PAGE  

USING RECORDING TECHNIQUE FOR ERROR CORRECTION 
IN TEACHING SPEAKING SKILL FOR FIRST-YEAR STUDENTS 
AT COLLEGE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES, 
UNIVERSITY OF DANANG 
Minh Nguyen Ngoc Nhat
College of Foreign Languages, University of Danang, Vietnam
Abstract

This paper investigates the possibility and practicality of using Recording technique (RT) for error correction in teaching speaking skills for students of English. Improving students’ speaking ability has always been a challenge for Vietnamese EFL teachers. With conventional methods used in the classroom, students have lacked motivation to speak and teachers’ instructions on erroneous speaking. Aiming at solving the above-mentioned problems, a pilot study was conducted, using RT to find out and correct speaking errors made by first-year students of the English Department at College of Foreign Languages in order that the teachers can find solutions to help enhance students’ speaking skills with RT. The data was collected through recordings of students’ performances and questionnaires delivered to participants. Results of the four-month empirical study proved the technique, compared with conventional methods, to be effective in increasing learners’ improvement and motivation in learning speaking. In addition, participants’ opinions towards the issues regarding using RT also revealed via questionnaire data. Lastly, some recommendations are suggested to make the most use of RT in teaching and learning activities.
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1. Introduction
In reality, many Vietnamese students who are competent in grammar and vocabulary fail to speak English with accurate structures or language knowledge. This has implied more attention needs placing on teaching speaking skill at early years at university; otherwise, mistakes would get fossilized for students of higher years. In other words, students somehow make mistakes when interacting with one another, and these errors disadvantage language acquisition unless they are promptly spotted and properly corrected. However, the methods often used in the classroom (i.e. conventional methods) leave an array of erroneous utterances missed by listeners in the class. For that reason, keeping records of students’ oral performance may compensate such shortcomings. In many foreign countries, people have employed Recording technique (RT) to teach speaking skills and recently, some Asian countries like Korea, Japan or China have adopted this technique. RT has been used for years in speaking classes and is much appreciated by educators. Winter (1969) claims learners’ recording their own voice promotes their active participation in learning real-life spoken language, and the recorder can be blended with other materials and devices to effectively teach children the living language. Radosevich and Kahn (2006) admit integrating recording software into pedagogy enhances the learning environment and promotes a dynamic, student-centered learning atmosphere where the emphasis is on learning by doing rather than learning by note taking. Studies show this technique would benefit not only teachers but also students if it is applied to learning environment. According Peter Schneider (1993), RT offers solutions to other related problems faced by teachers including students not feeling responsible for learning, not making enough efforts, not speaking English in class, or using their native language. These advantages were also verified by Kluge & Taylor (2000) when using RT for teach speaking and communication skills and by Washburn and Christianson (1996) in teaching effective communicative strategies. These matters can be minimized using RT because students try to always stay in English and reduce silence while recording, as they are conscious of a listener. Also, recordings of speakers’ performance can be paused exactly when errors come up, so both the teacher and students can identify, correct them more easily and fragment the performance into meaningful pieces if necessary. Keeping regular records of students’ practice, teachers can gain a better sense of who their students are and what students’ language problems might be to modify the teaching style. RT, however, has not become popular in the view of Vietnamese users so its effectiveness has not been demonstrated in Vietnamese learning environment, especially at Danang College of Foreign languages. Therefore, this research deems it significant to explore the use of RT in teaching speaking skill at the college. This paper starts with the introduction, followed by the methods, findings, discussion and conclusion respectively.
2. Methods
2.1. Participants 
To ensure the reliability and validity of this research, the subjects were selected from both learners and teachers of the college. Accordingly, 138 students were chosen randomly from first-year students studying at Danang College of Foreign Languages. They were from 4 classes whose majors were Teacher-training and Bachelor of translation: 2 classes were piloted with Recording technique (i.e. Group 1) and the other 2 classes studied with conventional error correction methods (i.e. Group 2). The teachers were invited to share experience in teaching speaking to freshmen using conventional methods and RT if any. They have taught speaking skills to first-year students as a separated skill or integrated one in a particular course of English. Each has had at least one year working with freshmen so that their reflection on students’ speaking errors would be reliable enough. Besides, these teachers teach different classes, which increases the diversity of data collected. 

