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ABSTRACT

The present study investigated the effect of a suggested
collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) on developing EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery quality.
The study participants targeted (n=18) fourth-year English majors at
the Faculty of Education, October 6 University, Egypt. The recruited
participants were two intact EFL fourth-year practicum groups. The
study used a pre-post-test one group design. To collect the study
data, a pre-post lesson planning quality evaluation checklist and a
lesson delivery quality observation checklist were designed and
implemented. Theintervention training was a suggested collaborative
team meeting strategy (CTMS). Procedurally, before the intervention,
the quality of the participants’ lesson planning and lesson delivery
quality were pre-assessed. The participants were trained on the
CTMS. While and after the intervention participants’ lesson planning
and lesson delivery quality were pre-assessed. Results revealed that
the EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery
quality was improved. Moreover, there was a moderate positive
correlation between the EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning
quality and lesson delivery quality. Finally, the collaborative team
meeting strategy (CTMS) was effective in developing EFL prospective

teachers’ quality of lesson planning and lesson delivery.

Keywords: collaborative team meeting, EFL prospective

teachers, lesson planning quality, lesson delivery quality
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1. INTRODUCTION

Practicing teaching for the first time is challenging for EFL
prospective teachers and novice teachers. Since EFL prospective
teachers are still inexperienced, knowing how to teach is perplexing
for most of them. They are subject to come across several
pedagogical difficulties in real classroom teaching practices. Most of
these difficulties may be rendered to a gap between their pre-service
preparation and the requirement of real life teaching job. Probably,
lesson planning and lesson delivery are two of the most nagging
difficulties facing EFL prospective teachers. When the nagging
difficulties reach the peak, a growing number of EFL prospective
teachers tend to quit teaching career. Commonly, quality education
depends on quality teachers. Hence, teachers should be well-
educated and highly-trained. Teachers whose teaching skills are
poor cannot maintain quality teaching and learning. It is an axiom
that effective learning requires quality teaching. Effective teaching
takes place if the learners want to learn what the teacher wants to
teach. Quality teaching performance needs a set of pedagogical skills
among which quality lesson planning. However, the observations
gained from practicum courses reveal that not all EFL prospective
teachers are able to prepare effective and practical lesson plans.
Learning how to plan and deliver EFL lessons effectively is always a
grand task for many EFL prospective teachers.

Developing preservice teachers’ professional competencies
is an essential aim of teacher education programs worldwide
(Cochran-Smith & Villegas, 2016). Central to teachers’ professional
competencies are lesson planning and lesson delivery. Teacher
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education programs seek to prepare prospective teachers to be
good lesson planners. According to Flores (2016), teacher education
programs provide pre-service teachers with practical training on
lesson planning. However, Konig, et al. (2020) argue that lesson
planning is an essential challenge for novice teachers. Lacking
teaching experience, EFL prospective teachers and novice teachers
resort to adopting different strategies for planning their lessons.
In fact, lesson planning and lesson delivery strategies used by the
EFL prospective teachers determine their pedagogical performance
quality. EFL prospective teachers who use effective strategies are able
to prepare distinctive lesson plans. Lesson planning is a professional
competence that prospective and novice teachers are supposed to
be aware of and be able to do. Practically, many EFL prospective
teachers have not acquired the accumulative teaching experience
yet. Thus, it is not an easy task for many EFL prospective teachers
and novice teachers to prepare a proper roadmap lesson plan.

Since a high quality lesson plan helps EFL prospective teachers
deliver effective teaching performance, they have to know how
to prepare a clear, comprehensive, and sequential lesson plan.
However, it not enough for EFL prospective teachers to be proficient
in lesson planning, they should be able to implement such plans in
classrooms. It is a matter of suspicion to believe that prospective
teachers will make automatic transition to convert a written plan
to actual teaching performance. To plan their lessons, some EFL
prospective teachers adopt various strategies. Unfortunately, many
strategies adopted by EFL prospective teachers are ineffective.
For example, some EFL prospective teachers copy previously used
readymade lesson plans, which may not fit the targeted learners.
Mishra (2009) argues that acquiring the skill of lesson planning is far
more valuable than the ability to use lesson plans prepared by others.
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Other EFL prospective teachers tend to teach the way they were
taught. Therefore, the strategies used by EFL prospective teachers
should be well-selected, well-developed and well-monitored.

