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X. Abstract 

To develop and master oral communication skills, the most important aspect is to have a wide 

lexicon that allows expressing ideas, thoughts, and feelings besides starting and maintain a 

conversation proficiently. This research is aimed to establish the influence of lexical chunks in 

students’ oral communication. This study was developed with 28 students from Fifth Semester 

“A” of Pedagogía de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato. 

This study has been labeled as experimental research with qualitative and quantitative 

approaches. First, an online survey was applied to students in order to diagnose the students’ 

current use of Lexical Chunks. For data gathering, the researcher used Part 4 of the Speaking 

Section from the PET exam as a Pre-test and Post-test. The subjects were exposed to seven 

sessions of lexical chunks’ classes and activities. After giving students the Post-test, the 

statistical tool SPSS and the T-test method were used to tabulate and analyze the collected data. 

In the end, the results showed that lexical chunks had a positive impact on students’ oral 

communication. By providing students with useful words, phrases, and expressions, students 

will become orally competent. Consequently, they will be able to express and understand 

conversations content in an accurate way which is vital to have a good speaking performance. 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Lexical Chunks, Oral Communication, The Lexical Approach, Oral Interaction. 
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CHAPTER I 

1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

1.1 Investigative Background 

The current research is aimed to investigate the influence of chunks in the oral communication 

of English learners. In this project, the researcher bases the fundamentalisms on previous 

investigations that have been used as background in this study. 

Khalil  (2018) developed some research entitled “Using Lexical Chunks for Developing 

MUST English Majors’ Oral Communication”. The main objective of this research was to 

investigate the effect of the training on using the lexical chunks on developing oral 

communication. The researcher used a pre/post-quasi-experimental design for evaluating the 

oral communication skill of the 31 students from the 3rd year English majors at Misr University 

for Science and Technology (MUST). This study developed the data collection process by using 

a pre-lexical chunks' oral test, an oral communication test, and a reflection sheet. The results of 

this research revealed that this student group had never received any training on lexical chunks, 

consequently, they could not differentiate the different types and uses or lexical chunks. 

However, the results of the application of the pre/ post oral communication test proved that this 

students’ group become able to apply lexical chunks effectively when speaking. 

Mohammadi & Enayati (2018) conducted a study called “The Effects of Lexical Chunks 

Teaching on EFL Intermediate Learners' Speaking Fluency”. This research was aimed to 

investigate the effects of learning lexical chunks on the speaking fluency of EFL Iranian 

learners while analyzing the students’ use and knowledge about them. The study had a 

quantitative-qualitative approach besides that theoretical and pedagogical implication in the 

field of second language teaching and learning. After applying the Quick Oxford Placement 

Test to 120 intermediate L2 learners between 13 and 17 years old, 60 were selected randomly 

to form two groups – control and experimental -. Both groups were assigned a test of lexical 

chunks and an interview of ten TOEFL questions as a pre-test. Then, the experimental group 

received lexical chunks' lessons – collocations and idioms - whereas the control only studied 

the book contents. After that, the same pre-test instruments were applied as a post-test to 

measure the proficiency of both groups. Finally, the result was that the experimental group’s 

fluency and attitude towards the interview were much better than the control group. 
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Ochoa (2018) developed a research entitled “Lexical chunks and the oral skill development 

of the English language” which was aimed to determine the use of lexical chunks in the oral 

skill development of the English language in students of 9th EGB at “Unidad Educativa Baños”. 

The study had a quantitative-qualitative focus since it was developed through a pre/post-test 

that included a five-question interview and a ten-questions survey given to both teachers and 

students. The results showed that the most used lexical chunks were mainly short expressions 

because they are easy to use and understand. Moreover, it was proved that the activities which 

are mostly used to develop the lexical approach are watching videos and listening to music in 

English. 

Xian (2018) developed a study called “Empirical Research on Influences of Lexical Chunks 

on Fluency, Accuracy, and Diversity of Oral English” whose main objective was to find out 

if lexical chunk memory could improve oral fluency, accuracy, and diversity. This research also 

applied a quantitative-qualitative approach since it included a pre/post oral English test taken 

from the school oral question bank. For this study, 60 first-year students – 30 from two different 

universities - who did not speak English were selected. Each group was labeled as an 

experimental and control group. Both groups were exposed to 4-months-lexical-chunks classes. 

The difference resided in that the experimental group had to recite and repeat the content 

learned – the lexical chunks – to memorize it while the control group just attended classes 

missing this step. The results showed that lexical chunk memory does conduct the development 

of oral fluency, accuracy, and diversity. Also, the researcher suggested that teachers should 

manage lexical chunks as the basic unit of language and introduce them in their everyday 

classes. 

Hongling (2017) conducted research called “Oral Fluency Based on the Unity and Prosodic 

Features of Lexical Chunks” to investigate the impact of the acquisition of lexical chunks on 

oral fluency. This was a corpus-based experimental study, and it establishes that lexical chunks 

make easier the process of storing and extracting information. Thus, their learning and use 

decrease the time for language organization and increase the efficiency of communication. The 

study was developed at the Beijing University of International Studies. The lexical chunks were 

divided into four groups: words and phrases, collocations, fixed expressions, and sentence 

starters. According to the author, these groups are enough for an English learner to develop an 

accurate language oral competency. The findings of this study showed that the 4-groups model 

is more effective in increasing learners' knowledge of lexical chunks and encouraging their use. 
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Kadhm  (2018) developed a research entitled “The Effect of Chunks Teaching on Iraqi EFL 

Students’ Performance in Speaking” which investigated the effect of teaching chunks on 

Iraqi EFL students’ performance in speaking. This was an experimental study since it took 34 

second-stage students from the Department of Information and Libraries of the College of Art 

– Iraq University. This project lasted 10 weeks which began with a speaking pre-test followed 

by lexical-chunks classes. At the end of the 10 weeks, a speaking post-test was applied to show 

that the communicative skills of the 34 subjects improved so teaching lexical chunks is more 

effective than the traditional one in speaking. Moreover, the research emphasized that teaching 

lexical chunks is a very important part of developing speaking skills, so teachers must try a 

variety of methods and approaches to encourage students to communicate with each other.  

