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Abstract
English is one of the most used languages in the world; however, in ESL classes, more time is given to grammar than to communication. This has led to a situation where ESL students know how to speak and write in English grammatically but cannot apply their knowledge in real-life situations. This study was conducted to solve this problem by designing a new ESL curriculum that emphasizes communication.
A mixed-methods, quasi-experimental design was employed with two groups of university students: an experimental group receiving instruction through communicative tasks and performance-based assessment, and a control group following a traditional approach. Data were collected through pre- and post-tests, questionnaires, interviews, and classroom observations. 
The results indicate that the experimental group achieved significantly greater improvement in communicative competence, particularly in fluency and interaction. Qualitative findings also reveal increased learner confidence and engagement.
The study demonstrates that in ESL education, there is a need to transform from a test-based approach to a more student-centered approach in which learning is emphasized. This can be helpful in improving student learning in English and preparing them for an international environment.
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1. Introduction
Today’s global world is increasingly connected through technology and other means, and English is used in education, business, science, and technology. Because people from different cultures interact more than ever, speaking English fluently and effectively is no longer just a school subject—it is a vital skill needed to succeed in college and get a job. Because of this, universities around the world focus heavily on English language programs like English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Their goal is to prepare students to communicate in real life. However, there is still a big gap between what these courses promise to teach and what actually happens inside the classroom.