2.2. Instruments
2.2.1. Recording

The essential instrument in use was recording students’ performance. During the pilot study, a laptop computer equipped with recording software as a recorder were used and also a microphone to make the recorded voice the most audible. The software PolderbitS Sound Recorder and Editor 9.0 build 129 was chosen for the study owning to its user-friendly qualities, among which the most appreciated were accessibility (free download from the Internet), easy operation and its sound editing function. 

Students were required to perform task-based activities extracted from 15 lessons of their textbook Speaking 1 (1-3 tasks/unit). Speaking 1 allow first-year students step-by-step learning to speak English by dealing with different daily situations. For that reason, the activities were developed from the language functions commonly used in real life communication (starting and ending conversations, asking for information, inviting, suggesting, and so on). Since these tasks mainly employed the classroom practice of pair work, this research adopted pair-work recording. 
Many educators agree teachers should not correct every error students make when using English (Ancker, 2000), but instead, they need to concentrate on what will be the most productive for learners’ future communication (Salikin, 2001). The latter view refers to error correction in all aspects of language: lexical, syntactic, phonological, etc. Therefore, it is deemed necessary to identify the error types based on which recordings could be analysed accurately and reliably. For the reliability and validity of recording evaluation, the research used a checklist (particularizing speaking criteria - types of error) revised from the IELTS speaking rubric due to the partial resemblance between the speaking test and the study (i.e. recorded conversation between a candidate and an examiner). The checklist consists of 6 parts, namely Logical response (1), Lexical resource (2), Grammar (3), Pronunciation (4), Fluency and Coherence (5), and Language Function (6); each component taking up several sub-criteria. The following is the sample checklist for assessing whether RT helps reduce performers’ speaking errors or in other words, to improve their speaking skills:
Table 1. Sample Checklist of Speaking Criteria 
	Appropriateness
	Accuracy
	Fluency 

	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	-Respond logically to each other’s stimulus directly and appropriately. The speakers should ensure their answers are suitable for the real meaning of the questions
-Interact with other interlocutor by asking questions, and taking turns to develop conversation

	 -Use correct word form in sentence level (accurate spelling)

-Use words with appropriate meanings and suitably in the  given context (e.g. informal  or formal)

-Use correct idiomatic expressions (i.e. phrasal verbs)

-Using correct word collocation. E.g. “heavy rain” but “strong wind”.

Do not use unnecessary words or insufficient vocabulary.


	-Make correct simple sentences grammatically, especially the verb form and tenses (i.e. know how to make the tenses and use them correctly)

-Avoid possible grammatical errors related to pronouns, preposition, articles, adjectives or adverbs; singular/plural, countable/uncountable nouns
-Be able to make correct complex sentences using connecting language

-Use correct simple or complex structures when talking. E.g. the passive voice, the perfect modals, conditional sentences, “wish” sentences, etc. (correct structure and appropriate usage) 
	-Produce individual sounds, sound clusters clearly and correctly in word level and sentence level 

-Use correct word stress

-Use suitable intonation (rising and falling) to emphasize meaning. E.g. rising tone at the end of question.

-Make linking sounds
	-Expand answers with a suitable amount of relevant extra information to explain the answers (i.e. more details should be added to Yes/no questions or to short answers)
-Use connectives, substitute words and tenses to link sentences especially when expressing ideas
-Pause at appropriate places in your speech to divide utterances in “groups” that convey a complete message. 
- Avoid long and frequent pauses (i.e. conversational breakdown)

-Limit the frequency of self-correction. They should not self-correct more than 4 times in the whole performance
	-Use functions suitable for speakers’ intention to achieve conversational purpose.

-Employ language functions in correct usage and form when talking to each other 


2.2.2. Questionnaire 
The survey questionnaires were designed for both teachers and students to measure their attitude towards matters regarding the use of RT for error correction in teaching and learning speaking. Both questionnaires composed of close-ended and open-ended items with more open-ended questions for teachers. Apart from the shared part, there were different questions intended for participants of Group 1 and Group 2.
2.3. Procedure