Because of the significance of lesson planning and lesson
delivery, EFL prospective teachers need to be trained on new
effective strategies to properly plan and deliver EFL lessons. Hence,
as a core compulsory course, practicum is intended to enable EFL
prospective teachers to convert theoretical professional knowledge
to real teaching performance. Darling-Hammond (2014) mentions
that teaching practicum serves as a platform connecting theory and
practice. Akcan (2016) reports that the importance of practicum for
EFL prospective teachers is magnified when the pre-service courses
focus heavily on theories at the expense of practice. In practicum,
university supervisors and school cooperating teachers diagnose
and cure EFL prospective teachers’ weak points. Particularly, the
weaknesses that are related lesson planning and lesson delivery.
Weaknesses related to lesson planning and lesson delivery are
easily to be observed and evaluated. It is the practicum that shapes
prospective teachers’ beliefs and thinking. Thus, the scope of the
present focuses on EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning and
lesson delivery quality in practicum time.

Reviewing pertinent literature reveals that empirical evidence on
the processes of teachers’ lesson planning is fairly limited (Jacobs
et al., 2008). Empirical research on lesson planning as a skill for pre-
service teachers and the development of such skill during teacher
education is scarce (Cochran-Smith and Villegas 2016). Recently,
According to Konig et al. (2020) confirm that lesson planning
research scarcity is due to the claim that lesson planning is a
complex object of investigation. Moreover, Konig et al. (2020) state
that empirical research on lesson planning as a skill of preservice
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teachers is rare. Furthermore, Ward (2006) remarks that the impact
of lesson planning quality on the lesson delivery remains unclear.
Such uncertainty is re-stated by Praetorius et al. (2018) who indicate
that the relationship between teachers’ lesson planning and their
actual performance in class is hardly correspond to each other.
Against this analysis, the current study investigates the effect of a
proposed collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) on developing
EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning quality, which in turn may
improve lesson delivery quality. Furthermore, the present study
examines the relationship between lesson planning quality and
lesson delivery quality.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Lesson planning

The definition of a lesson plan goes through different
conceptualizations. Lika (2017) mentions that a lesson plan is a set
of notes that helps teachers to think through what they are going
to teach and how they are going to teach. While Lika’s definition
focuses on the function of the lesson plan, Habibi (2020) focuses
on its nature mentioning that a lesson plan is an essential skill for
EFL teachers. Focusing on the teacher expertise and the processes
behind lesson planning, Stigler and Miller (2018) report that while
expert teachers plan their lessons in a process-driven way, novice
teachers use a stepwise procedure. Lesson planning is a special skill
that is learned in much the same way as other pedagogical skills.
Other researchers tend to explain the main functions of a good
lesson plan in the EFL context. Harmer (2000) states lesson planning
helps teachers in decision-making about goals, activities, resources,
timing, grouping, and other aspects of the lesson.

Similarly, Gutierrez (2015) confirms that lesson planning helps
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teachers to choose specific learning strategies. Pang (2016)
concludes that lesson planning helps teachers to develop the ability
to communicate in a foreign language, or to facilitate the acquisition
of a foreign language communicative competence which can be done
during the planning phase. Lika (2017) states that lesson planning
helps teachers to consider many elements such as students’ learning
styles, previous knowledge, types of intelligences, interests, and
other related issues. Kola (2019) concludes that effective lesson
planning promotes good teaching and the implementation of
curriculum policy. Lesson planning enables teachers to determine
appropriate lesson objectives, teaching and learning activities, and
teaching methods. Effective lesson planning stimulates teachers
to evaluate their instructional strategies and to reflect on how to
improve their teaching. Although the advantages of quality lesson
planning, it remains a complex process for many EFL novice teachers.

Sahin-Taskin (2017) states that the relationship between lesson
planning quality and teaching-learning quality stimulated many
researchers. According to Naeem’s study (2014), EFL student
teachers face a set of difficulties in practicum among which poor
lesson planning, insufficient activities time; supervisors’ resistance
to innovative teaching techniques and the frequent absence of
class observation; low voice; and students’ misconducts, lack of
motivation and poor linguistic and pedagogical skills. Rusznyak and
Walton (2011) argue that it takes much practice to reinforce this skill,
and it cannot happen overnight. Gillies and Boyle (2010) highlight
the importance of instructional planning in EFL and ESL context.

Eventhough manyteachersappreciate lesson planning, theirfocus
on lesson planning may differ. In a cross-cultural study that recruited
25 Japanese and 36 American teachers, Fernandez and Cannon
(2005) report that the Japanese teachers saw lesson planning as a
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more complex process than did the Americans. Japanese teachers
focused more on the process of student learning, while American
teachers focused more on trying to teach content effectively.

Concerning the elements of lesson planning, Haynes (2010)
confirms that the first step of teaching is planning and preparation
activities that should be done before teaching a class. Cicek (2013)
states that a lesson plan should comprise the objective, the time
block, the procedure, and the instructional materials required.
Novice teachers must realize that as a general rule, it will be
necessary to plan in considerable more detail than the experienced
teachers. Kang (2017) declares that selecting and creating learning
tasks as part of student activities in the classroom can be considered
as the core areas of lesson planning since they enable teachers to
integrate a range of further decisions.