Modern language education aims to help students build real communication skills. This means being able to use English smoothly and correctly in real-life situations (Usmonova, 2024). Yet, many English classrooms today still focus too much on grammar rules and memorizing word lists. These traditional teaching methods assume that if a student understands grammar rules, they will automatically be able to speak the language well. Recent studies show that this idea is wrong. To communicate well in real life, students need active practice, natural conversations, and a deep understanding of context. They cannot learn these skills through passive grammar drills (Usmonova, 2024).
This problem also shows up in the way students are tested. Traditional tests often use multiple-choice questions or fill-in-the-blank grammar tasks. While these tests are easy for teachers to grade, they only measure isolated grammar knowledge. They do not show whether a student can actually use the language to communicate in real-life situations (Panayides et al., 2025). Because of this, an odd problem happens: students get high scores on grammar tests, but they feel highly anxious, lack confidence, and freeze up when they try to speak English in real life.
To fix these issues, modern language experts suggest moving toward teaching methods that focus on communication and practical tasks (Get ready to mingle!, 2026). These methods use real-world, interactive activities—like group discussions, role-plays, problem-solving tasks, and practical writing exercises. These activities force students to practice real communication in English (Usmonova, 2024). However, even when teachers agree with these ideas, they often do not use them consistently. A major reason for this failure is that schools do not match their course goals (what is taught) with their teaching methods (how it is taught) and their tests (how it is graded) (Nikula et al., 2026).
Many global studies look at communicative teaching and real-world testing as separate ideas. There is little research on how to combine them into one system within a university course. This is a huge problem in developing education systems like Vietnam, which face fixed government rules, large classes, and traditional grammar tests. Because of this, simply copying Western teaching models does not work well.
This study fills this gap by testing a unique, fully aligned model for university English courses. What makes this framework new is that it directly connects three things: course goals, daily interactive tasks, and real-world tests. By showing how to match these parts to improve fluency, accuracy, coherence, and interaction, this paper goes beyond basic theory. It provides a practical blueprint to help universities overcome local challenges and build real-world communication skills.
The study is based on a quasi-experimental method, where one group of students is exposed to communicative learning and assessment, and another group is exposed to traditional methods. The study is based on learning outcomes and learning experiences.
The research for this study is informed by the following research questions:
1. To what extent does the integration of communicative activities and authentic assessment enhance the development of communicative competence in learners compared to the traditional approach?
2. What aspects of communicative competence develop best?
3. How do learners perceive the value of communicative activities and authentic assessment in terms of engagement, confidence, and learning effectiveness?
4. What differences can be observed in terms of interaction and participation in the classroom between the two approaches?
The purpose of answering these questions is to demonstrate how better alignment between teaching and assessment can lead to more effective communication for students in the English language. It also provides some practical suggestions for designing ESL courses that can effectively prepare learners for real-life communication.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Communicative Competence in Language Education
The concept of communicative competence has been the central idea in all the recent methods of language teaching. Communicative competence, first introduced by Dell Hymes in 1972, extends the concept of grammatical competence and means the ability to communicate in appropriate social contexts. But this concept has also been further developed by Michael Canale and Merrill Swain (1980) into the following elements: grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic competence. These elements also reveal the fact that communication does not only involve the use of correct language but also the ability to make sense out of the communication.
Though this framework has been largely accepted at a theoretical level, its practical application has been mixed at best. Many researchers have noted that the move to communicative language teaching (CLT) has been largely superficial and that form-focused instruction remains the norm (Jack C. Richards, 2006). In other words, communicative competence is largely an abstract concept and not yet a "operationalized" form of instruction.
Futhermore, recent studies show that while many schools state in their course descriptions that they want to teach communication skills, their actual classrooms tell a different story. Teachers still spend most of their time lecturing and focusing strictly on grammar rules (Usmonova, 2024). Because of this, communication skills are often treated as a nice theory on paper rather than a daily practice, leaving students unprepared for the real world.
2.2. Limitations of Traditional ESL Pedagogy
The conventional approach to ESL teaching has traditionally emphasized the importance of grammar teaching and vocabulary memorizing. Though such methods can be helpful for the acquisition of language knowledge, they have been accused of failing to encourage the use of language. In this regard, it has been argued by Claire Kramsch (1993) that language use cannot be separated from its contexts, and it cannot be developed without social interactions.
In addition to this, it has been observed that conventional methods assume a linear relationship between knowledge and use. This implies that if students are aware of the grammatical rules of a language, then they will be able to use it as well. However, it has been seen through research that this is not always true, and this has been identified as one of the primary flaws of form-focused methods, as it does not allow students to deal with the unexpected nature of communication. While these methods help students remember how the language works, actual research shows they do not help students speak naturally or spontaneously. Modern research in language learning confirms that language cannot be separated from real-life situations. Language skills are social by nature, meaning students can only truly build them by talking to others and working together to communicate (Getenet et al., 2026).
2.3. Assessment Practices and Issues of Validity
Assessment is one of the most important aspects in the development of teaching and learning. In many ESL environments, the assessment procedures continue to follow the conventional modes of teaching. Discrete point tests, such as multiple-choice questions and gap-fillings, are popularly used because they are easy and reliable. Nevertheless, these tests assess knowledge in isolated areas, not communicative ability (Lyle F. Bachman, 1990).
From a validity perspective, this poses some interesting concerns. If the aim of language learning is to promote communicative competence, then surely assessment must focus on the learner’s ability to communicate. It has been stated by J. Charles Alderson (2005) that “if there is a poor match between learning goals and assessment strategies, then the potential impact of the entire curriculum can be seriously damaged.” In this light, perhaps assessment strategies are not only measuring what really matters but are also leading teachers to focus on test preparation rather than promoting communicative competence.
Recent research warns that when a course aims to teach communication but uses basic grammar tests to grade students, it harms the quality of the whole educational program (Nikula et al., 2026).
2.4. Authentic Learning and Authentic Assessment
In response to the limitations of these traditional  methods, there is increasing interest in the development of authentic learning and authentic assessment. This approach is based on the use of tasks that are similar to real-life communication, such as problem-solving tasks and group discussions. As noted by Grant Wiggins (1998), authentic assessment is based on the learners’ ability to use their knowledge rather than their ability to recall the knowledge. Real-world testing measures a student's active ability to use all their language skills to achieve a practical goal, rather than their passive ability to repeat facts from a textbook (Panayides et al., 2025).
Authentic assessment is also believed to improve learner engagement and is effective for real-life communication. However, as noted earlier, the application of authentic assessment is challenging due to various limitations and constraints. For instance, most institutions are still using traditional methods of testing due to time and resource constraints. As such, authentic assessment is used in a limited manner to improve its effectiveness.
2.5. Synthesis and Research Gap
Previous research shows that while communication is the main goal of language learning, traditional classes and grammar tests fail to achieve it. Real-world tasks and practical testing work better, but schools rarely use them consistently.