Dinh (2018) developed a study named “Using lexical chunks to develop the speaking fluency 

of students in a continuing education center in Hanoi” whose main aim was to investigate 

the empiric use of lexical chunks and look for changes in the spoken usage of them. This was 

action research since it was conducted by the teacher to realize students’ problems when 

speaking in English and help them to overcome the difficulties. The subjects of the study were 

45 non-English students from the University’s languages center. These students took two pre-

tests which included one multiple-choice chunk test and a speaking test before taking some 

lexical chunk classes. At the end of the study, only 20 of the 45 students were chosen randomly 

to take the post-test which were the same pre-test elements. The findings of the project showed 

that the teaching and learning of lexical chunks did improve the speaking skill of students. The 

researcher explains that the most common problem that students used to have was that when 

they did not know what to say, they had long pauses. After taking lexical chunks classes, the 

number of pauses decreased considerably. So, students’ fluency improved. 

Jones, Waller, & Golebiewska  (2017) developed a research called “Spoken lexical chunks 

used by successful learners at B2 level: Forms and Functions”. The aim of this project was 

to analyze the lexical chunks used in successful spoken language by students at the Common 

European Framework of References for Languages (CEFR) B2 level in the speaking component 

of a test. This was experimental research since the samples of the study were taken from 32 

candidates - 12 males and 20 females - who passed the speaking section of the test. The test 

scores pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, discourse management, and interactive ability on 

a scale of 0-5. The passing grade is 2.5 and all the 32 students obtained a score between 3.5 and 

4.0. The results suggested that the most used chunks include the first thousand most used words 

in the British National Corpus (BNC). However, sampled learners made use of a small range 
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of multifunctional lexical chunks instead of a monofunctional wide range of chunks. Finally, 

the authors recommend teaching lexical chunks related to language functions since the first 

levels for students to get familiar with them and have a better development of the speaking skill. 

Hou, Loerts, & Verspoor  (2016) conducted a project called “Chunk use and development in 

advanced Chinese L2 learners of English”. This research was aimed at establishing the 

correlation between lexical chunks use and writing proficiency scores of Chinese learners of 

English as a second language. This research applies a qualitative approach and was developed 

through 18 months of lexical chunks classes. The subjects of the study were 30 students with a 

B2 English level chosen randomly. Learners’ use of lexical chunks was examined in the first 

text – pre-test – and the last two texts – post-test – written by them at the beginning and the end 

of the 18 months. It was found that at the end of the lexical chunks’ classes, most of the more 

proficient writers used a lot of chunks in their paragraphs, specifically collocations. The texts 

were longer and fluent, thus it helped to increase students’ scores. As a result, it was proved 

that writing proficiency is related to the use of lexical chunks. 

Chunling & Hong  (2016) elaborated a research entitled “A Case Study of Lexical Chunk 

Theory and Its Impact on Reading Fluency” which was conducted to measure the impact of 

increased awareness of lexical chunks in the reading process. This was two-year action research 

since it included observation, application, data analysis, findings summarization, and solution 

proposal. The subject of study was a major student of engineering science. The reading part of 

the TOEFL exam was given to him as a pre-test. The results showed that his knowledge of 

lexical chunks was 45%. Moreover, his preliminary reading accuracy was 74%. After two-years 

of lexical-chunks classes, reading-comprehension tasks, and face-to-face interviews, another 

reading part of the TOEFL exam was given to him and the results were that awareness of lexical 

chunks jumped to 87% while his reading accuracy jumped to 86.7%. The findings revealed that 

the lexical chunk theory does have a positive impact on improving reading fluency. 

Furthermore, the factors that contribute to improving reading fluency are also considered with 

the aim of improving English reading courses in Chinese universities. 

After analyzing the results of some research projects related to the topic, it can be concluded 

that including lexical chunks regularly in the language learning process helps learners to widen 

their lexicon, consequently, to improve their communicative skills. Moreover, it has been 

shown that the lexical chunks use can help students to improve not only their speaking skill, 

but also their listening, writing, and reading skills besides increasing their English level. 
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Theoretical Framework 

Independent Variable 

Language Teaching Method 

The term Language Teaching Method is popularly defined as that which links theory and 

practice. Theoretical statements commonly include theories about what is language and how it 

is learned. As mentioned before, these theories are linked to some design features of language 

teaching. These features generally include aims, objectives, types of activities, roles of teachers, 

students, materials, among others. On the other hand, the characteristics of these features are 

constantly changing and updating according to current teaching and learning practices – use of 

technology, trending topics, students’ needs and interests - and the environment in which the 

language is taught and learned. According to Rodgers (2016), the methodology is basically 

what links theory and practice. Some theories would include statements such as what language 

is, how it is learned, and how the process of second language acquisition is. These theories are 

commonly related to some features of language teaching and learning such as objectives, 

syllabus specifications, roles, tasks, materials, among others. Richards (2003) explains that all 

the Language Teaching Methods are based on the following six features: 

1. Language Theory: The main components of L2 and what attaining its proficiency 

implies. 

2. Learning Theory: The psycholinguistic, cognitive, and social processes implicated in 

L2 learning besides the conditions for these processes to begin.  

3. Learning objectives: The goals that participants want to achieve by teaching and 

learning L2. 

4. The syllabus: The primary unit of content organization and general guidelines for an 

L2 course. 

5. Roles: The role that the participants – teachers and students – are expected to play in 

the process. 

6. Activities: The type of tasks that will be assigned to students according to the syllabus 

and the objectives. 

All these components are applied, when necessary, to current language learning practices. And 

all together – theories, features, and practice – give rise to what it is called language teaching 

approaches and methods. 
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Approaches and Methods 

There is a difference between approach and method. While an approach is a way that is chosen 

for dealing with someone or something, the method is the process – steps - that are followed to 

deal with someone or something (Koren, 2015). Language teaching community defines 

approach as the way in which the teacher decides to teach a topic whereas a method is a process 

that the teacher follows to teach that topic. In other words, an approach is the teacher's 

philosophy and perception about language teaching. It can be developed in the classroom by 

using different methods which agree with the approach's principles. On the other hand, a 

method is the combination of techniques used by the professor to teach a topic. For example, if 

a teacher has a communicative approach, which means that language learning is better 

accomplished by focusing on speaking, meanings, and functions, it is likely that this teacher 

chooses The Direct Method, The Audio-lingual Method, The Task-based Method, or a 

combination of the most relevant aspects of each one to reach his goal. There are plenty of 

approaches and methods that can be applied when teaching English. However, Willis (1990) 

elaborated a list with some of the most popular and recommended ones for teachers to have 

more information and resources to manage their classes as better as possible: 

Approaches: 

1. The Structural Approach: Grammar structures are the most important aspects of 

language learning and it is a set order to teach each one. 