Konig et al. (2020) maintain that specifying learning tasks is the
most important element in a lesson plan because learning tasks
selected for a specific lesson reflect the objectives of that lesson.
Moreover, Habibi (2020) reviewed 20 articles related to lesson
planningin the EFL context and concluded that the examined articles
were mostly focused on learning objectives, type of activities,
learning style, intelligence, assessment activities, and teaching
time. Since lesson planning is a skill, it should done perfectly, timely,
and easily. Charalambous (2010) states that although the length of
a lesson plan does not necessarily reflect its quality, a brief outline
cannot adequately prepare teachers to “unfold tasks” during
classroom instruction. Lesson planning quality stimulates learning
through active participation (MacDonald and Phillips, 2005). Lesson
planning is decisive in determining the success of a teacher’s daily
work (Konig et al. 2017).
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Supporting the relationship between lesson planning and
teachers’ teaching performance, Stein et al (2003) put it clearly
that lesson planning can tell more about classroom instruction.
Meyen and Greer (2009) provide evidence on the relationship
between lesson planning and teaching quality in terms of student
achievement and instructional behavior. According to Dorovolomo,
Phan, and Maebuta (2010), there is a positive relationship between
the quality of teaching and the quality of its implementation. On the
contrary, Ward (2006) remarks that the impact of lesson planning
quality on lesson delivery remains unclear. Praetorius et al. (2018)
mention that the relationship between teachers’ lesson planning
and their actual performance in class hardly corresponds to each
other. To conclude, although there is a consensus on the definitions,
and advantages of lesson planning, the relationship between
lesson planning and teachers’ teaching performance remains a
controversial issue among researchers.

2.2. Collaborative Team Meeting Strategy (CTMS)

Collaborative team meeting belongs to metacognitive learning
strategies. Learning strategies are specific actions, behaviors,
steps, or techniques used by students to enhance their own
learning (Murcia, 2001). Learning strategies are task specific tactics
or techniques, observable or no observable that an individual
uses to comprehend, store, retrieve and use information or to
plan, regulate, or assess learning (Hadley, 2001). The suggested
collaborative team meeting strategy CTMS draws on principles
of two integrated theoretical conceptualizations. On one hand, it
draws on social metacognitive strategies. According to Noviyenty
(2018), metacognitive strategies deal with mental operations used
by learners in the self-management of their learning which cover
planning, directed attention, selective attention, self-management,
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self-monitoring, problem identification and self-evaluation. It is also
related to social affective strategies which concern about interaction
with other learners and management of the affective demands
made by language learning, such as cooperation, questioning for
clarification, self-talk.

On other hand, the theoretical conceptualization of collaborative
planning is grounded in collaborative learning. Collaborative
learning refers to any instructional method in which students work
together toward a common goal, emphasizing interaction and group
processes.

Marjan and Mozhgan (2012) state that collaborative learning
is an educational methodology to teaching and learning that
includes groups of learners working together to find a solution to
a problem, finish a task, or make a product. In the collaborative
learning environment, the learners are engaged to both socially
and emotionally activities as they listen to different ideas and are
required to defend their opinions. Friend and Cook (2007) explain
that collaborative planning is a voluntary interaction of equals
to reach a shared goal by a mutual decision-making process.
Moreover, collaboration can promote knowledge creation (Bruce,
Flynn & Stagg-Peterson, 2011). Darling-Hammond (2010) reports
that there is evidence that when teachers collectively work on
problems of practice, they will be likely to better meet the needs
of all students.

Therefore, well-developed teacher collaborative learning
can positively improve teachers’ teaching practices, students’
learning activities (Vescio, Ross and Adams, 2008), and students’
achievements (Chichibu & Kihara, 2013). Dudley (2014) defines
collaborative lesson planning as a procedure in which teams
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of teachers do planning, teaching, observing, and analyzing
learning and teaching collaboratively. Furthermore, Nguyen
(2017) concludes that in collaborative lesson planning, teachers
are involved in a reflective process utilizing prior experience to
design a well-grounded lesson plans. Because of its significance
as an appropriate activity for lesson planning, collaborative lesson
planning has been a topic of investigation in the relevant literature.

In practice, collaborative lesson planning can be used in pre-
service language teacher education so that EFL prospective teachers
have an opportunity to practice lesson planning and reflect on their
previous theoretical professional learning experiences. For Jalongo,
Rieg, and Helterbran (2007), collaborative planning gives novice
teachers the opportunity to become closer to democratic ideals,
become members of collegial community, develop competence,
and acquire self-efficacy. Therefore, EFL prospective teachers
could promote their professional development via collaborative
planning. In many cases, EFL prospective teachers exercise
teaching in only one school or even in only one class during their
practicum experience. Ideally, they need more opportunities to
work collaboratively with peers in similar and different contexts
of teaching practices. Thus, collaborative planning allows EFL
prospective teachers to prepare their lesson plans together. Against
this background, the collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS)
was suggested and implemented.