The biggest gap in current research is the lack of connection between course goals, teaching methods, and testing. While Western studies look at these parts separately, very little research shows how to combine them into one system within Asian universities. This study fills that gap by testing a fully combined system. Instead of just suggesting communication tasks, this research proves how connecting goals, lessons, and tests directly improves student skills. To show this relationship, the framework is detailed below in Figure 1.
Figure 1
Alignment of curriculum, instructional practices, and assessment for the development of communicative competence
[image: ]
Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework that underpins this study, highlighting the need for alignment among curriculum design, instructional practices, and assessment in fostering communicative competence. At its core, the framework focuses on four key dimensions: fluency, accuracy, coherence, and interaction. It illustrates how curriculum objectives centered on real-world communication can be translated into classroom practice through communicative teaching strategies, including interactive tasks and problem-solving activities. These practices are further reinforced by authentic assessment approaches that measure learners’ ability to use language in meaningful contexts. Overall, the framework suggests that learning is most effective when these elements are constructively aligned, resulting in greater student engagement and a stronger ability to apply language skills in real-life situations.
3. Methodology
3.1. Research Design
	This study employs a mixed-methods research design to investigate the impact of integrating communicative activities with authentic assessment within an ESL curriculum. By combining quantitative and qualitative approaches, the study aims to provide a more comprehensive understanding of both students’ learning outcomes and their classroom experiences.
More specifically, a quasi-experimental design is used, comparing a control group that receives traditional instruction with an experimental group that engages in a redesigned curriculum incorporating communicative tasks and authentic assessment practices. Quantitative data are collected to assess changes in students’ communicative competence, while qualitative data offer deeper insights into learners’ perspectives and the dynamics of classroom implementation. This approach is well suited to evaluating not only the effectiveness of the intervention but also how it is carried out in practice.
3.2. Participants
	The study involves approximately 52 undergraduate students enrolled in an English course at a university. All participants are classified as having an intermediate level of English proficiency, based on institutional placement test results.
The students are divided into two groups. The control group (n = 26) follows a traditional instructional approach that emphasizes grammar and vocabulary, along with conventional assessment methods. In contrast, the experimental group (n = 26) is taught through a redesigned approach that incorporates communicative activities and authentic assessment tasks.
The demographic characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Participant Demographics
	Group
	N
	Gender (M/F)
	Mean Age
	English Level

	Experimental
	26
	12 / 14
	20.1
	Intermediate

	Control
	26
	11 / 15
	20.3
	Intermediate

	Total
	52
	23 / 29
	20.2
	Intermediate


* Note. M = Male; F = Female.
All participants share comparable educational backgrounds and have studied English for a minimum of six years. Their involvement in the study is entirely voluntary, and ethical standards are carefully upheld, including the use of informed consent and the protection of participant confidentiality.
3.3. Instruments
	To obtain a comprehensive set of data, the study employs multiple data collection instruments:
 Pre-test and Post-test
Standardized speaking and writing assessments are administered before and after the intervention to evaluate changes in students’ communicative competence. These tests are designed to reflect real-world communication tasks, such as expressing opinions, describing situations, and composing emails or brief reports.
 Assessment Rubrics
Analytic rubrics are developed to assess students’ performance in authentic tasks. They focus on key dimensions of communicative competence, including fluency, coherence, appropriateness, and task achievement.
 Questionnaires
Structured questionnaires are distributed to students in the experimental group to explore their perceptions of the learning activities and assessment approaches. The instruments include both Likert-scale items and open-ended questions.
Classroom Observations
Classroom observations are conducted to document instructional practices, levels of student engagement, and patterns of interaction. Observation checklists are used to maintain consistency across sessions.
Interviews
Semi-structured interviews are carried out with a selected group of students and the instructor to gain deeper insights into their experiences, as well as the challenges encountered during the implementation of the redesigned curriculum.
3.4. Procedures
The study was carried out over a 10-week period and followed five main stages. Initially, a redesigned curriculum integrating communicative activities and authentic assessment was developed, and all research instruments were designed and pilot-tested. Pre-tests were then administered to both groups to determine baseline proficiency levels.
During the intervention, the control group received traditional instruction emphasizing grammar and vocabulary, whereas the experimental group participated in communicative activities, including discussions, role-plays, and problem-solving tasks, supported by authentic assessment. This phase was followed by post-testing to assess learning outcomes.
Subsequently, quantitative data from test scores were analyzed using paired and independent samples t-tests, while qualitative data from questionnaires, observations, and interviews were examined thematically to explore student engagement, perceptions, and communicative development.
 						 4. Results
4.1. Overview of Findings
	This section reports the findings of the study, with particular attention to the effects of integrating communicative activities and authentic assessment on students’ communicative competence. The results are presented in two parts: (1) quantitative findings based on pre-test and post-test scores, and (2) qualitative findings derived from questionnaires, interviews, and classroom observations.
4.2. Quantitative Results
4.2.1. Pre-test and Post-test Comparison
	Table 2 summarizes the mean scores and standard deviations for both the experimental and control groups in the pre-test and post-test.
Table 2
Pre-test and Post-test Scores of Experimental and Control Groups
	Group
	Test
	Mean
	SD
	Gain

	Experimental
	Pre-test
	5.8
	0.72
	—

	
	Post-test
	7.6
	0.65
	+1.8

	Control
	Pre-test
	5.9
	0.75
	—

	
	Post-test
	6.4
	0.70
	+0.5


* Note. Gain = difference between post-test and pre-test scores.
The differences between pre-test and post-test scores are visually illustrated in Figure 2.
Figure 2
Pre-test and post-test comparison between experimental and control groups.

