minutes

STAGE ACTIVITY AIM(S)  & ACTIVITY (Teacher Activity & Student Activity)
Warm up • Teacher describes famous Japanese dish– students in pairs/small groups must decide what the dish is 

–  e.g., sushi, curry rice, etc. Points given for the first team to guess the food. Award a winner and wrap 
up.

• Aim: To  (re) introduce the topic of food. To get students thinking in English and working together.
• Teacher asks class if anyone in the group cooks at home and if so, what they cook. Elicits answers. 

Teacher states aim of class – “Today we’re going to learn to explain basically how to cook something” 
– to an English speaking friend.

Lead in • Aim: To activate any language students have about cooking. To focus them on the topic of today’s 
class. Teacher states aim of class, to allow Ss to see that the class has a clear aim.

• T gives students handout 1 with cooking nouns on it (carrots, salt, stock, etc.) on it. Ss match a noun 
to a picture. Practise with drilling, pelmanism, or bingo. 

• T gives Ss handout 2 with verbs  (e.g., pour, fry) checks meaning through mime and drawing. Practise 
with drilling, pelmanism or bingo. 

• T gives handout 3 with verbs to match to collocates and pictures (e.g. chop………..the vegetables).
• Practise with drilling, line race, or bingo.

Vocabulary 
input and 
controlled 
practice

• Aim: To input collocations used in recipe instructions, to activate Ss’ knowledge of this area and 
check meaning and form.

• Give Ss a set of picture cards which show how to make sausage and tomato hotpot in a sequence. The 
cards are not in the correct order. T tells students to listen. She is going to tell a friend on the phone 
how to make tomato hotpot. Ss listen and put cards in the correct sequence.

Listening 
practice

• Aim: To give Ss a clear model of the final task and some simple listening practice.
• Ss sit back to back. One is an English-speaking friend. The other is phoning them to tell them how to 

make hotpot. The “friend’ must ask one or two questions. Tell each other (using pics to help) and then 
swap.

Practice                  
Wrap up and 
review

• Aim: To use the language input from the lesson in a clear and possible context
• To use the language input from the lesson in a clear and possible context.
• If time, get some feedback on the last task and using cards, review the vocabulary.
• Aim: To close the lesson, showing what has been learnt.

TPR lesson plan    

Lesson aim(s): 
By the end of the class, students will be better able to tell an 
English speaking friend how to make tomato and sausage 
hotpot, using the following collocations: steam rice, chop the 
carrots/onions, add salt/stock/the tomatoes, slice the sausages, 
grate cheese, put the rice on the plate, stir the mixture, heat the 
oil, fry the sausages.
Brief class profile: 
Assumed knowledge: Students are likely to have met some 
of the nouns above collocations in reading texts before but 
are unlikely to be able to use all of them in their productive 
language
Materials required: Large flashcards with pictures of the 
food items on, regalia as appropriate, hotpot picture se-
quence.

Lesson sub aim(s): 
Class level: JH 1
Anticipated problems: 
Some students may be much less familiar with this lexical 
area than others and a great deal of the lexis may be new to 
some learners.
Suggested solutions:
Careful concept checking at the input stage should ensure 
all students are clear about what the cooking collocations 
mean.
Lesson duration:
 40 minutes

STAGE ACTIVITY AIM(S)  & ACTIVITY (Teacher Activity & Student Activity)
Warm up Teacher describes famous Japanese dish – students in pairs/small groups must stand up next to the picture 

of the correct dish or hold a flashcard up. They do not need to say anything. Decide what the dish is –  e.g., 
sushi, curry rice, etc. Points given for the first team to guess the food. Award a winner and wrap up.
Aim: To  (re) introduce the topic of food. To get students thinking in English and working together.
Teacher explains that she like cooking and what she enjoys cooking a lot. Ss draw a simple picture of the 
dish and hold it up. Or do this in teams with Ss drawing on board. Teacher states aim of class – “Today 
we’re going to learn to explain basically how to cook something” – to an English speaking friend’

Lead in Aim: To activate any language students have about cooking. To focus them on the topic of today’s class. 
Teacher states aim of class to allow Ss to see that the class has a clear aim.
T gives students handout 1 with cooking nouns on it (carrots/stock/saucepan etc.) on it. Ss match a noun 
to a picture. Practise with by ss standing next to the correct picture as T says it. Or run and touch the 
picture. Or pelmanism, but without saying the words.
T gives Ss handout 2 with verbs (pour, etc.) and shows meaning through mime. Ss follow the actions and 
do them, without repeating the verbs. Practise with mime e.g., “stand next to your partner and pour some-
thing/slice something/chop something,” etc. Lots of repetition needed, varying the instructions each time.
T gives handout 3 with verbs to match to collocates (e.g., chop … the carrots).
Practise with mime and variations, e.g. ,”all the boys chop some carrots,” “all the girls grate some cheese,” 
etc.

