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Abstract
Teaching English to Young Learners (TEYL) in Indsiaeis recognizably
unsatisfactory. Students’ English proficiency has met with the demand. What
the students learn in Primary School seem not givg help in coping with
English in Secondary School. Things to be reflecseithe way the students learn
or a bit suspect is how the teachers teach. Therohisle situation is that
Indonesian classes especially Young Learners daase not provided with
production
which is actually the soul of the learning. Ittihe stage of teaching that require
students to produce the target language orally @ritten. When production does
not present in class, students are not providedh wpportunities to use the
language which simply leads them to be passivadgar Consequently, the target
languages are not produced and remaining recegtigdethey do not use English
for communication. The students do not find anyllehge and do not feel
success learning language since they are not eshjuo produce the target
language. Grammar and vocabularies tend to be taghicitly. On the other
hand production seemed to be neglected. This phemominterests us to figure
out whether student teachers address productiohEL and what kinds of
practices they provide if production takes placke Tstudent teachers in this
research are those who joined Teaching Design tamyg Learner course. This
present research is qualitative research invesimatvhether or not student
teachers address production in teaching YL. Theigjaents were 6 student
teachers who were teaching EYL as a project of fAiegcDesign for Young
Learners course. The videotaped were analyzed bas€CEFR to see whether
production took place in English teaching and whkeds of practices they
provided. For triangulation, the student teacheegsewnterviewed separately. The
findings showed that 3 participants had provideadpction in teaching EYL, 2
participants had not provided production yet, andpdrticipant provided
inappropriate production. The practices they moatdgd were oral production,
exchanging information between friends.
Keywords: production, TEYL, Indonesian English sles

INTRODUCTION

Many researches on teaching English to Young Learnave been conducted. Yet, they mostly
focus on teaching strategies on how to teach EYdh &s teaching EYL by using song, games,
and so forth. It cannot be denied that teaching Edice to be fun and enjoyable. However, it
does not mean that teaching EYL is something eadysample without any target. Teaching
EYL appropriately can be a good investment for dreticquisition. Yet, introducing English
earlier does not always guarantee that learnersl@deeto use the target language better. They
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may store a hundred of vocabularies but still thegy find it difficult or cannot use them for
communication. Lack of exposure is often accusdiattone of factors preventing students to use
the language. English is only taught in formal slasd rarely or even never to be around the
students’ life.

When teaching EYL accentuates only on storing volzales and grammar-oriented, expecting
YL speak or write English will be a bit impossiblénfortunately, the assumption that teaching
EYL is emphasized on teaching vocabulary seeme tarbadly misbelieved by not only parents
but also teachers. It then misleads teaching pextf YL. The learning objectives that should
have been the soul for the learning are often filego Vocabularies are given in a loose-context
and mostly students are trained with meaninglessceses. No target languages are established
to be achieved by the students in the end of legriieachers perceived that YL are not been
able yet to produce language orally or in written.

The aforementioned might cause level of Englishfigiency of Indonesian students are not
satisfying. Rucks (2015) stated that based on @evfcy-oriented perspective, encouraging
learners to use the target language to communioatningfully regardless to their age is the
goal of language teachers. In other words, no mate early YL start learning English, having
the learners to use the target language is negessar

This present research investigates whether stugachers provide free practice to facilitate
students to produce the target language in theotlghrning. The student teachers are third year
students of college who fulfill a project of TeaatpiDesign to Young Learners course. The
project was teaching students in formal or inforglass. Usually, student teachers seem struggle
to design activities for learning. Therefore, we arerested in investigating whether or not the
student teachers give opportunity for studentspfaiducing the target language production) at
the end of class meeting. Since they are preparéeé English teachers, this research is a worth
effort in order to gain a greater understandinghef real practices and alternative solutions or
recommendations that might be proposed based ofintliags. The questions addressed in this
research are: Do student teachers provide produti®EYL in Indonesia? And, what activities
that the student teachers provide for production?

LITERATURE REVIEW

CEFR (Common European Framework Reference)

This term is generally used to navigate studenfigemcy continuum. As an attempt to help
students develop fluency and accuracy, teachers pamide meaningful activities with
contextual vocabulary to support communicationueng errors not to be fossilized, drawing
attention to inaccurate language use, providingesits with strategies to avoid using English
with insufficient vocabulary. CEFR is also usefol some purposes, such as developing
syllabus, marking exams, designing courses, desgrianguage components, teacher training
program, and so forth (Cambridge, 2013).