The findings indicate that both groups began the study with comparable levels of communicative competence. Following the intervention, however, the experimental group showed a marked improvement, increasing from 5.8 to 7.6, whereas the control group exhibited only a slight gain, rising from 5.9 to 6.4. These results suggest that the integration of communicative activities and authentic assessment had a more pronounced positive impact on students’ performance.
4.2.2. Statistical Significance
	To examine whether the differences observed were meaningful rather than due to chance, both paired-sample and independent-sample t-tests were applied. The outcomes of these analyses are summarized in Table 3.
Table 3
Results of t-tests for Pre-test and Post-test Comparisons
	Comparison
	t-value
	p-value
	Interpretation

	Experimental (Pre-test vs Post-test)
	8.45
	< .001
	Highly significant

	Control (Pre-test vs Post-test)
	2.10
	< .05
	Slightly significant

	Post-test (Experimental vs Control)
	5.72
	< .001
	Highly significant



* Note. Statistical significance set at p < .05.
The results show that the experimental group improved to a much greater extent, with a highly significant difference (p < .001). In contrast, the control group made only a modest gain, although this change is still statistically significant (p < .05). In addition, the post-test comparison between the two groups reveals a significant difference, which supports the effectiveness of the intervention.
4.3. Performance by Communicative Criteria
	To gain a clearer understanding of students’ progress, their performance was assessed using specific criteria, including fluency, accuracy, coherence, and interaction. A detailed summary of results across these communicative aspects is presented in Table 4.
Table 4. 
Mean Scores by Communicative Competence Criteria (Experimental Group)
	Criteria
	Pre-test
	Post-test
	Improvement

	Fluency
	5.6
	7.8
	+2.2

	Accuracy
	6.0
	7.2
	+1.2

	Coherence
	5.7
	7.5
	+1.8

	Interaction
	5.5
	7.9
	+2.4



* Note. Scores are based on analytic rubric ratings (scale 1–10).
The changes across communicative competence criteria from pre-test to post-test are illustrated in Figure 3.
Figure 3. 
Changes in communicative competence criteria from pre-test to post-test.


The most noticeable gains are in interaction and fluency, indicating that the communicative activities were especially effective in helping students participate more naturally in real-time communication. While improvements in coherence and accuracy are also present, they are slightly less pronounced. This suggests that the intervention not only strengthened students’ ability to communicate but also supported their overall language development.
4.4. Qualitative Results
4.4.1. Questionnaire Findings
	The questionnaire results show that most students in the experimental group had positive responses to the new approach. A summary of their perceptions is provided in Table 5.
Table 5
Student Perceptions of Communicative Tasks and Authentic Assessment
	Statement
	Agreement (%)

