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There is a growing interestlanguage planning-the idea of giving
learners time before doing a task to think about what they want to say

KOT E S 0 L and how they will say it. One variation on this idef@sk repetition

_ — & =1 = or task recyclingln this case, rather than simply thinking through a

I:H Tﬂ‘ Og D‘] al =l Q]‘ Ejl task, learners actually do the task two or more times. It is as if each
time they do, it acts as a rehearsal for the
subsequent time.

One more time, with

feeling _ In his plenary at last year’'s KOTESOL

conference, Martin Bygate (2002)
mentioned a fascinating bit of research

A S SN e he had done. The task was simple enough.
Wh a‘t'S I nS|de? B rl n g I n g tas k He showed a short, animated video to a
] reC CI | n tO student and, when it was finished, asked
y g herto describe what she had seen. This
is not at all unlike what many of us do in

First Encounters with English th e Cl assroom class. Here'she part that is interesting.

Three days later he showed her the same

by Youngmi Park .. 8 )
by Marc Helgesen video and repeated the task. She had no
~  particular preparation other than having
Conference Column returns done the task once before. The results
for 2003 were astounding. The second time, the
by Yangdon Ju .. 9

continued on page 6

Approaches to Young Learner Games

by Jake Kimball .12 Last Call for
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by Terri-Jo Everest ... 16 Conference Call for

Papers!

KOTESOL International 2003

Calls for Papers, Conferences,
Chapter & SIG Reports,
and much, much more!

- Proposals due June 15.
- See page 2 for more info.
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To promote scholarship, disseminate information, and facilitate
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Bringing Task Recycling My experience tells me that, once you calinuch of what they and their partners said
to the Classroom the learners’ attention to how much easighey can remember. Or they join a new

the task was the second time, and hopartner and say everything they remember
continued from the front page much more clearly they could share theithat they heard from their previous partner.

ideas, the students don’t take mucfhis can even be done at the level of
student demonstrated marked improvekonvincing. They know their own progress/ocabulary. If a lesson featured a lot of new
ments in vocabulary selection and usévhen they see it. But now, how can wavords, have the students work in pairs to

grammar, and the ability to self-correctconvince ourselves to try it? see how many they can remember. Since
(To see a transcript of what the student _ vocabulary learning requires meeting new
actually said, see Bygate 1996). BygatblOW t0 bring task VOCI?bUr:aW repggte?lly, this is a V\I/Iay to
ivi . . make that repetition happen mentally.
(2001) suggests giving learners th?ecycllng into the p pp y
opportunity to repeat language tasks as a] ) i
way to make progress in accuracy, fluencflaSSIO0M The recycling can even be a silent, mental
and complexity. When learners redo follow-up. For example, ask them, when

specific activities, they are able to reus@ur hesitation to repeat tasks probabl{ey take the bus or train home, to spend a

and improve their conceptualizationstems from being afraid learners will geféw minutes seeing how much of what they

formulation and articulation — or, putbored and lose interest. And if the task@id during the task they can remember.

simply, they are clear about what they warfbcuses only on language and not on real _ _

to say, and they say it better. When thegommunication in which the learners feelfou may also want to consider recycling a

do new versions of the task within the samisiterested and invested, that is a vali##sk as the warm-up for the following class

task framework, they become more ableoncern. However, if we make sure th&ession. It gets the learners back in touch

to deal with task variations morelearners are sharing their own ideagVith the English they were working on, and

effectively. experiences and dreams — those thingéarts with something familiar for a
they want to talk about — the boredonsuccessful orientation.

Tony Lynch and Joan Maclean (2001) alsproblem disappears. And having more

advocate task repetition, which they prefethan one chance to talk about the sanEIuency Frames

to call task recycling. In particular, theytopic means they can share their ideas that

look atimmediate repetition. That is, doingnuch more effectively. The first time Often, as a way of helping learners

the same task with different partners duringhirough a task, they often spend a lot qfonsolidate and build on a theme, function

a given class period. They find variousnergy just putting together the meaningy topic that brings up target language

students improved in accurate use cind language (the ‘conceptualizationpoints, | have my students do one of the

grammar, pronunciation, vocabularyformulation and articulation’ Bygate following ‘Fluency frames’. Fluency

frames are simply activity frameworks.
They are not limited to a particular topic,