The research recorded the two groups at the same time, which was conducted twice a week. From the beginning, students were asked to choose their partner and were informed of the purpose as well as procedures of the whole experiment. There were some different steps that the two groups followed during the experimental process. 
As for Group 1 (piloted with RT)
Before each time of recording, students received the researcher’s instructions on the content of the selected speaking task (normally 1-3 activities). Next, they had free practice inside or somewhere outside the classroom (if they preferred) for preparation. The pairs were recorded when they were ready for their recorded performance after a reasonable time span allotted to preparation. After the first time of recording, the group, together with the researcher, listened to their recordings and corrected every recognised error on the spot, using teacher correction (i.e. the researcher) and peer correction if possible. During the correction process, students were given a simple form to take notes corrected errors for each speaking task to draw experience for better performance. The researcher also took notes to track students’ progress they made during the pilot period. After correction, students practiced their conversations again with corrected errors and then repeated the same steps. To see how much they improved, they were recorded for the second time to compare with the first versions. In order to ensure systematic correction and later data analysis, the recordings were numbered as they made before and after the error correction, and the pairs were corrected in front of the class according to the order they had been recorded.
As for Group 2 (piloted with conventional methods)
Similarly, Group 2 was asked to follow the same steps as Group 1. Particularly, they accomplished the same speaking tasks but performed their conversations for the first time without being recorded. In this way, the errors made by Group 2 members were noted down on the given form by the researcher, their peers and themselves. Then, they practiced again and were recorded during their second performance. 
At the end of the experimental period, the survey questionnaires were distributed to sampled students and teachers; the data was collected on the spot. 
3. Results and Discussion
3.1.  Data Analysis and Results 


The attained data were categorized into Recording Data and Questionnaire Data, which was analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. The first data category was divided into Group 1’s and Groups 2’s, which were then compared and evaluated based on the research checklist. In particular, the six sub-criteria were used to compare results achieved before and after the experiment to see whether the students have made any progress with RT used for error correction. Consequently, the data were calculated and converted to percentage to find out: how many errors made by both groups were improved (real progress they achieved), and which common errors faced students (based on their frequency of appearance). Regarding the questionnaires, the data were grouped (for Group 1, Group 2 and teachers) and analysed concurrently. These data represented teachers and students’ opinions towards obtainable advantages, potential adversities of using RT to correct errors in teaching speaking and feasible solutions accordingly. Questionnaire and recording figures were analysed by Microsoft Office Excel since the necessary calculations were simple statistical processing.
3.1.1. Recoding Data Analysis



Based on the notes taken from students’ recordings, the researcher calculated the numbers of errors and converted the figures into percentage. As mentioned previously, Group1 had their first performance recorded and engaged with the error correction right after that. After trying to improve their performance with corrected errors, they had their second recording. Therefore, the total number of errors Group 1 made in the first recording is equal to the errors were improved plus those which were unable to be improved in the second performance. Group 2, on the other hand, were not recorded during their first conversation. As a consequence, the neglected errors in the first performance still lingered in their second performance which was recorded for the author to tackle at home. Accordingly, their total number of errors is equal to those spotted and corrected in the first performance plus those left in the second one. 
It should be noticed that errors were calculated based on the sub-criteria in the checklist other than every single error spotted in each recording since there were many errors classified into one subtype and they could not be calculated precisely. For that reason, the recording data were relatively accurate but still reliable enough. Two tables below illustrate the proportions of improvement in each type of speaking errors made by the two groups: 
Table 2. Percentage of Errors Improved and Not Improved in Group 1’s Performance 

	Types of speaking errors
	Percentage of errors made in students’ performance

(spotted and corrected)
	Percentage of errors 
made after correction

 (not improved yet)

	Logical response
	

5.7%
	0%

	Vocabulary
	14.3%
	2.9%

	Grammar
	34.3%
	5.7%

	Pronunciation
	37.2%
	11.4%

	Coherence and Fluency
	2.8%
	0%

	Language function
	5.7%
	0%

	Total 
	100%
	20%

Improved errors: 80%


Table 3. Percentage of Errors Improved and Not Improved in Group 2’s Performance
	Types of speaking errors
	Percentage of errors made in students’ performance
	Errors made before correction (improved)
	Errors made 
after correction 

(not improved yet)

	Logical response
	2%
	0%                                          
	2%

	Vocabulary
	18%
	4%
	14%

	Grammar
	32%
	14%
	18%

	Pronunciation
	28%
	10%
	18%

	Fluency and Coherence
	14%
	2%
	12%

	Language function
	6%
	0%
	6%

	Total
	100%
	30%
	70%


3.1.2. Questionnaire Data Analysis

158 valid questionnaires which were obtained from learners and teachers revealed the participants, to a certain extent, really valued the benefits of using RT for error correction. Weighed against other conventional methods used in speaking classes, RT possessed advantages that should not be underestimated. 
Figure 1. Advantages of RT Compared with Conventional Error Correction Methods
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	A – Students may feel more excited in speaking class b/c the technique is quite new.