	Increased confidence in speaking English
	85%

	Tasks are more engaging than traditional methods
	82%

	Assessment reflects real communicative ability
	78%

	Improved readiness for real-world communication
	80%



* Note. Percentages represent students who selected “Agree” or “Strongly Agree.”
These results suggest that authentic activities do more than improve performance; they also boost students’ motivation and confidence, both of which play a crucial role in successful language learning.
4.4.2. Interview Insights
	The semi-structured interviews offered a deeper understanding of students’ experiences, revealing several key themes. 
· Students appreciated the practical relevance of tasks (e.g., writing emails, participating in discussions). 
· Many reported feeling more prepared for real-life communication. 
· Some students initially found the tasks challenging but gradually became more comfortable. 
These responses suggest that although authentic tasks can take some time for students to get used to, they ultimately promote meaningful learning and help develop practical language skills.
4.4.3. Classroom Observations
	Classroom observations revealed notable differences between the two groups:
•	The experimental group demonstrated higher levels of participation and interaction. 
•	Students were more willing to express ideas and engage in discussions. 
•	The control group showed more passive learning behaviors, focusing mainly on completing exercises. 
These observations align with the quantitative results, emphasizing the important role of communicative activities in fostering active learning and increasing student engagement.
4.5. 	Summary of Results
Overall, the findings suggest that incorporating communicative activities and authentic assessment into the ESL curriculum leads to clear improvements in students’ communicative competence. The experimental group not only achieved higher test scores than the control group but also showed greater confidence, stronger engagement, and a better ability to use language in real-life situations. These results offer strong support for the value of aligning teaching practices with authentic assessment approaches.
5. Discussion
5.1. Overview of Key Findings
	The results of this study show that integrating communicative activities with authentic assessment has a clear positive effect on students’ communicative competence. Compared to the control group, the experimental group made greater overall progress, especially in fluency and interaction. In addition, the qualitative findings point to higher levels of confidence, stronger engagement, and a greater sense of relevance in the learning tasks. Taken together, these results suggest that designing instruction around real-world communication needs can improve both students’ language performance and their overall learning experience.
5.2. Alignment with Communicative Competence Theory
	The findings of this study provide strong support for the concept of communicative competence first introduced by Dell Hymes (1972) and later expanded by Michael Canale and Merrill Swain (1980). The noticeable progress in learners’ fluency, coherence, and ability to interact suggests that they were not just learning grammatical rules, but were becoming more capable of using the language in real-life situations. This reinforces the idea that communicative competence is made up of several interconnected elements and cannot be fully achieved through a sole focus on form.
In addition, the clear improvement in interactional skills underlines how important it is to give learners chances to communicate meaningfully. This aligns with the perspective of Claire Kramsch (1993), who emphasizes the social and contextual nature of language learning. Through engaging in authentic tasks, learners were able to negotiate meaning, respond to real communicative needs, and gradually build their awareness of how language is used in different contexts.
5.3. Implications for ESL Pedagogy
	The findings also highlight several limitations of traditional ESL teaching methods. As suggested in earlier research, form-focused instruction often assumes that grammatical knowledge will automatically translate into communicative ability. However, the relatively modest progress observed in the control group indicates that this is not always the case in practice. This supports the view of Jack C. Richards (2006), who argues that traditional approaches alone may not be sufficient for developing real-world communication skills.

In contrast, the stronger results achieved by the experimental group point to the effectiveness of communicative language teaching (CLT), particularly when combined with authentic tasks. Engaging in activities that reflect real-life situations appears to encourage greater participation and more meaningful use of language. Interestingly, the improvement in both fluency and accuracy suggests that communicative approaches do not come at the expense of linguistic development; instead, they seem to support it in a more integrated and balanced way.
5.4. The Role of Authentic Assessment
	A key contribution of this study is its focus on authentic assessment and how it influences learning. The results make it clear that assessment is not just a way to measure outcomes—it also shapes the way students approach learning itself. As Lyle F. Bachman (1990) points out, an assessment is only truly valid if it reflects how language is used in real-life situations. In this study, performance-based tasks seemed to capture students’ communicative abilities more effectively than traditional tests, which often focus more on isolated knowledge.
Students’ reactions further support this point. Many of them appeared more engaged and confident when they were given opportunities to demonstrate what they could actually do with the language. This idea is consistent with Grant Wiggins (1998), who emphasizes the importance of meaningful assessment that goes beyond memorization. That said, applying this type of assessment is not without difficulties. It often demands more time, careful planning, and proper training for teachers. Because of these practical constraints, its use in everyday classrooms may still be somewhat limited, even though its benefits are quite clear.
5.5. Addressing the Curriculum–Assessment Gap
	A recurring concern in the literature is the gap between what a curriculum is designed to achieve and how students are actually assessed. J. Charles Alderson (2005) highlights this issue, and the findings of this study seem to confirm it. At the same time, they also suggest a practical way to address the problem. When communicative activities were combined with authentic assessment, the revised curriculum appeared to bring learning objectives and evaluation practices into closer alignment.
Even so, alignment by itself does not guarantee success. For this approach to work effectively, it needs careful planning, clear and transparent assessment criteria, and ongoing support for teachers. Without these conditions in place, communicative methods may be applied unevenly or only at a surface level, which can reduce their overall impact.
5.6. Critical Reflection and Limitations
	Although the findings are encouraging, a number of limitations need to be taken into account. To begin with, the intervention was carried out over a relatively short period of time, which makes it difficult to determine whether the observed improvements would be sustained in the long run. In addition, the study involved a fairly specific group of university students, so the results may not easily apply to other contexts or learner populations. It is also worth noting that the success of the intervention likely depended, at least in part, on the teacher’s experience and the particular classroom environment, meaning that similar approaches could produce different outcomes elsewhere.
Another point to consider is that, while the study highlights the value of authentic assessment, it does not fully address some of the practical challenges teachers face. Issues such as large class sizes, institutional expectations, and the pressure of standardized testing can make it difficult to implement communicative approaches consistently. These constraints remain important obstacles and help explain why such methods are not always widely adopted in practice.
5.7. Implications for Future Research
	Future research could usefully look at the longer-term effects of combining communicative activities with authentic assessment, especially across a wider range of educational settings. It would also be helpful to explore how teachers can be better supported in applying these approaches in their own classrooms, particularly in contexts where resources are limited. In addition, including learners from different backgrounds and proficiency levels could offer a broader view of how well this framework works in practice.
Taken together, this study adds to the growing body of research that supports the use of communicative teaching alongside authentic assessment in ESL education. By considering not only the strengths but also the challenges of this approach, it offers a more balanced perspective on how language programs can be designed to better equip learners for communication beyond the classroom.
6. Conclusion
6.1. Conclusion 
	This study set out to explore whether combining communicative activities with authentic forms of assessment could improve learners’ communicative competence in ESL settings. The findings suggest that when teaching is closely connected to real-world communication, students tend to show noticeable progress, particularly in terms of fluency, interaction, and their overall ability to use the language effectively.
At the same time, the results draw attention to a gap that still exists in many ESL programs. Although communicative competence is often emphasized in curriculum goals, classroom practices do not always reflect this priority. More traditional methods of teaching and assessment remain quite common, and this can make it harder for learners to turn what they know about the language into actual communication. In contrast, the curriculum used in this study shows that when teaching and assessment are more carefully aligned, students are better able to use language in realistic situations.