Regarding to TEYL, particularly this issue, onekefy concepts that need to be addressed in this
research is applying knowledge and skills. Forydailactice, students need opportunities to
apply their knowledge and skills in oral producti@nitten production, aural comprehension and
reading comprehension in relevant situations thet$ on a communicative goal (CEFR, 2001)
In oral production, teachers need to reflect th@artance of asking questions that provide
students with opportunities to demonstrate thesfipiency, providing opportunities for students
to react, allowing candidates to demonstrate thétyatbo begin and end interactions, and
providing “think time” as required. While in writte production, teachers reflected on the
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importance of asking questions that encourage stad® demonstrate their proficiency,
understanding of the topic, ability to request pravide information, etc.

The Council of Europe classified language produnctotivities (CEFR, 2001: 58-90) into three
types; they are oral production, spoken interactenmd oral meditation. The one that fits to
TEYL is oral production. Muller-Hartmann / Schockem Ditfurth (2007) provide complete
explanations about them as the following:

1. Oral production that is producing an oral text tore or more listeners, for example
giving information to an audience in a public adsdteThis may involve reading a written
text aloud, speaking from notes, acting out a neeehrole, speaking spontaneously,
improvising [...] or singing a song.

2. Spoken interaction that is ‘the language user altésnately as speaker and listener with
one or more interlocutors’ so as to construct cotlyy through the negotiation of
meaning [...] conversational discourse. Reception grdduction strategies are
employed constantly during interaction. There dse &..] discourse strategies and co-
operation strategies concerned with managing coatipe and interactions such as turn
taking and turn giving, [...] proposing and evalugtirsolutions, recapping and
summarising the point reached, and mediating iroralict . Examples of interactive
activities include conversation, discussion, debaterview or negotiation.

3. Oral mediation’, that is the language user doesemptess his or her own meanings but
‘acts as an intermediary between interlocuters atgunable to understand each other
directly — normally [...] speakers of different larages’ . Examples of mediating
activities include spoken interpretation or sumeiag and paraphrasing texts.
Contexts include simultaneous or consecutiverpnégation at conferences or meetings,
informal interpreting for foreign visitors, foriénds, family clients etc.

(Muller-Hartmann / Schocker-von Ditfurth, 20@2 f.)

Further Muller-Hartmann/ Schocker-von Ditfurth (ZQ@ivided speaking activity into 2 kinds;
fluency-based activities and accuracy based aeviSome activities classified as fluency-based
activities are free discussions, role-plays, infation-gap activities, opinion-gap activities
Whereas accuracy-based activities concentratesiitoiiy language aspects to students, such as
the grammar mastery, communicative function, etc.

Some research have been conducted to know thetiedfieess of using CEFR to develop
students’ language proficiency. First is Glover(2)) which found that the students used CRL
statements to write longer, more relevant, and naetailed and critical descriptions of their
speaking skills. While, Alderson et al (2009) invgating the Dutch CEFR construct project
found that a critical review of the CEFR, a setcofmpilations of CEFR scales and of test
specifications at the different CEFR levels, argkaes of frameworks or classification systems,
which led to a Web-mounted instrument known adtbteeh CEFR Grid.

METHOD

This present research is qualitative research iigasg the practices of student teachers in
teaching primary school aged students to figurewhdther or not the student teachers provide
production in teaching English to YL. The numberpafticipants was 6 student teachers. The
student teachers were doing a project of Teachiagigd for Young Learners course which

required them to teach real class, formal or inflrnthen they had to videotape the teaching
practice. Interested to know whether student teachpplied what they got in class about the
importance of production in teaching English, |lsgped the videotape and chose 6 videotaped
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randomly. CEFR is used to determine whether orpmotiuction takes place in teaching and
learning process. After observing the videotapkeeln the student teachers were interviewed gain
answers on what topic, learning objectives, talgeguage, media, practices, and what kinds of
production in their teaching practice. During th&erview the videotaped was also shown to the
participants in order to clarify and get a crysialar understanding on the teaching practice.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