2. The Multi-skill Approach: Reading, Listening, Speaking and Writing are the most 

important aspects of language learning. Individual and integrated skills development. 

3. The Functional Approach: Language learning is a social process. It is focused on 

language functions: Instrumental, Regulatory, Interactional, Personal, Heuristic, etc. 

4. The Natural Approach: Based on the idea that L2 must be learned as L1. Acquiring 

language through exposition and no correcting mistakes. 

5. The Communicative Approach: Interaction is the most important aspects of language 

learning as well as authentic material and real-context situations. 

6. The Lexical Approach: Lexicon is the most important aspect of language. Human 

brain better stores information into small and meaningful pieces called lexical chunks. 
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Methods: 

1. The Direct Method: L1 is not allowed in the classroom. Aimed to communication 

using L2. Language skills must be developed from the very beginning.  

2. The Grammar-translation Method: Translating words to L1 is a fundamental part. 

Grammar rules and vocabulary lists must be learned by heart. 

3. The Audio-lingual Method: Language learning is a habit. Dialogues are an important 

part. Information is heard, drilled, and finally presented in its written form. 

4. Total Physical Response Method: Learners respond to basic commands - stand up, sit 

down, etc. - Movement and physical activity are the basis of language learning. 

5. The Task-based Language Learning Method: Based on task solving activities. 

Students must complete meaningful consecutive tasks using L2. 

6. Suggestopedia: Based on music, art, and games. The teacher presents the content - 

Baroque music is commonly used – students pay attention and produce L2. 

The Lexical Approach 

This approach was first described in 1993 by Michael Lewis in his book called The Lexical 

Approach. It establishes that a very important part of the language learning process consists of 

understanding and producing lexical units, commonly called fixed expressions or chunks. By 

using this approach, learners can recognize, understand, and produce both grammar structures 

and meaningful set of words that together have a communicative purpose. These lexical units 

are mainly fixed expressions that occur naturally in oral interaction. Lewis (1993) also states 

that lexical units are a bigger part of discourse rather than isolated words, phrases, or sentences. 

The syllabus of the lexical approach basically emphasizes vocabulary learning over grammars 

and its main aim is that students learn what is essential and useful for fluent communication. 

The use of chunks for teaching English as a second language has become more popular and 

recommended in the last decade. Between 65% and 80% of English’s native speakers use 

prefabricated phrases in their daily life to communicate with others. It means that if someone 

who is learning English does not use prefabricated chunks or expressions when speaking, then 

he could not be considered as a fluent user of the language. 

Chunks 

From the cognitive psychology point of view, Gobet (2001) defines chunks as a collection of 

elements that have a strong link with each other, but a weak link with other chunks’ elements. 

Moreover, Thalmann, Souza, & Oberauer (2019) define chunking as the process by which 
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pieces of information – mainly sentences or statements - are broken down and then regrouped 

into smaller groups so that they become meaningful, understandable, and memorable for the 

brain. Lewis (1993) defines chunks as sets of words that can be naturally found together in 

language. They can be predetermined elements such as collocations, fixed expressions, 

formulaic utterances, phrasal verbs, sentence starters, verb patterns, idioms, catchphrases, and 

any other similar item that does not fit into a specific category such as traditional-grammar 

structures or single-word vocabulary. 

Chunks facilitate communication because learners use their knowledge about chunks to process 

language and predict meaning in a real-time oral interaction so that having a better performance 

when communicating with others. Chunks have some characteristics. First, they are formed by 

more than one word. Also, chunks are easily found in daily communication. They show a 

variety of fixedness and idiomaticity levels. And finally, chunks are probably learned and 

processed in an isolated way (Wray, 2002). The use of chunks in the language learning process 

has demonstrated many benefits for students. The first benefit is related to fluency. Ellis & 

Simpson-Vlach (2008) state that having a memorized store of lexical chunks allows faster 

information processing, not only for the reception but also for production. This statement was 

easier to look for something in the long-term memory than computing it. The second benefit is 

related to idiomaticity. The use of chunks can help learners to be perceived as native-like 

proficiently language users. Pawley & Syder (1983) mention that this idiomaticity perception 

is due to chunks provides a relatively impressive lexical richness and syntactic complexity. 

Finally, the third benefit is related to language development. Chunks can facilitate the 

expansion of language knowledge. Lewis (1997) establishes that at the beginning of the 

language learning process, chunks are learned as unanalyzed wholes. Then, they are broken 

down into sentence frames that can contain slots for various fillers. In that way, chunks help 

students to increase their language knowledge and improve their language use. 
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Dependent Variable 

Productive Skills 

English has four skills, and they are divided into two categories: receptive skills – reading and 

listening - and productive skills – writing and speaking -. These two lasts are also called active 

skills because they allow the language users to transfer the information they produce in spoken 

or written form, and consequently, interaction and communication take place between human 

beings. According to Hossain (2015), productive skills are the most important forms of 

expression in society. They are mainly used to persuade others as well as to share information, 

thoughts, and emotions. Moreover, productive skills have a close relationship with Speaking 

and Writing subskills. Cohesion, coherence, fluency, and accuracy are very important parts of 

producing the language to reach success in communication. Into the Language Learning 

Process, active skills are also important because they are tangible evidence of language 

learning. The more the learner produces appropriate and coherent pieces of language, the more 

the learner’s progress can be proved (Golkova & Hubackova, 2014). In this context, Speaking 

and Writing can be appreciated in class participation, oral presentations, essays, oral or written 

reports, dissertations, etc. Developing productive skills is vital for L2 learners because written 

and spoken communication are basic life abilities. In daily life, people need to interact with 

others in order to inform, convince, or share ideas and feelings and the only two ways of doing 

this are by speaking or writing. 