The study also highlights the need to move beyond approaches that focus mainly on grammar and isolated forms. A more balanced approach—one that brings together language use, context, and interaction—seems to be more effective. Tasks that reflect real-life communication not only help students develop their skills but also appear to increase their confidence, motivation, and level of engagement. Taken together, these findings suggest that language teaching is most effective when it focuses on meaningful communication rather than treating language as a set of separate rules to be learned.
6.2. Policy Implications
	The findings of this study have several implications for language education, particularly in terms of policy, curriculum design, and classroom practice.
At the curriculum level, the results point to the need for closer alignment between learning goals, teaching approaches, and assessment. It is not enough for programs to simply state that communicative competence is the objective; this aim needs to be clearly reflected in how lessons are designed and how students are evaluated. In this sense, authentic tasks should not be treated as optional add-ons, but rather as a central part of the curriculum.
From an assessment perspective, the study also raises questions about the continued reliance on traditional testing formats. While standardized tests are convenient and allow for easy comparison, they do not always capture how well learners can actually use language in real-life situations. For this reason, there is a strong case for incorporating more performance-based and authentic forms of assessment that provide a fuller picture of students’ communicative abilities.
Teacher development is another key area to consider. The success of communicative and authentic approaches depends heavily on how well they are implemented in the classroom. This means teachers need appropriate training and ongoing support, particularly in designing meaningful tasks, applying suitable assessment criteria, and managing interactive learning environments. Without this kind of preparation, even well-designed programs may fall short in practice.
At the same time, practical constraints at the institutional level cannot be overlooked. Large class sizes, limited teaching time, and restricted resources can all make it difficult to apply these approaches consistently. Institutions therefore need to create conditions that allow for flexibility and innovation, while still maintaining academic standards.
Finally, at the policy level, there is a need to move toward a more balanced view of language assessment—one that values not only grammatical accuracy but also the ability to communicate effectively. This may involve rethinking existing assessment systems so that they better reflect the kinds of language skills learners actually need outside the classroom.
6.3. Final Remarks
	In closing, this study highlights the ongoing need to connect classroom learning more closely with the way language is used beyond academic settings. The results indicate that combining communicative activities with authentic assessment can have a real impact on how effectively learners develop their language abilities. Beyond its theoretical contribution, the study also offers some practical insights that may help improve current approaches to ESL teaching.
Going forward, meaningful improvement will require consistent effort across different areas, from curriculum planning to classroom implementation and broader educational policy. A more coordinated approach in these areas can better equip learners with the skills they need to communicate confidently in an increasingly interconnected world.
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Notes
1 ESL refers to learners studying English in non-English-speaking contexts; communicative competence includes fluency, accuracy, coherence, and interaction (based on Dell Hymes; Michael Canale & Merrill Swain).
2 The study was conducted over a 10-week period with voluntary participation and ensured confidentiality.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Sample Communicative Tasks Used in the Experimental Group
Task 1: Group Discussion
Topic: The impact of social media on communication.
Students discuss in groups and respond to peers’ ideas.