After analyzing the videos, the findings are expdal. There were 6 participants in this current
research. All of the participants had determinezltrget language and the learning objectives
based on the topic appropriately. For instance,tdpic color, the target language waghat
color is this? This is....(redMedia also had been employed to help the studmstigeve the
target language. Picture was the dominant medizer@hedia used were realia, cards, ball, slide
show, dice, written paper, etc. Practices thatliessh provided were more than one practice. The
six student teachers had been aware and well-adkdged about the importance of production.
The teaching and learning process are presentddtail as follows. The names of the student
teachers are pseudonym. They would be called as @&muglent teacher 1), Bintang (student
teacher 2), Caca (student teacher 3), Doni (stugacher 4), Endang (student teacher 5), and
Fina (student teacher 6).

Student teacher 1

The first student teacher, Amy, was teaching albeelings The observable situation from the
recordings showed that production did not takeglache teaching practice. She had addressed
the target language and the learning objectivesoppiately that wasVhat do you feel today? |
feel happyUnfortunately, the practices that she provided et met with the learning objective
that the students had to be able to ask and armwaéfhat do you feel today? | feel hapghe
practices were still accuracy oriented. She bebarckass by getting the students to sing along.
Then she explained the learnt topic while showingupes of feelings. Then, she taped the
pictures on the board and had the students wréembrds on the board on the corresponding
picture. She encouraged the students by askingeatiqn, what do you feel today@hile
pointing to the board. Another practice was thehea uttered a sentendefeel angry and the
students gave number to the corresponding picstiteon the board. The last, Amy wrote about
five sentences of the target language and letttltests tape the corresponding pic on the board.

Student teacher 2

The second student teacher, Bintang, was teaclhiogt eolor. She had properly established the
target language and the learning objective. She ladggjan the class by getting the students to
sing along as what Amy did. Then she showed a ftbldice. When the students rolled the dice
and got blue color, they had to tape a piece otpap the board on the corresponding words
that had been written. She encouraged the studenise the target language initially in this
stage,what color is it? This is purpleAnother media came out, a color paper stick. Deffié
words were written on the color paper such as oitle ied color was written blue. Again, she
used the target language. The students were chatleto concentrate on what color that they
really saw. Further, Bintang gave one picture fchestudent and had them color the picture by
using the instructed coloAlif, you will color the grapes orangevhile letting the student take
the right marker, and so forth. In the end, theleis in pair were asked to come forward and
asked and answered using the target languageirShpdir many times slipped tongue in saying
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what color is this2o bewhat color this is?It is obvious that Bintang addressed production i
her practice

Student Teacher 3

Caca was teaching about telling time. She begamieting by doing an icebreaking. Getting
the students to clap hands based on the partsdyfthat she touched for example nose for one
clap, etc. Then she asked one of the studeritat time did you sleep last nightthile asking
them to put the right minute hand The girl studesponded in Indonesian. Caca directly asked
the students what time is it?. The digital was temiton the board. While explaining, Caca asked
the students. Then she had the students in padaskd answer using the target language. Many
times she told the students to use Indonesian whersaw them spoke hesitantly. If the first the
media used was paper clock with minute hand, tkkergk practice used digital style of clock
written on a small rectangle shaped paper tapetherboard. Next, the students again were
asked in pair to ask and answeéat time is it? It is ..(seven past thirtyhe practices were all
production. It seemed not help the students toyredhe target language independently in the
end of the meeting since Caca always gave hota@nefrom the beginning to the end.

Student teacher 4

Doni was teaching about food. The established tdeggguage wasvhat food do you like? |
like...(noodle) The learning objective was that the students vabte to mention kinds of food
and ask and answer by using the target languagellin the students were asked to introduce
themselves individually including what food thelei | like fried rice, one student said. Doni
was showing slides of food and at the same timenggke students whether they like the food
on the slide. The students then did a survey agkieig friends of what food they like. They will
put a tick and cross to represent yes or no basethair friend’s answer. Before, they had
written the name of the food on the list basedhengictures on the slide. The production took
place in Doni’s class. Yet, the practices had resrbdesigned to support the production. It was
only one practice preceding the production, writing names of food.