B – Students have more errors spotted and corrected so they will feel more motivated to practice speaking English in the class.

C - Students may feel more relaxed and have more fun.

D - Students gain more confidence b/c their performance is not interrupted at all.

E – Keeping records of students’ recordings for later use: teachers can form a bank of speaking errors for next generations of first-year students to correct and enhance their performance; students can listen recordings again at home to draw experience.

F - Students can share peer opinions about the errors, growing more interested in the lessons.

G – Other advantages




Using Recording Technique, albeit helpful in teaching speaking skills, may encounter potential difficulties that need appropriate solutions. Due to the researcher’s data analysis and observation, problems and resolutions could be proposed as follows.
Table 4. Problems of Using RT to Correct Errors for Pair-work Speaking tasks and Solutions to Enhance the Effectiveness of RT

	Information
	Group 1
	Teachers

	Problems
	Discomfort of being recorded
	35.3%
	46.7%

	
	Distraction from surrounding noise
	23.5%
	20%

	
	Technical problems
	35.3%
	6.7%

	
	Incompatible partner
	5.9%
	33.3%

	
	Other difficulties
	0%
	0%

	Solutions
	Building a lab room
	100%
	53,3%

	
	Pairs sitting apart
	40%
	6,7%

	
	Using RT at home
	26.7%
	40%

	
	Choosing favorite partner
	40%
	26.7%

	
	Other solutions
	0%
	0%


3.2.  Discussion
3.2.1.  Common Errors Made by First-year Students in Pair-work Speaking Tasks 

From Table 2 and Table 3, the errors emerged with high frequency in some surveyed language areas but lower in others. In general, first-year students made most errors related to Pronunciation (Group 1: 37.2%; Group 2: 28%) and Grammar (Group 1: 34.3%; Group 2: 32%). As for the former, they often mispronounced vocabulary, made no stress on a word or a sentence and almost had no linking sounds between consecutive words. In grammar, students still failed to speak inaccurate simple sentences in terms of verb form and tenses. Also, they did not much notice the use of preposition, articles and singular or plural nouns. Less common speaking errors could be found in Logical response, Vocabulary, Fluency and Coherence. Normally, they responded illogically to their partner’s stimulus, creating low coherence in conversations and sometimes paused at least four seconds. As regards vocabulary, students did not use strange words so the most common problem was they used unsuitable words to express ideas and to communicate in the right context. The language aspect where students made fewest errors is Language Function. Truthfully, these functions are simple and popular in daily conversations which students can hear a lot from media or authentic materials, so they had not much trouble dealing with them. 
3.2.2. Students’ Progress with RT Compared with Conventional Methods