Task 2: Role-play Activity
Students perform real-life situations such as job interviews, customer service, or travel scenarios.

Task 3: Problem-solving Task
Students propose solutions to issues (e.g., reducing plastic waste on campus).

Task 4: Real-world Writing
Students write emails (job application, complaint response, or inquiry).













Appendix B 
Analytic Assessment Rubric for Communicative Competence
Each criterion is rated on a 10-point scale. Descriptors are provided to ensure consistency in evaluation.

1. Fluency
Ability to speak smoothly and maintain the flow of communication
	Score Range
	Descriptor

	1–2
	Speech is very slow, with frequent pauses; unable to maintain communication

	3–4
	Frequent hesitation; ideas are difficult to express continuously

	5–6
	Some hesitation, but able to communicate basic ideas

	7–8
	Generally fluent with occasional pauses; ideas expressed clearly

	9–10
	Speaks smoothly and naturally with minimal hesitation



2. Accuracy
Correct use of grammar, vocabulary, and sentence structures
	Score Range
	Descriptor

	1–2
	Frequent errors that make understanding difficult

	3–4
	Many errors; meaning sometimes unclear

	5–6
	Some errors, but meaning is generally understandable

	7–8
	Minor errors that do not affect communication

	9–10
	Accurate use of language with very few errors



3. Coherence
Clarity, organization, and logical flow of ideas
	Score Range
	Descriptor

	1–2
	Ideas are disorganized and difficult to follow

	3–4
	Limited organization; weak connections between ideas

	5–6
	Some organization; ideas are partially clear

	7–8
	Well-organized with clear progression of ideas

	9–10
	Highly coherent; ideas are logically and effectively connected



4. Interaction
Ability to engage in communication and respond appropriately
	Score Range
	Descriptor

	1–2
	Rarely responds; unable to maintain interaction

	3–4
	Limited participation; responses are minimal

	5–6
	Participates but with limited engagement

	7–8
	Actively participates and responds appropriately

	9–10
	Highly interactive; initiates and sustains communication effectively


















Appendix C
Student Questionnaire on Communicative Competence and Authentic Assessment
Instructions
Please answer all questions honestly. There are no right or wrong answers. Your responses are confidential and used for research purposes only.
Part 1: Background Information (Multiple Choice)
1. Gender:
☐ Male ☐ Female ☐ Other
 2. Years of learning English:
☐ Less than 5 years ☐ 5–7 years ☐ More than 7 years
3.Self-rated English level
☐ Beginner ☐ Elementary ☐ Intermediate ☐ Upper-intermediate ☐ Advanced
Part 2: Communicative Competence and Learning Experience
Scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree | 2 = Disagree | 3 = Neutral | 4 = Agree | 5 = Strongly Agree
Section A: Communicative Competence Development
Fluency
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4
	I can speak English more smoothly than before.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	5
	I can express my ideas without frequent pauses.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	6
	I can maintain speech for a longer time without difficulty.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Accuracy
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	7
	I use grammar more accurately when speaking English.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	8
	I can choose appropriate vocabulary when communicating.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	9
	My errors do not significantly affect my communication.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Coherence
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10
	I can organize my ideas clearly when speaking or writing.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	11
	My ideas are logically connected when I communicate.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	12
	I can explain my thoughts in a structured way.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Interaction
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13
	I can respond appropriately during conversations.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	14
	I actively participate in discussions with others.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	15
	I can maintain a conversation with my classmates.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section B: Confidence in Communication
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16
	I feel more confident speaking English in class.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	17
	I feel comfortable expressing my opinions in English.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	18
	I am less afraid of making mistakes when speaking English.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	19
	I feel prepared to use English in real-life situations.
	
	
	
	
	


Section C: Authentic Assessment
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	20
	The assessment tasks reflect real-life communication.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	21
	I can demonstrate my actual ability through these tasks.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	22
	The assessment methods are fair and appropriate.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	23
	I understand how my performance is evaluated.
	