Student teacher 5

Production took place in this teaching practicet iYelid not take place in the end of teaching
practice. The target language and the learningctibbgehad been set. Yet, the part that Endang
admitted to be production was a bit different wiitle target language. She was teaching about
animal sound. She began with passing ball game.dDtiee question addressed to the student
who held the ball when the music stopped was whiama do you like? It is a ...(rabbit). Other
questions were varied, not only about animal. Telea was showing pictures of animals and
drill the studentsit is a cow, it is a bird, it is a duck, etdnother practice required students in
pair to sound like a certain animal and the othedent answer for examplear...roar... what
sound do you hear? It is a snal&milarly, the students in pair mime out and gud® animal’s
sound. Then students filled the missing lettertankioard.

Student teacher 6

The sixth participant, Fina, was teaching abanimal Icebreaking was noticeably used for
getting the students’ attention. She mimed out atsrand the students answered what animal it
is. A set of animal pictures were shown and thdestts were askeds it a lion?while showing
another animal, and so forth to elicit yes and egponse. Those picture were then given to the
students to be taped on the board. The first m@aaetias listen and number. The students wrote
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the number on the corresponding picture based ensémtences that the teacher read. The
students came forward and put the names of aniomatbe picture that had been taped on the
board before. After writing only the names for exdelion, they wrote the full sentence,is a

lion. Fina was always asking the one who was coming fiahwath the target language. The last
practice was one student came to the front anddaibieerest students using the target language
while pointing to the pictures.

Based on the findings above, oral production seemo¢dake place in Amy and Fina’s teaching
practice. It was indicated by the absence of ds/demanding the students to use the target
language in the end of the meeting. When the twdesit teachers were interviewed, they
admitted that what prevented them not to providedpction were due to the limited time,
classroom management, student’s barrier (e.g tioests are ashamed to deal with the activity
provided by the teacher, the students were a liibbaontrol because of being tempted to do
something else such as drawing). Meanwhile, Cacd te set the activities redundantly. The
students had been required to produce the targgudae in the very beginning of the meeting
and continued to the rest two activities. So whkrerfcy based activities were allocated
inappropriately, it could discourage students tadiactant and less confident. They need time
for internalizing the language with the teacherdphthat is through graded practices. Here all
activities were production, the students were aste®dexchange information in the three
activities.

The rest three student teachers had provided ptiodudhe practice that they provided were
asking and answering based on the target languageair. It belongs to information-gap
activities (involve transfer of given informatiorofn one person to another) CEFR (2001: 58-
90). Based on the interview, the student teachers well acknowledged with the importance of
production. They all agreed that production weredeel to provide the students an experience to
use the language. Without production, they woult alde to see whether the students got the
idea of what they were learning.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

Referring back to the first research question wéregtudent teachers provide production in
Teaching English to YL, it clearly showed that faafrthem had addressed production, two of
them had not provided any production, and one ltahtessed production redundantly. All of
them had been aware to provide graded practicas.béeause of limited time that they had to
fulfill in doing this practice, some practices wéedt. Other reasons that prevented them not to
provide production were due to classroom managenseudent’s barrier (e.g. the students are
ashamed to deal with the activity provided by th&cher, the students were a bit out of control
because of being tempted to do something elseasidnawing).

Another research question is that what activitles student teachers provide if there is any.
From the observable situation, the practice usqaraduction was information gap activities in
which one student asked another one or others tisentarget language of the day. The students
were given an opportunity to use the language. Udgitahis way, the students will feel success
in learning language. It also enables them to aedanguage since they are encouraged to use
the language in a real communication by interacting socializing with friends. Halliday (1973,
1975) states that it is an active process in whiukdren learn language to show their existence
in their world by socializing with others.
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To sum up, teaching English to YL does not meaahieg simple material without any target to
be achieved. The presence of production is a riiiesset an appropriate practice for production,
preceding practices should be also consideredderdo help the students produce the target
language smoothly. It is necessary to establishigaming objective, target language, graded
practices/activities, and production to promotedshis’ English proficiency. To bear in mind,
language needs to be associated to pleasant @stivitorder to stimulate young learners to talk.
Young learner's oral language develops when their@mwent provide natural need to
communicate (Morrow). There is no way to acquimglaage but to use it. When production is
always provided in YL class, students will be reddythe demand of any target in English.
Therefore, student teachers as prospective teanhedsto be aware with this issue.
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