Speaking Skill 

According to Harmer (1978), speaking is the production of auditory signals using the 

articulatory organs of language – mouth, tongue, glottis, vocal cords, among others -. In other 

words, speaking is the articulation of sounds and words to communicate something. Each code 

uses vowel and consonant phonetic combinations to form the words’ sounds. Then, those words 

are used in their own semantic character as part of a language’s lexicon and according to the 

syntactic constraints of each lexical words' function in a sentence (Levelt, 1999). Regarding to 

teaching speaking as a skill, Brown (2004) emphasizes the importance of developing speaking 

micro and macro skills for having and complete and accurate development of the principal skill 

itself. Speaking micro-skills refer to skills at sentence level. They are focused on producing the 

smallest chunks of language such as phonemes, morphemes, words, collocations, fluency, and 

phrasal units. On the other hand, speaking macro-skills refer to skills at discourse level. They 

are focused on more complex elements such as accuracy, discourse, style, intonation, cohesion, 
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verbal communication, nonverbal communication, among others. The term verbal 

communication can be applied for both productive skills - writing and speaking -. When 

referring to speaking, this term is often managed as oral communication.  

Oral Communication 

Ferguson & Terrion (2014) define oral communication as the act of conveying meanings from 

one entity or group to another using a mutually understood system of signs, symbols, and 

semiotic rules through speaking. In other words, oral communication is the process of 

exchanging information by word of mouth using a mutually understood language. Arroyo 

Cantón & Berlato Rodríguez (2012) establish that oral communication describes any type of 

interaction between individuals which makes use of words and involves speaking and listening. 

This process can be carried out in face-to-face discussions or through any technological device 

such as telephones, smartphones, computers, or VOIP systems – Skype, Zoom, Google Meets, 

among others -.  

Gallardo (1993) says that the oral communication process is considered effective when it is 

clear, precise, relevant, tactful, considerate, concise, informative, and adapted to the needs of 

both speaker and listener. It requires the speaker to consider his vocal pitch, rate, and volume. 

It is important to incorporate changes in vocal pitch to add emphasis and avoid monotony. On 

the other hand, non-verbal elements such as posture, gestures, and facial expression are also 

important factors in developing good oral communication skills. Good verbal communicators 

make frequent eye contact to ensure understanding and to develop rapport with the listener. 

Levis (2018) establishes five aspects that all the conversation participants must consider for 

having a successful oral interaction. The first one refers to content and says that the information 

shared through the speaking process must be meaningful, understandable, relevant, clear, and 

concise for all the members of the conversation. The second one is about organization, it means 

that the global message must have an introduction, development, and conclusion of ideas. The 

third aspect is grammar, and it states that the message must have as few mistakes as possible. 

The speaker must consider things such as word choice and order and grammar structures. The 

fourth is about pronunciation and it explains that even though there are a wide variety of 

accents, and all of them are accurate, it would be better understandable for all the conversation 

participants if they try to use a standard accent. And the last one refers to fluency. It is the 

speakers’ ability of talking for a considerable period without many hesitations or interruptions. 

The ideal conversation must flow naturally and continuously for being understood by everyone. 
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According to Shannon (1948), there are seven main steps that humans must follow for having 

a successful oral communication. They are: 

1. Having a Reason: The motivation that the speaker must enter a conversation. 

2. Message composition: What is going to be expressed into the conversation. 

3. Message encoding: The use of speech, gestures, movements, among other resources. 

4. Transmission: Sharing the message as a sequence of signals using a specific channel. 

5. Reception: Catching the information through listening carefully to the speaker. 

6. Decoding: Reassembling the encoded message. 

7. Interpretation: Understand and making sense of the presumed original message. 

Oral communication can be divided into two forms: formal and informal oral communication. 

Berelson (1952) states that the speaker must choose to use formal and informal language 

according to different purposes. Formal language avoids using colloquialisms, contractions, 

and first-person expressions. It is commonly used in serious situations such as when the speaker 

has a conversation with someone new, in a job interview, or at lectures and oral presentations. 

In contrast, informal language is more casual and spontaneous. It is commonly used when 

communicating with family or friends and it does allow the use of colloquialisms, contractions, 

and first-person expressions. 

1.2 Objectives 

General Objective 

To establish the influence of chunks in oral communication of students from Pedagogía de los 

Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato. 

Specific Objectives 

• To diagnose the students’ current use of Lexical Chunks. 

To achieve this objective, it was necessary to elaborate and validate a survey aimed to diagnose 

students’ real knowledge about Lexical Chunks. This survey included three close questions and 

two multiple-choice questions all related with Chunks and Oral Communication. After that, 

Part 4 of the Speaking Paper from The Preliminary English Test (PET) was given to them as a 

Pre-test to evaluate their oral communication and lexical chunks’ use. 
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• To apply Lexical Chunks in class. 

To accomplish this objective, students were exposed to seven sessions of Lexical Chunks 

classes. During the experiment, students were taught about definitions, classification, and 

correct use besides that completing activities such as tasks, handouts, and roleplays, all related 

to Chunks and Oral Communication. Furthermore, they were provided with a list of the most 

useful lexical chunks for them to use in oral interactions. 

• To analyze the effect of the Lexical Chunks in students’ Oral Communication. 

To attain this objective, students were given Part 4 of the Speaking Paper from The Preliminary 

English Test (PET) again, but as a Post-test to evaluate their oral communication and lexical 

chunks’ knowledge after the exposure. Then, the results were analyzed and tabulated to see if 

Lexical Chunks had a positive, negative, or non-effect in students’ oral communication. At the 

end, the result obtained showed that Lexical Chunks had a positive impact on it. 
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CHAPTER II 

2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Resources and Instruments 

Resources 

Humans 

The human resources involved in this research project were the research tutor Lcda. Ximena 

Alexandra Calero Sánchez M.Sc. who guided the experiment and the dissertation, the 

researcher Michelle Sonalí Riofrío Mora, and the subjects of study, the 28 students from Fifth 

Semester “A” of Pedagogía de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros. 