Working with Group 1 (piloted with RT), the researcher could recognize a lot of errors, perhaps not all, based on the checklist. The recordings were paused whenever an error was spotted or something inaudible or ambiguous appeared, through which errors on language incompetence and idea arrangement were mostly corrected. Sometimes, errors were spotted and corrected by good students right after the recording had been stopped. Group 2, however, did not achieve the same results. The researcher still picked out many errors in the recordings of their corrected performance when listening to them at home. Clearly, both the students and researcher failed to identify all the errors in their conversation. The situation can only be explained that listeners missed a number of errors made by the speakers, just grasping what information conveyed in the talk. In this way, Group 1, to a certain extent, has been better at English after the pilot period since most of their errors (80% of the total) were corrected and improved (Table 2). 
As the researcher polled Group 1’s opinions through the experimental period as well as from the questionnaires, they said they appreciated RT very much owing to the increased number of corrected errors. As a result, they gained higher motivation to speak English in the class. It was also realized though a few students were rather nervous about their speech being recorded, those students including the timid and shy ones, were quite eager to try the new technique. They said they found it new, interesting and somehow challenging. Some really enjoyed listening to their own recorded speech to see how their voice is and asked to keep a record of their recordings. Being questioned about the error correction in the classroom, they told teachers often listened and gave comments as a summary of their ideas, leaving many errors uncorrected. In such a way, students find it hard to identify their speaking mistakes; Group 2, undoubtedly, had much fewer errors (only 30%) recognised and improved with conventional methods (Table 3). Accustomed to traditional error correction methods including teacher correction and peer correction used in current speaking classes, participants from Group 2 also appeared to be interested in recording. Actually, we should take into consideration the real progress that students could make with the use of RT. Being corrected on the spot like in this research, students could correct many of their errors at once but they needed more time to master the experience during this research. Within four months, some students really produced better performance with a reduction in the number of errors from the beginning to the end of the pilot period. Still, there were some others who could not speak exactly what was corrected earlier, for which the reasons may be varied; yet, at least they have known what errors existed to keep on improving them. If RT is used in the classroom environment frequently, learners can keep their progress not for short-term practice but for their long-term study. 
3.2.3. Matters Related to the Use of RT in Teaching Speaking Skills: Advantages, Disadvantages and Solutions
Using RT really benefits teaching speaking, which was concluded from the questionnaire results (Figure 1). The first idea, agreed by many teachers and students, is speakers have more errors spotted and corrected when their recordings are being played, which motivates them more in the classroom. Recording students’ performance reveals unknown errors, so they try to speak more and more in the class in order that the teacher can help them spot their mistakes to improve their skill. Another benefit is both teachers and learners can store recordings to replay at anytime. Learners can see very clearly their improvement if they use this technique during their speaking practice, especially when listening to themselves at home. In the research by Schneider (1997), he tried to improve students’ speaking using tape recording. Students made the tapes first, giving them to him for correction and remarks; then, Schneider kept the original versions for later grading and his students kept copied ones as evidence. Unlike that case, our teachers will not assess students’ ability through their recorded performance but take notes and keep recordings under the form of a bank of common speaking errors. By doing that, they can notify students’ errors from the early of their first year to reduce error making. Thirdly, students can share opinions about the errors while listening to recordings. Student somehow got more motivated when they could make contribution to error correction in class, not only to their own errors but also to their friends’. Disclosed from the questionnaire, almost half of the sampled students admit their interest in self-correction and peer correction. With RT, first-year students with limited experience, to some extent, can listen and address what is wrong in the recordings. Another strong point of RT that is much appreciated by the researcher but not much approved by the informants is students’ stream of speech will not encounter any interruption. With personal experience, the researcher noticed some teachers have often disrupted students to correct pronunciation and sometimes idea arrangement, causing students to stand still for a minute, to stammer and lose confidence as a result. If those students were not receptive, they would refuse to speak English, reasoning that they should give in the chance to better classmates with more speaking proficiency. However, once they cannot be interrupted when their performance is being recorded, their motivation for speaking will not diminish accordingly. Last but not least, speakers are aware of being recorded so they try to limit Vietnamese and pause as less as possible in their recorded conversations, which boosts their fluency in the long run. 

As is shown in Table 4, teachers as well as students share their concerns about problems they may encounter and possible resolutions are also discussed. Firstly, some students can feel uncomfortable because of being recorded, which triggers poorer performance than usual, especially those hardly access technology in learning. Then again, it is the research aim that RT is used only for error correction, so students need to be informed from the start that they are recorded to identify and correct unknown errors to enhance their performance, not for evaluation. In this way, students can get relieved and any pressure if any can merely exist at the early of the experiment. Also, many informants unexpectedly accepted using the recorder is quite fun and possibly relaxing (Figure 1). A way out for the first problem is building a lab room with computers installed with Recorder software. Under the teacher’s supervising, students form pairs and record themselves on a computer to submit to the teacher at the end of the class, so they can avoid fear of teacher’s direct observation. Another solution much favored by the teacher (40%) is the possibility of using RT at home (Table 4). Particularly, students can make their own recordings at home and these recorded conversations will be played in front of the class, saving a lot of time for speaking practice. Some teachers may be apprehensive we hardly assess learners’ work accurately as they are over well-prepared and even look at notes as being recorded. Actually, students need to aware they adopt this learning method because they want to be corrected and to make improvement. Dishonest work brings nothing but the fact that they reject the chance of perfecting their speaking skills. Secondly, students may feel distracted by surrounding noise, causing interference in the recordings. In response to this, pairs can keep a distance of 2-2,5m to reduce the noise background. Students, during the experiment, were required to stop speaking when each pair was working with the Recorder. This is the same as the current classroom situation: students have to keep quiet when their friends are speaking for the whole class to listen. Thirdly, quite many teachers are afraid of the certain impact of an incompatible partner on pair performance while few students are concerned about this. During the pilot period, the subjects cooperated well with each other except for some initial shyness among male-female pairs. Actually, students’ free choice of their partner can inspire them to practice speaking English harder. It may be argued making pairs randomly is more objective and helps learners experience various types of partners, but the most important thing is what students achieve through the course, not learning how to deal with kinds of people. Lastly, technical problems may emerge during correction process; however, learners should study this technique and technical matters likely involved, especially when technology-assisted teaching and learning methods have recently thrived. Besides, the PolderbitS recorder software is very easy to operate with user-friendly instructions.
3.2.4. Implications for Language Learning and Teaching