Vocabulary 
input and 
controlled 
practice

Aim: To input collocations used in recipe instructions, to activate ss knowledge of this area and check 
meaning and form.
Give Ss a set of picture cards which show how to make sausage and tomato hotpot in a sequence. The 
cards are not in the correct order. T tells students to listen. She is going to tell a friend on the phone, how 
to make sushi. Ss listen and put cards in the correct sequence.

Listening 
practice

Aim: To give some simple listening practice.
If time, get some feedback on the last task and using cards, review the vocabulary.

Wrap up and 
review

Aim: To close the lesson, showing what has been learnt.
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Appendix A 

Sample Productive test 

Look at the pictures and fill in the gaps with the correct words for each picture in the text on 
the right. You have been given the first letter of the first word in each case. 

1.  

 

To cook this dish, you need to 1) s_____ _____ _____ 

  and then you need to 2) h_____ _____ _____ 

and 3) f_____ _____ _____ until they are brown. Then you have 
to 4) c_____ _____ _____ and fry them for a few minutes. After 
that, 5) a_____ _____ _____. While the dish is cooking you need 
to   6) s_____ _____ _____ and 7) s_____ _____ _____ . When 
it’s ready  8) p_____ _____ _____  with the mixture and                   
9) g_____ _____ _____  on top before you eat it. 

 

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  

6.  

7.  

8.  

9.  
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Sample Receptive test 

Match the words on the left (1 – 4) with the words on the right (A – D) so that they describe 
what is happening in the pictures on the right. Write the answer next to the picture, e.g., 1B or 
2C. 

1. steam A. the carrots 
  = _________ 

2. chop B. the mixture 

  = ___________ 

3. grate C. the cheese 

 = __________ 

4. stir D. the rice 

 = ____________ 

 

 

Appendix B 

Lesson procedures 

PPP lesson plan       

Lesson aim(s):  

By the end of the class students will be better 
able to tell an English speaking friend how to 
make tomato and sausage hotpot, using the 
following collocations: steam rice, chop the 
carrots/onions/onion add salt/stock/the 
tomatoes, slice the sausages, grate cheese, put 
the rice on the plate, stir the mixture, heat the 
oil, , fry the sausages. 

Brief class profile:  

Assumed knowledge: Students are likely to 
have met some of the collocations in reading 
texts before but are unlikely to be able to use 
all of them in their productive language. 

Materials required: Large flashcards with 
pictures of the food items on, regalia as 
appropriate, hotpot  picture sequence. 

Lesson sub aim(s):  

Class level: JH 1 

Anticipated problems:  

Some students may be much less familiar 
with this lexical area than others and a 
great deal of the lexis may be new to some 
learners. 

Suggested solutions: 

Careful concept checking at the input stage 
should ensure all students are clear about 
what the cooking collocations mean. 

Lesson duration: 

 40 minutes 
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STAGE  

 

ACTIVITY AIM(S)  & ACTIVITY (Teacher Activity & Student 
Activity) 

 

 Warm up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lead in 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vocabulary 
input and 
controlled 
practice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teacher describes famous Japanese dish– students in pairs/small groups 
must decide what the dish is –  e.g., sushi, curry rice, etc. Points given for 
the first team to guess the food. Award a winner and wrap up. 

Aim: To  (re) introduce the topic of food. To get students thinking in 
English and working together. 

Teacher asks class if anyone in the group cooks at home and if so, what 
they cook. Elicits answers. Teacher states aim of class – "Today we’re 
going to learn to explain basically how to cook something" – to an English 
speaking friend. 

Aim: To activate any language students have about cooking. To focus 
them on the topic of today’s class. Teacher states aim of class, to allow Ss 
to see that the class has a clear aim. 

T gives students handout 1 with cooking nouns on it (carrots, salt, stock, 
etc.) on it. Ss match a noun to a picture. Practise with drilling, pelmanism, 
or bingo.  

T gives Ss handout 2 with verbs  (e.g., pour, fry) checks meaning through 
mime and drawing. Practise with drilling, pelmanism or bingo.  

T gives handout 3 with verbs to match to collocates and pictures (e.g. 
chop………..the vegetables). 