Institutional 

All the people who participated in this research project belong to Universidad Técnica de 

Ambato. As the topic of this investigation is related to teaching, all the participants are part of 

Facultad de Ciencias Humanas y de la Educación, specifically to Languages Career and 

Pedagogía de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros Program.  

Materials 

The materials used in this research project were mobile phones, computers, internet connection, 

Part 4 of the Speaking Paper from The PET exam, Zoom Platform, and Google Forms. 

Moreover, the bibliography as source of information for developing the research including 

literature and exercises related to Lexical Chunks and Oral Communication. 

Economics 

Table 1 Economics 

Expenses Money 

Design $20 

Development $15 

Delivery of the Research Project $20 

Total $55 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Michelle Riofrío 
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Instruments 

Survey 

According to Check & Schutt (2017), a survey is an instrument used to collect information from 

a sample of individuals through their responses to questions. In this project, a survey allowed 

the researcher to gather information, analyze it, and end up with a results chart. A google form 

survey was given to students with the aim of diagnosing their knowledge about lexical chunks 

and how often they use them when communicating in English. This survey presented 3 close 

questions and 2 multiple-choice questions where students had to answer things such as ratting 

their own oral communication, selecting the definition of lexical chunks, and choosing the 

chunks they commonly use from a list (Annex 3) 

Preliminary English Test 

The Preliminary English Test (PET) is an international English language examination delivered 

by Cambridge Assessment English. Its qualification shows if a learner has mastered the basics 

criteria of the language and has developed practical language skills for everyday use 

(Cambridge Assessment English, 2021). It is labeled as an intermediate level exam (B1 Level) 

according to the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). For this research, the 

Part 4 of the Speaking Paper was chosen to evaluate students’ oral communication and use of 

lexical chunks. This part includes a conversation between two candidates who discuss their 

opinions, ideas, thoughts, and feelings about two pictures previously presented. It was applied 

as a pre/posttest and it was taken via Zoom sharing the task instruction and the two pictures 

simultaneously (Annex 4). The rubric for Part 4 provided by Cambridge Assessment English 

was also used to grade students in this research. The Interactive Communication Rubric consists 

of four aspects about how students keep going a conversation. It allows the researcher to grade 

de candidates over 4 with “Good” and “Not so Good” besides that writing notes about students' 

performance (Annex 5). 

Worksheet 

Cambridge Dictionary (2020), defines worksheet as a document given to students that contains 

information, exercises, and questions about a subject and must be completed, most of the time, 

to recall knowledge and obtain a grade. In this research, two worksheets were applied to 

measure students’ knowledge about lexical chunks and their usage. The first one was purely 

based on lexical chunks. It included tasks such as completing sentences with chunks and 

classifying chunks into categories – expressing opinion, experiences, likes, and dislikes, and 
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conversational phrases -. The second one included authentical material – a scene of a 

conversation from the TV Show Friends -. Students were provided with the video and the script 

and the instruction was to identify and underline all the phrases they consider as useful 

expressions. Both worksheets were graded over 10 (Annex 6). 

2.2 Basic Methods of Research 

Qualitative and Quantitative Approach 

This research has made use of a mixed approach - qualitative and quantitative -. Creswell & 

Creswell (2017) establish that the qualitative approach is directed to analyzing and 

understanding subjects’ behavior, experiences, believes, attitudes, interactions, and reactions 

through the observation and use of senses. In this project, the progress of students’ oral 

communication was analyzed by using this approach. Students’ behavior, attitudes, 

interactions, and reactions when having a conversation were analyzed through the qualitative 

aspects of The Preliminary English Test’s rubric – Pre/Posttest -. Moreover, the last activity, 

which involved developing a roleplay, was qualitatively analyzed regarding students’ 

performance, fluency, and interaction. On the other hand, Creswell & Creswell (2017) also state 

that the quantitative approach is focused on obtaining numerical results from validated 

instruments of data collection. After that, the collected data must be registered on a database 

with accurate statistics and percentages for being tabulated and interpreted. In this study, the 

use of lexical chunks by students was measured through a survey that diagnosed the real 

knowledge that students had about lexical chunks before the experiment. Furthermore, students’ 

lexical chunks knowledge was also graded during the process respecting the quantitative criteria 

of The Preliminary English Test’s rubric – Pre/Posttest -. 

Experimental Research 

Tanner (2018) explains that this type of research is the process of developing an experiment 

where the researcher must identify the justification for applying the independent variable to the 

subjects of study, analyze what is happening during this process, and determining the effects 

that the subjects show after that. In this case, as communicating in L2 has always been a 

common problem between English learners, the experiment was focused on determining the 

effects that teaching lexical chunks would have on students’ oral communication. The subjects 

of the study were the 28 students from Fifth Semester “A” of Pedagogía de los Idiomas 

Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato. As the first step, a survey was 

applied to diagnose the reality of students regarding lexical chunks. After that, students were 
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given Part 4 of the Speaking Section from The Preliminary English Test as a Pretest. Then, the 

subjects were exposed to 7 sessions where they received 15 hours of classes about lexical 

chunks and developed 7 activities related to the topic. In the end, students took Part 4 of the 

Speaking Section from The Preliminary English Test as a Posttest so that all the data collected 

would be tabulated, analyzed, and interpreted. It’s important to mention that for giving students 

the Pretest and the Posttest, the researcher received support from a colleague. So, the evaluation, 

tabulation, analysis, and interpretation has been based on both persons criteria.  

Field Research 

According to Burgess (2002), a study is categorized as field research when the data is collected 

from primary sources, which means from the subjects of study by using validated or free 

instruments. In this project, the information needed for developing the study was collected 

directly from the subjects of the study, the 28 students from Fifth Semester “A” of Pedagogía 

de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato. The data was 

gathered by using a survey, a rubric from PET Exam, worksheets, and field logs. The collected 

information was analyzed for two reasons: diagnosing students’ oral communication including 

the use of lexical chunks and monitor the progress of the subjects during the experiment. This 

field research was focused on observing students’ oral interactions in English - start and keep 

going a conversation - for providing them with useful lexical chunks to improve their oral 

communication. 