Context of the problem

In Egypt, at the Faculty of Education, October 6 University, EFL
teaching practicum courses are offered in the third and fourth year
academic years. During the practicum, EFL prospective teachers
are assigned to prepare lesson plans and deliver them. As a general
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supervisor of the EFL practicum, the researcher noticed that a
quite large number of EFL prospective teachers’ lesson plans were
overfull of pedagogical and some linguistic mistakes. In an attempt
to identify and classify the common mistakes committed by EFL
prospective teachers, the researcher reviewed 15 lesson plans. The
revision revealed that the first common frequent mistake was the
inaccuracy of stating lesson learning objectives. Secondly, some
selected learning activities were stereotyped. Thirdly, evaluation
activities were not aligned to the learning items and learning
objectives. EFL student teachers’ poor lesson planning and shallow
pedagogical experience might negatively affect their teaching
performance. Whereas lesson planning is a basic professional skill,
lesson planning quality was not taken into account in EFL research
(Ruys, Van & Terman; 2012). Subsequently, the present study
attempts to explore the effect of utilizing a team meeting strategy
on developing EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning quality
and lesson delivery.

Statement of the problem

EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery
are not up to the optimal quality level (70%).

Questions of the study
The study attempted to answer the following questions:

1. What is the effect of collaborative team meeting strategy
(CTMS) on developing EFL prospective teachers’ lesson
planning?

2. What is the effect of collaborative team meeting strategy
(CTMS) on developing EFL prospective teachers’ lesson de-
livery quality?

3. To what extent is EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery
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quality correlated to lesson planning quality?
Aim of the study

The main aim of the present study is to investigate the effect
of collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) on developing EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery quality.

Significance of the study

The significance of the present study stems from more than
one consideration. Collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) is
an innovative planning strategy, which is worthy to be investigated.
Lesson planning is a professional skill that needs more research.
Developing EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery quality is a
pedagogical necessity. Focusing on teaching practicum may draw
the attention of other researchers to conduct more in-depth
studies.

Hypotheses of the study
The study attempts to test the following hypotheses:

1. There is a statistically significant difference between the
ratings of EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning quality
on the pre-LPQC and post LPQC favoring lesson planning
quality the post LPQC ratings.

2. There is a statistically significant difference between the
ratings of EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery quality on
the pre-LDQC and post LPQC favoring lesson delivery quality
the post LPQC ratings.

3. There is a positive correlation between EFL prospective
teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery quality.

Definitions of terms

Lesson planning quality in the present study refers to the
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accurate comprehension instructional plan prepared by EFL

prospective teachers in light of certain measurable pedagogical

criteria. In the present study, collaborative team meeting strategy

(CTMS) refers to the cooperative and mutually supportive peer-

learning process in which a group of EFL prospective teachers works

together according to a work protocol to create and implement

high-quality lesson plans during their practicum experience.

3. METHOD
3.1. Participants

The study participants were 18 fourth-year students majoring
in the English language at the Faculty of Education, October 6
University, Egypt. The participants were divided into four groups,
three groups for males and one group for females. While each
male group involved 4 EFL prospective teachers, the female group
involved 6 EFL prospective teachers. Before the intervention, all
the participants’ lesson plans were pre-evaluated by a lesson plan
quality evaluation checklist (LPQC) and their teaching performance
was pre-observed via a teaching performance observation checklist
(LDOC). Ratings of lesson plan pre-evaluation and teaching
performance pre-observation revealed that all the two groups
were equal in terms of their lesson plan quality and teaching
performance.

3.2. Experimentation

The study used a pre-post one-group design. Accordingly,
before the intervention, the participants’ lesson plans were pre-
evaluated by the lesson plan quality checklist (LPQC), and their
lesson delivery was pre-observed by the lesson delivery observation
checklist (LDOC). During the intervention, the participants were
trained on collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) to prepare
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high-quality lesson plans. The training lasted for six sessions during
practicum time. Each session focused on two elements of the
main elements of quality lesson plan two topics, except the third
session. The first session targeted stating learning objectives and
wrap-up activities. The second session tackled teaching techniques
and learning strategies. The third session targeted learning
tasks. The fourth session focused on presentation, practice, and
production. The fifth session demonstrated different techniques of
ILOs Assessment. Finally, the sixth session trained EFL prospective
teachers on some basic technicalities of wrap-up and homework.

