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USING COLLABORATIVE REPORTING TO IMPROVE THE SPEAKING SKILLS OF GRADE 11 STUDENTS





ABSTRACT

Aims: This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of Collaborative Reporting in improving the speaking skills of Grade 11 Senior High School students. It specifically sought to determine the mean gain scores of students exposed to traditional instruction and those taught through Collaborative  Reporting, and whether a statistically significant difference exists between the two groups.
Study design:   This research  employed  a quantitative  quasi-experimental pretest-posttest control group design.
Place and Duration of Study: The study was conducted at Los Amigos National High School and San Pedro College - Senior High School in Davao City, Philippines, during the academic year 2024–2025.
Methodology:  A total of 183 Grade 11 students participated  in the study, with 92 students
assigned to the experimental  group (Collaborative  Reporting) and 91 students to the control group (Traditional  Method).  Both groups  underwent  pretests  and posttests  using a rubric- based   speaking   assessment   evaluated   for   content,   delivery,   and   presentation.   The experimental  group engaged in structured collaborative  reporting activities, while the control group received conventional lecture-based instruction. Descriptive statistics were used to measure mean gain scores, and inferential statistics (paired and independent samples t-tests) were applied to determine the significance of the observed differences.
Results: The experimental group demonstrated a higher mean gain score of 3.25 (SD = 1.56) compared to 2.34 (SD = 1.98) in the control group. A t-value of -3.45 and a p-value of 0.001 indicated a statistically significant difference favoring the Collaborative  Reporting Approach. Students exposed to collaborative tasks exhibited improved consistency and performance in speaking assessments, supported by qualitative feedback emphasizing increased confidence, peer support, and engagement.
Conclusion:  Collaborative  Reporting  is a significantly  effective  method  for enhancing  the speaking  skills of senior high school students.  Its interactive  and peer-supported  structure fosters confidence  and meaningful  language  use. Integrating  this approach  into classroom instruction may yield improved communicative  competence and stronger learning outcomes.

Commented [BD1]: The study presents a promising case for Collaborative Reporting, but the term itself is not clearly defined in the methodology. Could you elaborate on what specific activities or frameworks comprised “Collaborative Reporting” in the experimental group? Were these activities grounded in a particular pedagogical model?
The statistical analysis highlights a significant difference in gain scores, but the standard deviation for the control group is relatively high. Did you consider any potential factors (e.g., varying levels of language proficiency or engagement) that might explain the greater variability in the control group’s scores?
The use of a rubric-based speaking assessment is appropriate, yet it is unclear who performed the evaluations.
Were the pretests and posttests evaluated by the same raters,
and if so, how was inter-rater reliability ensured?
The study mentions qualitative feedback, but does not detail how it was collected or analyzed. Could you clarify the source and method of gathering the qualitative feedback from students? Was thematic analysis or another qualitative method used to interpret these responses?
The conclusion recommends integrating Collaborative Reporting more broadly, but generalizability might be limited due to the specific setting. Do you foresee any challenges or limitations in applying the Collaborative Reporting approach to different educational contexts or student populations beyond the schools involved in the study?
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1.   INTRODUCTION

The development  of effective  speaking  skills  is a crucial  objective  in language  education, essential for academic success and participation in a globalized society. Collaborative learning has been increasingly  recognized as a valuable pedagogical  approach to foster these skills, promoting   meaningful   interaction   and  enhancing   language   proficiency.   Research   has consistently demonstrated  the positive impact of collaborative learning on various aspects of language   acquisition,   including   speaking   abilities,   both   internationally   and   within   the Philippines. However, despite the growing body of evidence supporting collaborative learning, there remains  a need for targeted  investigations  into specific  collaborative  techniques  and their effectiveness within particular educational contexts.

This study addresses the need for focused research by examining the impact of collaborative reporting, a specific collaborative learning strategy, on the speaking skills of Grade 11 Senior High School (SHS) students in Davao City, Philippines. The problem this study addresses is the  necessity  for  targeted  strategies  to  effectively  enhance  speaking  skills  among  SHS students,  recognizing  that  effective  communication  is a vital  skill  for  their  academic  and professional  development.  In response  to this problem,  this research  proposes  the use of collaborative reporting to improve the speaking skills of Grade 11 students. This intervention is grounded in social interdependence theory and the output hypothesis, which emphasize the importance of interaction and language production in language learning.

A brief literature survey reveals that cooperative learning, the broader framework of this study, has been  shown  to improve  academic  achievement,  cognitive  skills,  and social-emotional development.  Specifically,  collaborative  tasks provide opportunities  for language learners to negotiate meaning, produce output, and receive peer scaffolding, all of which are crucial for language acquisition.

The scope  of this study  is limited  to Grade  11 SHS  students  in Davao  City,  Philippines, focusing on the effectiveness  of collaborative  reporting as compared  to traditional  teaching methods.  The justification  for this localized focus stems from the desire to provide context- specific insights that can inform educational practices and curriculum development within and beyond  the  Philippines.  By  investigating  this  specific  collaborative  technique  within  this particular  context,  the  study  aims  to  contribute  to  the  existing  body  of  knowledge  on collaborative learning and its application in enhancing speaking skills.