Bibliographical Research 

Eaton (1964) defines bibliographic research as a study that needs to base its development on 

information from published materials. Most of the time, these materials are resources such as 

books, magazines, journals, newspapers, and reports, but electronic media such as audios, 

videos, films, websites, blogs, or another bibliographic database can also be considered as 

useful resources. This research project is classified as bibliographical since to have adequate 

sustenance, it collected, analyzed, and organized existent information of other research, books, 

scientific documents, and academic papers from specialized authors. It means that all the 

information that has been recovered for developing this research project came from authors, 

mainly linguists and pedagogues, who are experts on chunks and oral communication. 
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CHAPTER III 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 Analysis and discussion of the results 

This chapter is directed to develop and present a meticulous analysis and interpretation of the 

data collected during the experiment applied to the 28 students from Fifth Semester “A” of 

Pedagogía de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato. All the 

information presented here has been gathered, studied, and construed by using validated 

instruments and programs applied for investigative purposes. It is important to mention that the 

results of this experiment have been duly processed, filtered, and reviewed for being presented 

into charts and graphics so the reader can understand them easily. 

Students Online Survey 

This first part shows the answers from the 28 subjects who took the survey with a properly 

elaborated and validated questionnaire about chunks and oral communication. This survey had 

three close questions and two multiple-choice questions aimed to diagnose student's reality 

about their lexical chunks' knowledge and their oral communication abilities.  
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Question 1: How would you rate your oral communication? 

Table 2 Oral Communication Perception 

Oral Communication Perception 

 
 Frequency Percentage Percentage 

Percentage 

Cumulative 

1 - Appalling 0 0 0 0 

2 - Deficient 2 7,1 7,1 7,1 

3 - Acceptable 17 60,7 60,7 67,8 

4 - Efficient 8 28,6 28,6 96,4 

5 - Excellent 1 3,6 3,6 100,0 

Total  28 100,0 100,0  

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

Figure 1 Oral Communication Perception 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

Analysis and Interpretation 

According to students’ answers about how they would rate their oral communication, none of 

them rated it as appalling. Two students, who represent the 7,1%, rated it as deficient. Seventeen 

subjects, which means the 60,7%, rated their oral communication as acceptable. Eight other 

students, who depict the 28,6%, rated it as efficient, and only one student, who represents the 

3,6% rated it as excellent. It can be said that these students have no major problems with oral 

communication. They can communicate using the English language at least at a pre-

intermediate level that meets their oral interaction needs. 
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Question 2: Referring to your language learning process, you would say that it has been: 

Table 3 Language Learning Process Approach 

Language Learning Process Approach 

 
 Frequency Percentage Percentage 

Percentage 

Cumulative 

Grammar-based 2 7,1 7,1 7,1 

Vocabulary-based 4 14,3 14,3 21,4 

Both 22 78,6 78,6 100,0 

Total  28 100,0 100,0  

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

Figure 2 Language Learning Process Approach 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

Analysis and Interpretation 

According to students’ answers about their language learning process, two subjects, who depict 

the 7,1%, said that it has been only grammar-based. On the other hand, four students, which 

represent the 14, 3%, indicated that it has been only vocabulary-based. However, the other 

twenty-two students, who are the 78,6%, affirmed that their language learning process has been 

based on both grammar and vocabulary approaches. It can be stated that most of these students 

have experienced a mixed approach learning process so there is a big probability that their 

language knowledge and skills are well-balanced. 
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Question 3: Choose the correct definition of CHUNKS. 

Table 4 Lexical Chunks Definition 

Lexical Chunks Definition 

 

 Frequency Percentage Percentage 
Percentage 

Cumulative 

1. They are groups of 

grammar rules that every 

languages learner must 

know. 

 

2 7,1 7,1 7,1 

2. They are groups of 

words that can be found 

together in a language. 

 

10 35,7 35,7 42,8 

3. They are groups of 

methods and approaches 

that can be used to teach 

languages. 

 

6 21,4 21,4 64,2 

4. They are groups of 

assessing methods that 

can be used to measure 

languages knowledge. 

 

10 35,7 35,7 100,0 

Total  28 100,0 100,0  

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

 

Figure 3 Lexical Chunks Definition 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

According to students’ answers about the definition of the word CHUNKS, two of them, who 

represent the 7,1%, expressed that it is related to grammar rules. Ten subjects, which depict the 

35,7%, agreed that chunks are words commonly found together in language. Six other students, 

who are the 21,4%, said that the term is related to methods and approaches. The last ten students, 

which mean the 35,7%, linked the word with assessing methods. Since only ten from twenty-

eight students got it right – option 2 – it can be said that this group is not really familiarized 

with lexical chunks definition and what it comprises. 
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Question 4: Choose all the linguistic items that may be considered as CHUNKS. 

Table 5 Linguistic Items considered Lexical Chunks 

Linguistic Items considered Lexical Chunks 

 
 Frequency Percentage Percentage 

Percentage 

Cumulative 

1. Collocations 22 24,4 24,4 24,4 

2. Total Physical Response 8 8,9 8,9 33,3 

3. Simple Present 6 6,7 6,7 40,0 

4. Idioms 11 12,2 12,2 52,2 

5. Audio-lingual Method 8 8,9 8,9 61,1 

6. Fixed Expressions 12 13,3 13,3 74,4 

7. Past Perfect 5 5,6 5,6 80,0 

8. Conditionals 9 10,0 10,0 90,0 

9. Sentence Starters 9 10,0 10,0 100,0 

Total  90 100,0 100,0  

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

 

Figure 4 Linguistic Items considered Lexical Chunks 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

According to students’ answers about the linguistic items that could be considered as CHUNKS, 

twenty-two students, which represent the 24,4% of the answers, expressed that Collocations 

may be part of them. Eight subjects, that means the 8,9% of the answers, related Total Physical 

Response to chunks. Six students, which depict the 6,7% of the answers, considered The Simple 

Present as part of them. Eleven subjects, that represent the 12,2% of the answers, said that 

Idioms may be considered as chunks. Eight students, which means the 8,9% of the answers, 

mentioned that The Audio-lingual Method belongs to them. Twelve subjects, that represent the 

13,3% of the answers, expressed that Fixed Expressions may be part of chunks. Five students, 

that depict 5,6% of the answers, related The Past Perfect to them. Nine students, which represent 

the 10% of the answers, chose Conditionals as chunks. Finally, nine students more, that means 

the 10% of the answers, said that Sentence Starters can be part of them. Considering that only 

one of the options was selected by 22 students, which represents more than half of the group, 

but only 24,4% of the answers. It can be said that students’ answers were dispersed, reinforcing 

the fact that this group does not have a clear idea of what linguistic items can be considered as 

chunks. 
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Question 5: Choose all the CHUNKS that you would commonly use to start and maintain a 

conversation. 