Practise with drilling, line race, or bingo. 

 

 
Aim: To input collocations used in recipe instructions, to activate Ss' 
knowledge of this area and check meaning and form. 

 
 
Give Ss a set of picture cards which show how to make sausage and 
tomato hotpot in a sequence. The cards are not in the correct order. T tells 
students to listen. She is going to tell a friend on the phone how to make 
tomato hotpot. Ss listen and put cards in the correct sequence. 

 
Aim: To give Ss a clear model of the final task and some simple listening 
practice. 

Ss sit back to back. One is an English-speaking friend. The other is 
phoning them to tell them how to make hotpot. The "friend’ must ask one 
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Listening 
practice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Practice                   

Wrap up and 
review 

or two questions. Tell each other (using pics to help) and then swap. 

Aim: To use the language input from the lesson in a clear and possible 
context 

To use the language input from the lesson in a clear and possible context. 

If time, get some feedback on the last task and using cards, review the 
vocabulary. 

Aim: To close the lesson, showing what has been learnt. 

 

 

TPR lesson plan     

Lesson aim(s):  

By the end of the class, students will be better 
able to tell an English speaking friend how to 
make tomato and sausage hotpot, using the 
following collocations: steam rice, chop the 
carrots/onions, add salt/stock/the tomatoes, 
slice the sausages, grate cheese, put the rice 
on the plate, stir the mixture, heat the oil, fry 
the sausages. 

Brief class profile:  

Assumed knowledge: Students are likely to 
have met some of the nouns above 
collocations in reading texts before but are 
unlikely to be able to use all of them in their 
productive language 

Materials required: Large flashcards with 
pictures of the food items on, regalia as 

Lesson sub aim(s):  

Class level: JH 1 

Anticipated problems:  

Some students may be much less familiar 
with this lexical area than others and a great 
deal of the lexis may be new to some 
learners. 

Suggested solutions: 

Careful concept checking at the input stage 
should ensure all students are clear about 
what the cooking collocations mean. 

Lesson duration: 

 40 minutes 
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appropriate, hotpot picture sequence. 

 

 

STAGE  ACTIVITY AIM(S)  & ACTIVITY (Teacher Activity & Student 
Activity) 

 

 Warm up 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Lead in 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vocabulary 
input and 
controlled 
practice 

 

 

Teacher describes famous Japanese dish – students in pairs/small groups 
must stand up next to the picture of the correct dish or hold a flashcard up. 
They do not need to say anything. Decide what the dish is –  e.g., sushi, 
curry rice, etc. Points given for the first team to guess the food. Award a 
winner and wrap up. 

Aim: To  (re) introduce the topic of food. To get students thinking in 
English and working together. 

Teacher explains that she like cooking and what she enjoys cooking a lot. 
Ss draw a simple picture of the dish and hold it up. Or do this in teams 
with Ss drawing on board. Teacher states aim of class – "Today we’re 
going to learn to explain basically how to cook something" – to an English 
speaking friend’ 

Aim: To activate any language students have about cooking. To focus 
them on the topic of today’s class. Teacher states aim of class to allow Ss 
to see that the class has a clear aim. 

T gives students handout 1 with cooking nouns on it 
(carrots/stock/saucepan etc.) on it. Ss match a noun to a picture. Practise 
with by ss standing next to the correct picture as T says it. Or run and 
touch the picture. Or pelmanism, but without saying the words. 

T gives Ss handout 2 with verbs (pour, etc.) and shows meaning through 
mime. Ss follow the actions and do them, without repeating the verbs. 
Practise with mime e.g., "stand next to your partner and pour 
something/slice something/chop something," etc. Lots of repetition 
needed, varying the instructions each time. 

T gives handout 3 with verbs to match to collocates (e.g., chop … the 
carrots). 

Practise with mime and variations, e.g. ,"all the boys chop some carrots," 
"all the girls grate some cheese," etc. 

 
 
Aim: To input collocations used in recipe instructions, to activate ss 
knowledge of this area and check meaning and form. 

 
Give Ss a set of picture cards which show how to make sausage and 
tomato hotpot in a sequence. The cards are not in the correct order. T tells 
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Listening 
practice 

 

 

 

 

Wrap up and 
review 

students to listen. She is going to tell a friend on the phone, how to make 
sushi. Ss listen and put cards in the correct sequence. 

 
Aim: To give some simple listening practice. 

 
 
If time, get some feedback on the last task and using cards, review the 
vocabulary. 

Aim: To close the lesson, showing what has been learnt. 

 

	
  