	
	
	
	


Section D: Engagement and Learning Experience
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	24
	The activities are more interesting than traditional lessons.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	25
	I am motivated to participate in communicative tasks.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	26
	I enjoy working with classmates during activities.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	27
	The tasks encourage me to use English actively.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	28
	I feel more engaged in this class compared to other English classes.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Part 3: Learning Preferences 
29. Which activity helped you most?
☐ Group discussion ☐ Role-play ☐ Problem-solving task ☐ Writing tasks ☐ Other: _________
30. Which skill improved the most?
☐ Speaking ☐ Listening ☐ Writing ☐ Vocabulary ☐ Grammar
31. What type of assessment do you prefer?
☐ Traditional tests ☐ Performance-based tasks ☐ Combination of both
Part 4: Open-ended Questions
32. Which activity helped you most in improving your communication skills? Why?
..........................................................................................................................................
33. What challenges did you face during the course?
..........................................................................................................................................
34. What suggestions do you have for improving the course?
	..........................................................................................................................................
Appendix D
Participant Instructions
You will participate in classroom activities designed to improve your communication skills.
You are encouraged to actively engage in discussions, role-plays, and group tasks.
There are no “right” or “wrong” answers—focus on expressing your ideas clearly.
All responses will be kept confidential and used only for research purposes.
Appendix E
Participant Demographic Information 
Total participants: 52 undergraduate students
Age range: 19–22 years
English level: Intermediate
Years of learning English: Minimum 6 years
Groups: Experimental (26), Control (26)
















Appendix F
Student Questionnaire on Communicative Activities and Authentic Assessment
Instructions:
Please read each statement carefully and indicate your level of agreement. Your responses will be kept confidential and used only for research purposes.
Scale:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
Section A: Perceived Improvement
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	The communicative activities helped me improve my speaking skills. 

	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	2
	I am better able to express my ideas in English after this course. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	3
	My fluency in English has improved. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	4
	I can interact more confidently with others in English.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	5
	I can organize my ideas more clearly when speaking or writing. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section B: Engagement and Motivation
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6
	The activities in this course are more interesting than traditional lessons. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	7
	I feel more motivated to participate in class. 

	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	8
	I enjoy working with my classmates during communicative tasks. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	9
	The tasks encourage me to use English actively. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section C: Authentic Assessment
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10
	The assessment tasks reflect real-life communication. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	11
	I understand how my performance is evaluated.
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	12
	The assessment methods are fair. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	13
	I can demonstrate my actual ability through these tasks. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section D: Confidence and Learning Experience
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14
	I feel more confident using English in real-life situations. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	15
	I am less afraid of making mistakes when speaking English. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	16
	I feel more prepared for real-world communication. 
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐


Section E: Open-ended Questions
17.	Which activity did you find most useful? Why? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
18.	What difficulties did you experience during the course? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..
19.	What suggestions do you have for improving the course? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………..



Appendix G
Classroom Observation Checklist
Instructions:
This checklist is used to observe classroom practices and student behaviors. Observers should tick (✓) the appropriate level and provide brief notes where necessary.
Scale
1 = Not observed     2 = Limited  	3 = Moderate    4 = Frequent    5 = Highly evident
Section A: Teaching Practices
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Use of communicative activities (e.g., discussion, role-play)
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	2
	Use of authentic tasks (real-life scenarios)
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	3
	Teacher encourages student participation
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	4
	Teacher provides clear instructions
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	5
	Teacher facilitates interaction rather than dominates
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section B: Student Engagement
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	6
	Students actively participate in tasks
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	7
	Students collaborate with peers
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	8
	Students show interest and motivation
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	9
	Students use English during activities
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section C: Interaction Patterns
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10
	Student–student interaction is evident
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	11
	Student–teacher interaction is meaningful
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	12
	Turn-taking occurs naturally
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	13
	Students respond to each other’s ideas
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section D: Communicative Competence Indicators
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14
	Fluency in speaking
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	15
	Accuracy of language use
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	16
	Coherence of ideas
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	17
	Ability to maintain conversation
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section E: Classroom Environment
	No.
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	18
	Classroom atmosphere is supportive
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	19
	Students feel comfortable expressing ideas
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	20
	Errors are treated as part of learning
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐



Section F: Observer Notes
Strengths observed:
…………………………………………………………………………………………………

Challenges observed:

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

Additional comments:
…………………………………………………………………………………………………

Changes in Communicative Competence Criteria
Pre-test	
Fluency	Accuracy	Coherence	Interaction	5.6	6	5.7	5.5	Post-test	
Fluency	Accuracy	Coherence	Interaction	7.8	7.2	7.5	7.9	Criteria
Score

Pre-test	
Experimental	Control	5.8	5.9	Post-test	
Experimental	Control	7.6	6.4	Mean Score
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