Table 6 Conversational Chunks 

Conversational Chunks 

 
 Frequency Percentage Percentage 

Percentage 

Cumulative 

1. From my point of view 17 8,4 8,4 8,4 

2. Speaking of the devil 3 1,5 1,5 9,9 

3. Their dog needs a vet 3 1,5 1,5 11,4 

4. I would say that 21 10,4 10,4 21,8 

5. I think/consider/believe that 24 11,9 11,9 33,7 

6. The best of both worlds 4 2,0 2,0 35,7 

7. My school has a big flag 3 1,5 1,5 37,2 

8. I can’t stand 9 4,5 4,5 41,7 

9. Have a good time 13 6,4 6,4 48,1 

10. I prefer.... to.... 18 8,9 8,9 57,0 

11. Andrew and Mary got married. 1 0,5 0,5 57,5 

12. Take a sit 7 3,5 3,5 61,0 

13. I ‘m crazy about 14 6,9 6,9 67,9 

14. By the way 15 7,4 7,4 75,3 

15. If I were you 10 5,0 5,0 80,3 

16. So far so good 2 1,0 1,0 81,3 

17. Make a suggestion 8 4,0 4,0 85,3 

18. I lost my ID card last Saturday. 3 1,5 1,5 86,8 

19. Nice to meet you 22 10,9 10,9 97,5 

20. Going out 5 2,5 2,5 100,0 

Total  202 100,0 100,0  

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 
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Figure 5 Conversational Chunks 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Survey 

 

Analysis and Interpretation 

This question asked students to choose all chunks that they would use to start and maintain a 

conversation - sentence starters and fixed expressions specifically -. Options 1, 4, 5, 8, 10, 13, 

14, 15, and 19 are considered as sentence starters and fixed expressions – chunks -, and they 

together represent 65,3% of the answers. However, only 4 of these 9 options were selected by 

more than 14 students each, which represents only 41,6% of the answers. After analyzing the 

data collected, the results showed that most students’ answers were dispersed or even randomly. 

These results continue reinforcing the fact that this group of students is not really familiarized 

with Lexical Chunks, their types, and functions. 
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Test Results 

This part of the chapter is aimed to analyze the results of the pretest and posttest given to the 

28 participants of this experiment. This process makes it possible to compare the data collected 

in order to see if there are changes – positive or negative – in students’ performance at the end 

of the study. The statistical tool SPSS was used to tabulate the data for obtaining central 

tendency measures such as variance, deviation, standard, degrees of freedom, and bilateral 

significance. All this information allows the researcher to contrast and analyze the results 

deeply and proceed with the verification of the research hypothesis. 
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Pre-test Results 

Table 7 Pre-test Results 

Student Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 Total/4 Total/10 

1 0 1 0 1 2 5 

2 1 0 1 1 3 7,5 

3 0 1 0 1 2 5 

4 1 1 0 0 2 5 

5 1 1 1 1 4 10 

6 1 1 1 1 4 10 

7 0 1 0 0 1 2,5 

8 1 1 1 1 4 10 

9 1 1 0 1 3 7,5 

10 0 1 0 1 2 5 

11 0 0 1 0 1 2,5 

12 1 0 0 0 1 2,5 

13 1 1 0 0 2 5 

14 0 1 0 0 1 2,5 

15 0 1 1 1 3 7,5 

16 1 1 0 1 3 7,5 

17 1 0 0 0 1 2,5 

18 1 0 1 1 3 7,5 

19 1 1 1 0 3 7,5 

20 0 1 0 0 1 2,5 

21 1 1 1 1 4 10 

22 0 1 0 1 2 5 

23 1 1 1 1 4 10 

24 1 1 1 1 4 10 

25 1 1 0 0 2 5 

26 1 1 1 0 3 7,5 

27 1 1 1 1 4 10 

28 1 0 0 1 2 5 

X 0,67 0,78 0,46 0,60 2,53 6,33 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Grades 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

According to the results obtained from the Pre-test aimed to evaluate students’ oral 

communication skills - a Part 4 of the Speaking Section from the PET exam – the average of 

the course was 6,33 over 10. In accordance with the guidelines of the Ecuadorian Educational 

System, the minimum grade within what is considered acceptable is 7 over 10. As this group 

obtained a score below the acceptable limit, it means that they need intervention and 

reinforcement related to oral communication development. 
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Post-test Results 

Table 8 Post-test Results 

Student Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 Total/4 Total/10 

1 1 1 1 1 4 10 

2 1 0 1 1 3 7,5 

3 1 1 1 1 4 10 

4 1 1 1 1 4 10 

5 1 1 1 1 4 10 

6 1 1 1 1 4 10 

7 1 1 0 1 3 7,5 

8 1 1 1 1 4 10 

9 0 1 1 1 3 7,5 

10 0 1 1 0 2 5 

11 1 1 1 1 4 10 

12 1 1 0 0 2 5 

13 0 1 1 1 3 7,5 

14 1 1 0 1 3 7,5 

15 1 1 1 0 3 7,5 

16 1 1 1 1 4 10 

17 1 0 0 0 1 2,5 

18 1 1 1 1 4 10 

19 1 1 1 1 4 10 

20 0 0 1 0 1 2,5 

21 1 1 1 1 4 10 

22 0 1 0 1 2 5 

23 1 1 1 1 4 10 

24 1 1 1 1 4 10 

25 1 1 1 1 4 10 

26 1 1 1 1 4 10 

27 1 1 1 1 4 10 

28 1 1 1 1 4 10 

X 0,82 0,82 0,82 0,82 3,35 8,39 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Grades 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

After the intervention and reinforcement of students’ oral communication by exposing them to 

lexical chunks, they took another Part 4 of the Speaking Section from the PET exam as a Post-

test to determine if there was any improvement in their grades and oral interaction. The Post-

test results showed that the average of the group after the experiment was 8,23 over 10, which 

is a grade over what is considered as good. Regarding the length of time that the intervention 

lasted, and the number of activities developed, this increment is significant.   
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Comparative Analysis (Pre-test and Post-Test) 

The following chart exposes a results summary of the information gathered and processed from 

students’ performance in the PET-based tests. It shows an easy-to-read comparison of the 

scores’ variations before and after the lexical chunks’ intervention. Moreover, statistical 

measures were applied to obtain central tendency data in order to have a wide view of the whole 

process and establish if there was an improvement of students’ oral communication after the 

experiment or not. 