3.3. Study instruments
3.3.1. Lesson Plan Quality Checklist (LPQC)

The lesson plan quality checklist (LPQC) was developed to
evaluate EFL prospective teachers’ lesson plan quality. The LPQC
was prepared to achieve two objectives. Firstly, the checklist
was used to pre-evaluate the EFL prospective teachers’ lesson
plan quality to determine the equality and homogeneity of the
participants. Secondly, the checklist was used to post-evaluate EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson plan quality after the intervention
to decide the effect of using collaborative team meeting strategy
(CTMS) on developing the quality of EFL prospective teachers’
lesson plans. The content of the LPQC was prepared in light of the
standers and criteria mentioned in the available related literature
to lesson plan evaluation. The checklist consists of 11 indicators
namely, objectives, warm-up, teaching techniques, learning
strategies, learning tasks, presentation, practice, production, ILOs
assessment, wrap-up, and homework (Appendix: A).

The content validity of the LPQC was determined by a panel
of TEFL experts. Having the LPQC modified in light of the experts’



The Effect of Collaborative Team Meeting Strategy on Developing EFL Prospective

remarks, the final version of the checklist proved valid in terms of
its aim and content. As for the reliability of the LPQC, the test re-
test procedure was used. The LPQC was given to 3 TEFL university
lecturers to rate 6 lesson plans. After ten days, the same raters
were asked to re-evaluate the same 6 lesson plans. The correlation
between the two ratings was calculated. The reliability coefficient
for the checklist was (r = 73). This value means that the test
displayed a reasonable reliability level.

The implementation of the LPQC was two days before the
beginning of the intervention, the LPQC was pre-administered to
evaluate 36lesson plans of participants. Afterthe intervention which
lasted for 6 weeks, the LPQC was post-administered to evaluate 36
lesson plans, two lesson plans for each participant. Gained ratings
were compared and statically treated. The participants’ lesson
plans were rated and scored according to a scale of 5 values. Each
item/indicator was given a rate ranging from 1 point (lowest rate)
to 5 points (highest rate).

3.3.2. Lesson Delivery Observation Checklist (LDOC)

The lesson delivery observation checklist (LDOC) was
developed to pre and post evaluate EFL prospective teachers’
teaching performance/lesson delivery. The LDOC was developed
to achieve two objectives. Firstly, the LDOC was used to pre-
evaluate EFL prospective teachers’ teaching performance quality
to determine the equality and homogeneity of the participants.
Secondly, the LDOC was used to post-evaluate EFL prospective
teachers’ teaching performance/lesson delivery quality after the
intervention to decide the effect of collaborative team meeting
strategy (CTMS) on developing the quality of EFL prospective
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teachers’ teaching performance/ lesson delivery. The content of
the LDOC was prepared in light of the insights gained from the
available literature related to teaching performance evaluation.
The checklist consists of 11 indicators namely, objectives, warm-
up, teaching techniques, learning strategies, learning tasks,
presentation, practice, production, ILOs assessment, wrap-up, and
homework (Appendix: B).

The content validity of the LDOC was determined by a panel
of TEFL experts. In light of the experts’ remarks, necessary
modifications were made such as replacing the domain of warm-
up activities with anchor activities to be more comprehensive. The
final version of LDOC proved valid in terms of its aim and content.
As for the reliability of the LDOC, the test re-test procedure was
used. The researcher and other two trained observers used the
LDOC to evaluate the lesson delivery of 7 EFL prospective teachers
during teaching practicum sessions. The correlation between the
rating scores estimated by the three observers was calculated.
The reliability coefficient for the observation checklist was (r = 79).
The implementation of the LDOC took place two days before the
beginning of the intervention, the LDOC was pre-implemented to
evaluate teaching performance of the participants (n=18). After
the intervention which lasted for 6 weeks, the LDOC was post-run
to evaluate the lesson delivery of the participants who trained on
collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS). Gained ratings were
compared and statically treated. The teaching performance of the
participants was rated and scored according to a scale of 5 values.
Each item/indicator was given a rate ranging from 1 point (lowest
value) to 5 points (highest value).
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3.3.3. The Suggested Collaborative Team Meeting Strategy
(CTMS)

The rationale of the suggested strategy rested on the claim EFL
prospective teachers need more innovative training in collaborative
planning to gain more skills, which in turn improve the quality of
their lesson plans. The main aim of the suggested collaborative team
meeting strategy CTMSisto develop EFL prospective teachers’ lesson
plans and in turn improve their teaching performance. By the end
of the CTMS, EFL prospective teachers who successfully completed
the training will be able to state quality learning objectives, prepare
interesting and engaging warm-up activities, selecting effective
teaching techniques, selecting effective learning strategies,
designing learning tasks, functioning presentation activities,
functioning practice presentation activities, functioning production
activities, suggesting and implementing learners’ ILOs assessment
procedures, prepare and perform wrap-up and lesson closing, and
assigning effective and relevant homework. In accordance with the
11 objectives of the CTMS, its content comprised 6 sessions/topics
where each session was targeted two topics except the third session
and each session lasts for 45 minutes.