Task recycling can be as simple as saying, function or grammar point. Rather, they
“Everyone find a new partner. Do the task structure the interaction in a task. The
again ” teacher provides the topic to have the

students work on whatever language point,
function or theme you choose. In most
selection and the ability to self-correctyefers to). The second time they areases, you'll want to assign topics that the
even though none of those elements wefecused more strongly on getting theitearners can personalize. That makes it
focused on during the task itself. They daneaning across. easier for them to come up with something
caution that not every student makes to say, and more interesting for their
improvement in every area. Commorirask recycling can be as simple as sayingartners. As an aspect tdnguage
sense will tell us that different learners dtEveryone find a new partner. Do the taslplanning | find it very helpful to give the
different levels with different needs will again.” The first few times, of course,students two or three minutes to think about
make progress...dérently! But the point you’ll want to mention the reasowhen the topic, things they want to say, questions
is that TR seems to be a specific tool wgou repeat the task, it gets easier. Yothey want to ask, etc., before beginning the
can use to help them make progress. communicate your meaning more clearhfluency frame task.
Your language level goes up and you learn
But Lynch and Maclean go on to suggeshings from a new partne®f course, if Three-minute conversation task
what the real problem may be: the activity is something like a pairworkThis is just as simple as it sounds. On the
task where they've already filled up aboard | write:

Despite the evidence that immediate page, you might want them to change part

task repetition lead these learners to— A's become B'sand vice versa — or | 3-minute conversation task.

change and improve their spoken simply have them do the task again without

English, the notion of repetition as a writing down information.

useful classroom procedure will « Have a conversation.

require some ‘selling’, both to our Another easy way to recycle the | Talk about (whatever the topicis).

professional colleagues and to information is as anemory game

language learners. (p. 159). Learners close their books and see how

6

* Close your books.

* English only.
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The combination of the challenge of filling different projects — so that means each h&nce both partners have had a turn, they
up the time with that of only using Englisha chance to explain their own project fivestand up. They find someone else who is
provides the support so learners catimes. standing. They regroup into pairs with new

actually do this. After three minutes, they partners. They begin a new round. This

change partners and begin again with Bhis is very similar to the activity Lynch continues for about three rounds.

new partner. This usually continues for twand MacLean describe in their article

or three rounds. The time limit can, ofmentioned above. Theirs is call@tie They getone pointif they are able to speak
course, be changed depending on the lev@bster Carousebnd was used in anlonger than they did the previous time.

and interest of your students, but you d&nglish for Medical Congresses courselhis means, of course, that both members
want it long enough to be a bit challengingin it, students worked in pairs for one houof the new pair can become winners.

yet short enough that they will be able tdo read a research article and make a postadeed, everyone in the class could a

succeed. explaining the contents. Then partners takeinner. They are competing with
) turns talking about the poster andhemselves, not each other.
Line Up answering question about it. This idea

Write the topic on the board. Tell themcould be adapted for lower levels and foBecause of the 5-second limit, itase for

they will discuss the topic with severalgeneral conversation courses by replacirgnyone to speak longer than three minutes.

partners. Tell them how much time theythe research articles with items like pages

will have with each partner (usually ongrom travel brochures (suggesting vacatiofrluency workshop

minute, 90 seconds, or two minutesactivities), advertisements for two or thred\Vrite the topic(s) on the board. Learners

Students stand in parallel lines, facing aars/computers/other items (comparativesyork in pairs.

partner in the other line. Naturally, in largeor other items related to the class topics.

classes, there will be several lines, often One member of each pair speaks about the

following the rows of desks in a typicalThe final two activities are lesstopic for exactly two minutes. The other

classroom. On your signal, they discussonversations than ‘mini-speeches.’” Fomember listens. The listener then must ask

the topic with their partner. After theboth, I find it useful to give the learnersat least one question. Then the second

designated time, have learners changibout three topic choices. Each topic istudent—the listener the first time — speaks

partners. This is easily done by having eaaielated to the language we are working ofor two minutes. The partner listens and

member of one line move one persobut the choices give learners a chance follows-up with a question.

forward. The first person in that line goeshoose an item about which they have

to the back of the line. When everyone isomething to say. For example, if we ar&veryone changes partners. Round two is

facing their new partner, they begin againworking on the function of asking for/ a repeat of the first round, except that the

Continue as long as time and interegiving permission and the grammar pointime is cut to 90-seconds. Students say
essentially the same thing they did the first
time, but since they've done it once, itis

...t can help learners work on ﬂuency, usually faster and smoother the second time.
complexity and accuracy.