Table 9 Comparative Analysis 

Comparative Analysis (Pre-test and Post-Test) 

Tests Mean Mode Median Standard Deviation Variance Max Min 

Pre-test 6,33 5 6,25 2,76236 0,52204 10 2,5 

Post-test 8,39 10 6,25 2,37797 0,44939 10 2,5 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Students’ Grades 

 

According to the information presented in the previous chart, it is noticeable that it has been an 

improvement in students’ oral communication. Before the study, the oral interaction average of 

the course was 6,33 over 10, which was below what is acceptable. After being exposed to lexical 

chunks classes, the oral interaction average of the course increased to 8,39, which it is 

considered an almost perfect grade. It also must be mentioned that after the intervention, 23 out 

of 28 students obtained a grade over 7. It means that the introduction, teaching, and constant 

use of lexical chunks in class help students to widen their lexicon, consequently, improving 

their oral communication skills. In addition, it is remarkable the changes on Standard Deviation 

and Variance figures. The fact that the final figures decreased regarding the initial ones, 

indicates that after the experiment students’ knowledge accomplished a relative uniformity as 

well as their grades. The following graphic shows a visual explanation of what has been 

explained: 
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Figure 6 Comparative Analysis 

 

      Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

      Source: Students’ Grades 
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3.2 Verification of Hypotheses 

The purpose of this last part of the chapter is to collate the results of the two tests given in this 

study by using the T-test method. Kim (2015) defines it as a statistical resource used to compare 

the means of two data groups. It is commonly used to verify the hypothesis and to determine if 

the experiment had any influence on the subjects. In this research, the T-test was used to 

determine whether the teaching of lexical chunks improves students’ oral communication or 

not.  

Having this in mind, the study hypothesis is described below:  

H0: Learning Lexical Chunks does not help students to improve Oral Communication. 

H1: Learning Lexical Chunks help students to improve Oral Communication. 

The results are exposed in the following chart: 

Table 10 Verification of Hypotheses 

 Pre-test  Post-test 

Mean 6,33  8,39 

Variance 0,52204  0,44939 

Degrees of Freedom  27  

Bilateral Sig.  0,000  

      Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

      Source: Students’ Grades 

 

Analysis and Interpretation 

The improvement and increasing tendency of students’ scores is clearly shown in the table 

above. The bilateral significance is 0, 000 which is lower than Alpha’s significance level 0,05. 

Consequently, the null hypothesis - H0: Learning Lexical Chunks does not help students to 

improve Oral Communication - is rejected, and the alternative - H1: Learning Lexical Chunks 

help students to improve Oral Communication - is accepted as valid. Therefore, it is determined 

that Lexical Chunks does influence the development of Oral Communication in Students. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

4.1 Conclusions 

 

• Lexical Chunks influence students’ oral communication in a positive way. By providing 

learners with useful chunks and expressions, students from 5th Level “A” of Pedagogía 

de los Idiomas Nacionales y Extranjeros at Universidad Técnica de Ambato widened 

their lexicon and improved their oral interactions. 

 

• It was found that most of these students were not very familiarized with some linguistic 

items such as Fixed Expressions, Collocations, Verb Patterns, Idioms, Catchphrases, 

and Sentence Starters, which made it difficult for them to start and maintain a fluent 

conversation for more than two minutes. 

 

• Teaching Lexical Chunks is an excellent way of allowing students to develop their oral 

communication and achieve language proficiency. 5th Level “A” students learned some 

of the most popular Lexical Chunks which were useful for them when communicating 

with others in the class. 

 

• Students’ oral communication is positive affected by the influence of Lexical Chunks. 

The experiment’s results showed that Lexical Chunks helped students to enhance their 

speaking performance. Afterward, students were able to start and maintain a fluent 

conversation for more than two minutes. 
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4.2 Recommendations 

 

• It is suggested introducing Lexical Chunks gradually in English classes no matter the 

level. The earlier chunks are introduced in the language learning process, the faster 

students will increase their lexicon and become able to produce the language and 

interact with others proficiently. 

 

• It is of vital importance for students to get familiar with the linguistic items that are into 

the category of Lexical Chunks. Things such as Idioms, Verb Patterns, and Collocations 

should be an active part of each English class. Teachers should include them in different 

activities through the sessions, mainly, in the practical ones. 

 

• Teaching Lexical Chunks is extremely productive for both teachers and students. It is 

recommended the development and application of lexicon-communicative activities for 

teachers to diminish their TTT – teacher talking time – and to encourage students to 

actively participate in class. 

 

• Teachers should focus their attention on meaningful and useful things for students’ 

language learning process. Most of the time, teachers only focus their classes on 

grammar, when what students really need is to learn keywords, phrases, and expressions 

that help them to communicate understandably. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1 Letter of Engagement 
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Annex 2 Expert Judgement Validation 
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Annex 3 Students’ Online Survey 
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Annex 4 Pre-test and Post-test 

 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Cambridge Assessment English 
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Annex 5 Pre-test and Post-test Rubric 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Cambridge Assessment English 
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Annex 6 Experiment Application Material

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: Lcda. Ximena Calero M.Sc. 
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Lexical Chunks Presentation 
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Annex 7 Evidence 

 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: 5th “A” PINE Career 
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 Annex 8 URKUND Analysis Results 

Developed by: Riofrío, M (2021) 

Source: URKUND 
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