The sessions were divided as follows: The first session: stating
learning objectives and wrap-up activities, the second session:
teaching techniques and learning strategies, the third session:
learning tasks and activities, the fourth session: presentation,
practice, and production (PPP), the fifth session: different
techniques of ILOs assessment, and finally, the sixth: basic
technicalities of wrap-up and homework (Appendix: C). CTMS
learning outcomes were subject to be assessed by formative and
summative evaluation procedures (Appendix: D). The weekly
evaluation was a prerequisite to start the new session, the previous
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topic must be evaluated.

Principles underlying the CTMS

1. Positive interdependence.

2. Positive interaction.

Group and individual responsibility.

3. Social trust-building atmosphere.

4. Group periodical assessment.

The procedures of the CTMS:

1.

® N O U0k WD

The team meeting starts with identifying the session main
topic.

The team reflects on the targeted topic.

The team reflects on their actual current experiences.

The team reflects on writes the weak and strong points.

The team watches standard inputs such as Youtube videos.
The team works together to sum up the video’s inputs.

Each member has to present a model of the targeted ILOs.

The team works together to prepare a draft model of the tar-
geted topic.

The team works together to evaluate the model.

10.The team works together to refine the targeted model.

4. RESULTS and DISCIUSSION
Figure: 1. Lesson Planning Quality
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Figure: 1 shows that the percentages of the EFL prospective
teachers’ lesson planning quality is gradually improved and this
improvement is due to applying the CTMS. In other words, CTMS is
positively affected EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning.

Figure: 2. Lesson Delivery Quality

LESSON DELIVERY QUALITY

WEEK WEEK WEEK WEEK WEEK WEEK WEEK
1 2 3 1 5 6 7

Figure: 2 displays that percentage of the EFL prospective
teachers’ lesson delivery is improved, however the improvement is
not systematic. In other words, CTMS causes moderately positive
affect on EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery.

Figure: 3. Lesson Planning Quality (LPQ) and Lesson Delivery
Quality (LDQ)
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Figure: 3 reveals that percentage of improvement of the EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson delivery and lesson delivery seems to
be were moderately positive correlated. Roughly, there is a positive
relationship between the improvement of the EFL prospective
teachers’ lesson delivery and lesson delivery, however it is not one-
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to-one-correspondence relationship.
4.1. Results: Lesson Planning Quality Checklist (LPQC)

Figure: 4. Lesson planning elements grade weight
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Figure: 4 shows the weight percentages of the main 11 elements
of quality lesson planning. Stating learning objective was given 20%
because it is considered a core sub-skill of lesson planning skill. By
the same token, the weight of learning tasks was 20%. While three
sub-skills were given 10% each, six sub-skills were given 5%.

Figure: 5. Lesson planning elements ratings/pre & post LPQC
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Figure: 5 displays the percentages of EFL prospective teachers’
on each items of the pre and post lesson planning quality check-
list (LPQC). As seen, there are differences between EFL prospective
teachers’ percentages on the pre and post lesson delivery quality
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checklist (LPQC) favoring their percentages on the post (LPQC). How-

ever the significance of such difference is to be explained in table 2.

Figure: 6. Lesson planning collective ratings/pre & post LPQC
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Table. 1. Lesson planning rate percentages

Elements Max. Pre Assessment Post Assessment
Score
Score Max Obtained % Score Max. Obtained %
M. M. M. M.

Objectives 360 155 20 8.6 43 263 20 16.4 73
Warm-up 90 38 5 2.1 42.2 60 5 3.7 66.6
Teaching 90
Techniques 32 5 1.7 35.5 70 5 4.4 77.7
Learning Strategies 90 40 5 2.2 44.4 67 5 4.1 74.4
Learning Tasks 360 165 20 9.2 45.8 260 20 16.2 72.2
Presentation 180 97 10 5.4 53.8 131 10 8.1 72.7
Practice 180 114 10 6.3 63.3 126 10 7.9 70
Production 180 103 10 5.7 57.2 127 10 7.9 70.5
ILOs Assessment 90 32 5 1.8 35.5 73 5 4.4 81.1
Wrap-up 90 39 5 2.2 433 64 5 3.9 71.1
Homework 90 38 5 2.1 422 63 5 3.9 70
Total 1800 853 100 47.4 47.4 1304 100 72.4 72.4

Table.2 Black effect size of CTTS on developing lesson planning

quality
Test Score Pre-Mean Post-Mean MGR Significance
1800 47.4 72.4 1.9 Accepted: above 1.2
2020 peSTadadl  ially pwsludl doeall
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Black Modified Gain Ratio MGR =+ =1.9