Learners change partners again and do
round three. In this round, the speaking

permits. Note that this is similar to the 3-0f modal auxiliary verbs (must, should,ime is 75 seconds.

minute conversation task but thehave to, etc.), | assign topics like these: . o
interactions are shorter. Also, sincg o i The entire activity usuall){ takgs 25-30
students are standing, it changes the > 2t minutes. The actual speaking time can be

atmosphere. There is a little more pressureA time | got into trouble for breaking a chg.n.ged to meet your students’ needg and
— positive pressure, | hope —to say a lot in rule. ab|.I|t|es, but the 120/90/75-sec_ond time
a shorter time. ration seems to work well with most
students.

 If | could make a rule for this school

out and back (or a law for this country), it would

When learners have created something Iikebe ' Conclusion

a project, a poster, a tour map, etc., in paii\?louth marathon

or small groups, have them share it withy . topic(s) on the board. In this article, | have attempted to present
members of other groups. (For this a rationale for Task Recycling and to

explanation, | will assume it is a project) gy, jents work in pairs. Each speaker triggxPand our teaching repertoire by
They all take a few minutes to think abou{0 talk about the topic for as long asuggesting ways to implement it in the
what they want to say about their project, ,sqipje The partner listens and keeyfdassroom, both by adapting textbook tasks
Then one member stays with the projeg,o the speaker must stop when one @nd through the use fitiency framesTR
while the others go to different projects, '\ o< is broken: can be a useful tool in the classroom. Like
The members who are at their own projects other types ofanguage planningit can
explain what they did and answe1) Do not pause for more than 5 secondgep learners work on fluency, complexity

guestions. Visitors stay at each project f 2) Everything you say must be in Englishand accuracy.

2-3 minutes before moving on to the nesg‘ you say a word that is not English, you

one. Each person must visit at least fivg,q ot continued on page 18

v



The English Connection May 2003 Volume 7/ Issue 3

Bringing Task Recycling to the Classroom

continued from page 7

Fluency: They've done it once, so the Of oral languagein M. Bygate, P. Note
next time is smoother. Skehan and M. Swain (Eds.)

Researching pedagogic tasks:
Complexity: They've done it once, sothe  Second Lanaguage learning,
next time it can have more depth. teaching and testingHarlow:
Longman (Pearson Education)

| learned Line Up from Carl Adams,
Mouth Marathon from L.A. Meagher and
Fluency Workshop from Keith Maurice.

Accuracy: They've already done this Thanks to Steve Brown and Keiko

i Bygate, M. (2002). Do we learn the big Sugiyama for feedback on earlier versions
once, so they can often say it better. things first? Some issues in second gy

. of this article.
language learning. Plenary address to
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IT'HE ENGLISH CONNECTION
Contributor Guidelines

THE Encrisa CONNECTION IS accepting submissions on matters related to the teaching of English as a second or
foreign language. Appropriate topics include, but are not limited to, classroom research, methodology, reports
of events in Korea and commentary on issues facing the TESOL profession. See page 4 for contact information.

THE EncLisu ConNEcTioN Welcomes any previously unpublished article in the following categories:

Feature Articles should be 1,500-2,500 words and should present novel ESL/EFL methodology, materials
design, teacher education, classroom practice, or inquiry and research. Feature articles should be lightly
referenced and should present material in terms readily accessible to the classroom teacher. Findings presented
should be practically applicable to the ESL/EFL classroom. The writer should encourage in the reader self-
reflection, professional growth, and discussion.

Short Features or Reports  should be 600-1200 words and should focus on events of interest to TESL
professionals of a noncommercial nature.

Guest Columns should be limited to 750 words. Tae EncLise Connection publishes columns under the following
banners: "Teachniques" (submissions should present novel and easily adopted classroom activities or practices
with firm theoretical underpinning); "Global Contexts" (submissions should describe language teaching in
countries other than Korea), and "Training Notes" (submissions should address one teaching issue and give
relevant practical solutions).

Reviews of books and teaching materials should be 400-800 words in length. Submissions should be of
recent publications and not previously reviewed in Tae ENGLISH CONNECTION.

Calendar submissions should be less than 150 words for conferences and calls for papers, less than 50
words for events. Submissions should have wide appeal among ESL/EFL practitioners in the East Asian
setting.

Your submission should follow APA (American Psychological Association) guidelines for source citations and
should include a biographical statement of up to 40 words.

Contact information should be included with submissions. Submissions cannot be returned. Tue Encrisa
Connecrion retains the right to edit submissions accepted for publication. Submissions will be acknowledged
within two weeks of their receipt. Submit to the relevant editors, as listed on page 4.

We welcome alternative suggestions as well. Offers to write/edit ongoing columns/sections are welcomed
and will be assessed, in part, on the writing skills and experience of the proponent, and the level of interest to
be expected from our readership.
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