2.   MATERIAL AND METHODS

This study employed  a quantitative  approach  to evaluate the effectiveness  of Collaborative Reporting in improving the speaking skills of Grade 11 students. A quasi-experimental pretest- posttest design was utilized to measure  the differences  in speaking  proficiency  before and after the intervention.  One group received instruction through Collaborative  Reporting, while the control group was taught using traditional teaching methods.

2.1 Participants

The study’s participants were Grade 11 Senior High School students from two intact classes at Los Amigos National High School and San Pedro College - Senior High School. The selection of schools and participants followed a purposive sampling method to ensure that both traditional and collaborative instruction groups have comparable demographic profiles. The experimental group comprised 92 students, and the control group comprised 91 students.

Commented [BD2]: The introduction effectively positions collaborative reporting within broader educational goals, but the unique aspects of this specific technique are not fully explained early on. Could you provide a clearer operational definition of "collaborative reporting" in the introduction, and how it differs from other collaborative learning strategies?
The study’s theoretical grounding in social interdependence theory and the output hypothesis is a strong point, but the connection to the chosen intervention could be more explicitly articulated. How do the principles of social interdependence theory and the output hypothesis specifically inform the design and expected outcomes of collaborative reporting in this study?
The focus on a local context adds valuable relevance, but it’s
not entirely clear how the findings will translate to broader educational settings. To what extent do you believe the
results of this study are generalizable to other Grade 11 SHS
populations across the Philippines or in similar international contexts?














Commented [BD3]: The study mentions purposive sampling to ensure demographic comparability, but specific demographic characteristics are not detailed. What specific demographic factors (e.g., gender, socioeconomic status, English proficiency) were considered when ensuring comparability between the control and experimental groups? Could you include a summary of these characteristics?
The rubric used for speaking assessments underwent expert validation and pilot testing, which strengthens instrument reliability. However, information on the rubric's structure and scoring criteria is missing. Could you provide more detail on the rubric’s criteria and scoring process? How were the categories (content, delivery, and presentation) weighted or scored, and how was inter-rater reliability ensured during the assessment?
The procedures for the Collaborative Reporting intervention are well-outlined, but the duration and frequency of the
intervention are unclear. How long did the intervention last, and how frequently did students in the experimental group engage in collaborative reporting activities (e.g., weekly sessions over how many weeks)?







2.2 Experimental and Control Groups

●    Experimental Group (Collaborative Reporting Approach): Students participated in instructed collaborative reporting activities designed to enhance speaking skills through planning, active discussions, and shared presentation tasks.

●    Control Group (Traditional Method): Students underwent conventional lecture-based instruction, with the teacher doing most of the talking and the students primarily listening.

2.3 Procedure

The study followed a quantitative approach with the following parts:

1.    Part 1: Pre-test Administration:  Both the experimental and control groups were administered a pre-test to assess baseline speaking proficiency.

2.    Part 2: Intervention: The experimental group received instruction using the Collaborative Reporting Approach, while the control group continued with traditional instruction.

3.    Part 3: Post-test Administration:  Both groups were administered a post-test to evaluate speaking skill improvements after the intervention.

2.4 Instrumentation

The pre-test and post-test consisted of rubric-based speaking assessments focusing on content, delivery, and presentation. The assessment underwent expert validation and pilot testing before administration. Revisions were made to the rubric based on feedback from the expert validation and pilot testing.

2.5 Intervention: Collaborative Reporting Approach

The Collaborative Reporting Approach was implemented with the experimental group. The approach involved the following key elements:

●    Group Formation: Students were divided into small groups of 4-5 members, ensuring heterogeneous  grouping in terms of language proficiency.
●    Topic Assignment: Each group was assigned a specific topic related to the course curriculum.
●    Collaborative Planning: Groups were given time to plan their reports, assigning roles and dividing tasks.
●    Information Gathering: Students collaboratively  gathered information from various sources.
●    Report Preparation: Groups worked together to synthesize their findings and prepare their reports, including both written and oral components.
●    Oral Presentation: Each group delivered an oral presentation of their report to the class.
●    Peer Feedback: After each presentation, students provided constructive feedback to their peers.







2.6 Control Group: Traditional Method

The control group received instruction using the traditional method, characterized by:

●    Lecture-based instruction.
●    Individual assignments and activities.
●    Limited student interaction.
●    Teacher-led discussions.

2.7 Data Analysis

The study employed statistical analysis for quantitative data:

●    Descriptive Statistics: Mean and standard deviation were calculated for pre-test and post-test scores for both groups.
●    Inferential Statistics: A paired t-test was conducted to determine significant differences between pre-test and post-test scores within each group. An
independent sample t-test was used to compare the performance gains between the experimental and control groups.
●    An interpretive scale was employed to categorize speaking proficiency levels, as shown in Table 1.