As shown in Table 2, the effective size of the suggested CTTS on
developing EFL perspective teachers’ lesson planning quality was
acceptable since Black’s modified gain ratio was (1.9) which is higher
than the acceptance level (1.2). Accordingly, the first hypothesis was
accepted as it was stated: There is a statistically significant difference
between the ratings of EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning
quality on the pre-LPQC and post LPQC favoring lesson planning
quality on the post LPQC ratings. This result is possibly interpreted in
light of a set of rationale. The suggested collaborative team meeting
strategies were grounded in a solid theoretical background which,
in turn, increases its effectiveness. The orientation session helped
the participants understand the strategy as their roles were well
identified. The content of the CTTS could meet the actual needs
of EFL prospective teachers. The training inputs were interesting
since model lesson plans were presented through Youtube videos.
Each team member has a specific duty and group mission. Working
together as a team motivated the participants to interact freely
making good use of the friendly and stress-free environment.
Generally, this finding goes in line with Mow (2010) who reports that
collaborative learning affects positively learners’ performance.

4.2. Results Related to Lesson Delivery Quality Checklist
(LbQC)
Figure.7. Lesson delivery elements grade weight
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Figure: 7 shows the weight percentages of the main 11
elements of quality lesson delivery. As seen the sub-skill indicators
are similar to those of lesson planning quality, however, they have
different weights. Almost all the indicators have the same weight
(10%) except the indicators 9 and 11. Weights were estimated in
light of importance and in-class working time.
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Figure.8. Lesson Delivery Elements Ratings/pre & post-LDQC.
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Figure: 8 displays the percentages of EFL prospective teachers’
on each item of the pre and post-lesson delivery quality checklist
(LDQC). As seen, there are differences between EFL prospective
teachers’ percentages on the pre and post-lesson delivery quality
checklist (LDQC) favoring their percentages on the post (LDQC).
However, the significance of such difference is subject to be
explained in table 2.

Figure: 9. Lesson delivery collective ratings/pre & post CTTS
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Figure: 9 displays the collective percentages of EFL prospective
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teachers’ on the all items of the pre and post lesson delivery qual-
ity checklist (LDQC). As shown, there are differences between EFL
prospective teachers’ collective percentages on the pre and post
lesson delivery quality checklist (LPQC) favoring their percentages
on the post (LDQC). However the significance of such difference is
to be explained in the upcoming table3.

Table. 3. Lesson delivery rate percentages

Elements Max. Pre Assessment Post Assessment
Score
Score Max Obtained % Score Max. Obtained %
M. M. M. M.

Objectives 180 51 10 33 28.3% 263 10 7.6 75.6%
Warm-up 180 36 10 2.2 20% 60 10 2.2 72%
Teaching Techniques 49.

180 89 10 53 0% 70 10 5.8 58.3%
Learning Strategies 180 74 10 4.3 41.1% 67 10 6.9 69.4%
Learning Tasks 180 89 10 5.2 49.4% 260 10 7.1 71.1%
Presentation 180 79 10 4.6 43.9% 131 10 6.3 62.8%
Practice 180 70 10 4.1 38.9% 126 10 6.4 64.4%
Production 180 72 10 4.3 40% 127 10 7.4 74%
ILOs Assessment 90 38 5 2.2 42.2% 73 5 3.7 74.4%
Wrap-up 180 65 10 3.9 36.1% 64 10 7.4 73.9%
Homework 90 42 5 24 46.6% 63 5 3.7 74.4%
Total 1800 705 100 39.1 39.1% 1304 100 69.6 69.6%

Table. 4 Statistically significant difference between pre and post
LDQC (t-test)

Administration N m P t
Pre 18 39.1 0.05198 0.5754*
Post 18 69.6

As shown in Table 4, the p-value is 0.05198, and the t value
is 0.5754 meaning that the CTTS was effective for developing
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EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery quality as measured by
the pre-LDQC and post LPQC favoring their performance on the
post LPQC. Thus, the second hypothesis was accepted as it was
stated: there is statistically significant differences between the
ratings of the EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery quality on
the pre-LDQC and post LPQC favoring their performance on the
post LPQC. This result is partially rendered to the positive effect
of the CTTS since its content could meet the actual needs of EFL
prospective teachers. The training inputs were interesting because
of the videos and the attendance of the researcher who acted as
a coach. Working together as a team motivated the participants
to interact freely making good use of the friendly and stress-
free environment. Generally, this finding goes in line with Burton
(2015) who reports that effective collaborative practices enhance
teachers’ pedagogical skills.