Inside the Classroom

Besides pair-work recording, RT can be further extended to group-work or individual tasks. The former bears some resemblance with pair-work form since speakers will interact with one another to express opinions on the given topic and grouping enables more students to be recorded at the same time, granting more time for speaking practice. With the latter form, students can be asked to present their opinions on a particular topic and allotted enough time to discuss with nearby friends. Then, several individuals will be recorded while presenting the topic in front of the class and their recorded errors will be sampled for their friends to draw experience from. Also, these activities do not necessarily use computers, but a mobile phone installed with qualified recording software can ensure the effectiveness of RT. 

Outside the Classroom

Few opportunities to use the target language outside the classroom make acquiring speaking skills very challenging for students (McDonough, 2009). The use of RT in teaching speaking allows students to get involved in different learning and teaching activities beyond the four walls of the classroom, even at home. One of those implications is teachers can transform traditional testing and assessing at the school. Teachers can reduce the classroom hours and accept regular evaluation of learners’ recorded assignments in the subjects involving speaking skills. Students will send their recorded products to teachers via email to be marked and to receive feedback online or possibly later in the classroom. 
Nunan (1989) accept learners have to be assigned real-life tasks in language learning process in order to use that language in real life. In reality, RT can support self-study activities that embrace real-life learning contexts and practical applications. Simple but effective among such activities could be “free conversation”. Pairs of students are encouraged to make free talks anywhere with any kind of recorders they like provided that their recordings are audible. They can choose any daily life topic in which they are interested, talk freely as they are chatting with their partner and record themselves at the same time. By doing that, students can feel excited, more natural to speak English, and they can ask for teachers’ advice or comments if necessary. Even, they are likely to improve their real-life communication as well as collaborative skills. Other activities that can be considered are practicing the model of speaking test in TOEFL IBT and IELTS exam with RT (i.e. in these tests, student’ ability is graded based on the recorded performance; hence, regular recorded practice helps speakers form the habit of using spoken language flexibly in daily situations embraced by the two testing systems) and honing interpretation skills (i.e. learners listen to a native’s voice through headphones plugged into any audio playing device and concurrently interpret into the microphone to record their performance; replaying the recording helps spot errors if any or problems lingering in students’ skills. Frequent practice of these simulated activities enables them to progress and become more responsive to genuine situations. Practicing pronunciation can be another learning activity which highlights the use of RT. Learners compare audio performed by natives (available transcripts) with their own recording of the same content. As a result, they can gain much experience and adjust their pronunciation, intonation to be more accurate and natural like a native. 
4. Conclusion

Being aware of the importance of error correction, the researcher considered using Recording technique to record students’ oral performance, find out and correct errors on the spot. The key research findings clarify common speaking errors encountered by first-year students and how effectively using RT for error correction enhances students’ speaking performance in the classroom at the college. To some extent, RT really yielded fruitful outcomes during the experiment. On the one hand, students can recognize their skill defects reflected in the studied language areas and partially improve them. On the other hand, problems and solutions have been elaborated to help enhance the quality of teaching and learning speaking skills. With continued and regular employment of RT, learners’ improvement in speaking skills will not only exist temporarily but can become their “property” or habit. For that reason, the technique is expected to be applied as a tool of technologically-assisted language teaching and learning nowadays, particularly in English and generally in other languages at College of Foreign Languages. 
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