	Mean Range
	Proficiency Level

	4.20–5.00
	Very High

	3.40–4.19
	High

	2.60–3.39
	Moderate

	1.80–2.59
	Low

	1.00–1.79
	Very Low




3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Quantitative Results

3.1.1 Experimental Group Performance

The experimental group, which received instruction through Collaborative Reporting, demonstrated significant improvement in speaking proficiency. The pretest mean score was
44.19 (SD = 1.26), which increased to a posttest mean score of 47.44 (SD = 0.95), resulting
in a mean gain of 3.25 (SD = 1.56). This gain reflects the effectiveness of collaborative strategies in facilitating fluency, confidence, and content delivery.

Table 1. Mean Gain Scores – Experimental Group

	Group
	Pretest Mean (SD)
	Posttest Mean (SD)
	Mean Gain (SD)

	Experimental
	44.19 (1.26)
	47.44 (0.95)
	3.25 (1.56)


This result supports Swain’s (2005) Output Hypothesis, which emphasizes the importance of language production in second language acquisition. By engaging in collaborative tasks, students actively constructed meaning and produced language output, leading to
measurable improvements.










Commented [BD4]: The quantitative results show clear improvement in both groups, but the interpretation could benefit from context regarding the practical significance of the score differences. While the statistical significance is evident, how would you interpret the practical or educational significance of a 3.25 vs. 2.34 gain in speaking scores? Do these differences translate to noticeable real- world communication improvements?
The study effectively uses Swain’s Output Hypothesis to interpret the experimental group’s performance, but no similar theoretical explanation is offered for the control group’s modest gains. Could you provide a theoretical or pedagogical rationale for the control group’s improvement despite limited interaction? Might this be attributed to baseline language proficiency, teacher quality, or curriculum content?
The statistical analysis appears sound, but assumptions
underlying the t-test are not discussed. Were the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variances tested before conducting the independent samples t-test? If not, how were these assumptions addressed?

The discussion aligns the results with Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, but specific evidence of peer scaffolding or interaction is not presented. Did you collect or observe any qualitative data (e.g., group dialogues, classroom observations) that could illustrate how peer interaction facilitated movement within the ZPD?
Anxiety reduction is mentioned as an inferred benefit, but no direct data is presented to support this claim. Was student feedback or survey data on speaking anxiety collected during or after the intervention? If not, how did you conclude that anxiety was reduced?







3.1.2 Control Group Performance

The control group received traditional instruction and exhibited modest improvement. Their pretest mean was 43.70 (SD = 2.19) and posttest mean was 46.04 (SD = 1.19), with a mean gain of 2.34 (SD = 1.98).

Table 2. Mean Gain Scores – Control Group

	Group
	Pretest Mean (SD)
	Posttest Mean (SD)
	Mean Gain (SD)

	Control
	43.70 (2.19)
	46.04 (1.19)
	2.34 (1.98)



Though improvement was observed, the variation in scores suggests that the traditional method may not consistently foster speaking development across students.

3.1.3 Test of Statistical Significance

An independent sample t-test was conducted to determine if the difference between the groups was statistically significant. Results showed a t-value of -3.45 and a p-value of 0.001, indicating a significant difference in favor of the experimental group.

Table 3. Independent Samples t-test – Gain Scores Comparison

	Group
	Mean Gain (SD)
	t-value
	p-value

	Experimental
	3.25 (1.56)
	-3.45
	0.001

	Control
	2.34 (1.98)
	
	



These findings demonstrate that Collaborative Reporting was more effective in improving speaking performance than the traditional method.

3.2 Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications

3.2.1 Alignment with Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory

The results are consistent with Vygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory, particularly the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Collaborative Reporting likely functioned as a scaffold, enabling students to progress through peer-mediated interaction.

3.2.2 Cognitive and Communicative  Gains

The use of Collaborative Reporting encouraged higher-order thinking, group negotiation, and real-time language use—skills essential for oral proficiency. It also reduced speaking
anxiety, as reported in prior studies (Storch, 2013; Gillies, 2017).

4. CONCLUSION

Collaborative Reporting significantly improves speaking proficiency among senior high school students. It offers a viable alternative to traditional instruction by fostering engagement, interaction, and communicative  competence. Language educators are encouraged to integrate collaborative methods into their teaching strategies to enhance learner outcomes.


Commented [BD5]: The conclusion effectively highlights the benefits of Collaborative Reporting, but it would be stronger with a brief acknowledgment of limitations. Could you briefly address any limitations of your study (e.g., sample size, setting, or duration) that might impact the generalizability of your findings?
The recommendation to integrate collaborative methods is well-stated, but practical guidance for educators is limited. What specific steps or considerations would you suggest for language educators who want to adopt Collaborative Reporting in diverse classroom settings?
There are a few punctuation errors in some places. I recommend making corrections to these errors and further improving the clarity and conciseness of the English language used.
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