Table 4. Lesson plan and lesson delivery quality correlation

Spearman’s Rank r Sig.
Correlation

Lesson Plan

Quality .54 Moderate  Positive
Lesson  Delivery Correlation
Quality

Table 4 demonstrates the correlation coefficient between the
participants ‘mean scores of the lesson planning quality (m=72.4) on
the post LPOC and their mean scores of the lesson delivery quality
(m=69.6) on the post LDOC is r = .54 on Spearman’s Correlation
Rank. Accordingly, there is moderately positive correlation between
EFL prospective teachers’ lesson plan and lesson delivery quality.
This result supports accepting the third hypothesis with slight
modification to be stated as follows: There is a moderate positive
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correlation between EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning and
lesson delivery quality.

This finding reveals that there is a moderately positive
correlation between EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning
and lesson delivery quality goes in line with Stein et al (2003) who
put it clearly that lesson planning can tell more about classroom
instruction. Meyen and Greer (2009) provide evidence for the
correlated relationship between lesson planning and teaching
quality in terms of student achievement and instructional behavior.
Clearly stating, Dorovolomo, Phan, and Maebuta (2016) report that
there is a positive relationship between quality of lesson planning
and quality of delivery, r = .42.

On the contrary, Ward (2006) remarks that the impact of
lesson planning quality on lesson delivery remains unclear. Such
uncertainty is re-stated by Praetorius et al. (2018) who mention
that the relationship between teachers’ lesson planning and their
actual performanceinclass hardly correspondsto each other. Inlight
of the controversial state of affairs, this result provides moderate
positive evidence on the correlation between EFL prospective
teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery quality. However,
this finding does not mean that EFL prospective teachers will make
automatic transitions from lesson planning to lesson delivery. On
the other hand, it is possible for teachers who used average lesson
plans but could implement them effectively. It is likely that there
were other variables beyond the scope of the current study would
influence such finding. They must be equipped with necessary
skills not only in lesson planning but in its implementation in real
classes (Tsangaridou, 2008). 5. 5.CONCLUSION

The present study investigated the effect of a suggested
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collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS) on developing EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery quality.
The recruited participants (n=18) were two intact EFL fourth-year
practicum groups. A pre-post lesson planning quality checklist
and a lesson delivery quality observation checklist were designed
and implemented. The intervention training was a suggested
collaborative team meeting strategy (CTMS). Procedurally, before
theintervention, the quality of the participants’ lesson planning and
lesson delivery quality were pre-assessed. The participants were
trained on the CTMS. While and after the intervention participants’
lesson planning and lesson delivery quality were pre-assessed.

The study findings revealed that using the CTTS improved EFL
prospective teachers’ lesson planning. Similarly, using the CTTS
improved EFL prospective teachers’ lesson delivery. These findings
are supported by Mow (2010) and Burton (2015) who report that
collaborative learning affects positively learners’ performance and
effective collaborative practices enhance teachers’ pedagogical
skills. Another finding was that there was a moderate positive
correlation between the EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning
quality and lesson delivery quality. Furthermore, the present study
revealed that there is a moderately positive correlation between
EFL prospective teachers’ lesson planning and lesson delivery
quality. Ward (2006) and Praetorius et al. (2018) were against this
finding claiming that the relationship between teachers’ lesson
planning and lesson planning hardly corresponds to each other.
On the contrary, Dorovolomo, Phan, and Maebuta (2016) support
this finding reporting that there is a positive relationship between
quality of lesson planning and quality of delivery, r = .42.

However, this finding does not mean that EFL prospective
teachers will make an automatic transition from lesson planning to
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lesson delivery. On the other hand, it is possible for teachers who
used average lesson plans but could implement them effectively.
It is likely that there were other variables beyond the scope of the
current study that would influence such findings. They must be
equipped with necessary skills not only in lesson planning but in its
implementation in real classes (Tsangaridou, 2008).

In light of the study findings, it is recommended that more
practical sessions should be devoted to lesson planning and has
to be dealt with as a practical skill. It should be an integral part
of TEFL courses in EFL preparation programs. Short-term training
courses are effective in developing EFL prospective teachers’
pedagogical skills including lesson planning and lesson delivery.
Collaborative work must be the main training technique in
practicum. Moreover, EFL prospective teachers are not empty
vessels to be filled up by a sole expert, but they have valuable
inputs into the lesson planning and delivery processes when
they work together. Thus, collaborative lesson planning should
be generalized in practicum

Finally, more research is required to investigate other variables
that may positively affect lesson planning quality and teaching
performance of EFL prospective teachers. More research is required
to investigate the effect of coupling collaborative lesson planning
and co-teaching.

The scope of the current study is limited to the operational
definitions of the key terms and variables which are partially
restricted to the study scope. Findings generalization is not
possible since the study sample is rather small. The participants
did their best because the researcher was their supervisor in
practicum. The gender difference was disregarded in this study.
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The participants were practicing their practicum in private schools
where the academic facilities were more advanced than those in
the governmental public school.
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