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Abstract
       This paper addresses a persistent gap in Vietnamese university students' English-speaking development: the disconnect between classroom-based instruction and real-world communicative competence. While prior TESOL research has examined out-of-class learning broadly, this study contributes a distinctively integrated, multi-level intervention framework tailored to the Vietnamese university context, combining psychological safety design, task-based output routines, and institutional alignment mechanisms. Through thematic analysis of recurring barriers documented in the SLA literature, three interlocking themes are identified: psychological inhibition, methodological passivity, and structural disconnection. Based on these themes, the paper proposes a coordinated system of solutions across four levels — individual, peer group, institutional, and community — and presents an 8-week implementation roadmap grounded in evidence-based principles of output-driven language learning. The paper concludes that an English-rich environment beyond classroom activities can effectively support learners in transforming input knowledge into communicative output, thereby building confidence and sustainable speaking development.
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Introduction
Background of Study
The era of globalization and rapid digital advancement has positioned English as an indispensable skill for university students. Beyond its role in accessing academic materials, scholarly resources, and research publications, English proficiency has a direct bearing on students' professional futures, shaping their performance in internships, job interviews, and daily workplace communication. Furthermore, English functions as a gateway through which students can engage with academic conferences, seminars, and international exchange programs, ultimately fostering their ability to thrive in diverse and multicultural settings. Given these realities, developing English competence should not be confined to fulfilling classroom obligations or meeting course requirements. Rather, it must be understood as a lifelong, ongoing journey that continues well beyond the boundaries of formal instruction.
Yet in practice, English learning in many universities remains largely confined to the classroom. This gives rise to a significant imbalance between the limited hours of formal language instruction and the far longer stretches of daily life in which English goes largely unused. Without sufficient opportunities to apply the language in authentic, real-world contexts, students easily fall into what is commonly referred to as “learning without using.” Many can follow English videos or comprehend written texts to a reasonable degree yet find themselves at a loss when required to speak on the spot, respond swiftly in live conversations, or articulate their thoughts clearly under the natural pressure of real communication. Compounding this challenge is the psychological barrier that many learners face, the fear of making errors and the anxiety of being evaluated by others, which can silence students even when they genuinely have something to say. Consequently, their spoken communication skills progress slowly, not necessarily due to a complete absence of exposure, but rather because meaningful, consistent practice of English as a living, active skill remains critically lacking.
It is for this reason that adopting an approach centered on building an English-rich learning environment beyond the classroom is both highly reasonable and practically sound. Language acquisition, by its very nature, depends on repeated exposure and meaningful use across a wide variety of contexts. When English is encountered only within classroom hours, learners are unlikely to receive sufficient input to develop authenticity and informality in the language, or enough authentic interaction to cultivate the confidence and fluency that real communication demands. On the other hand, when students take deliberate steps to create a rich English learning environment outside the classroom, English gradually becomes woven into the fabric of their everyday lives.
Problem Statement
Despite the recognized importance of English proficiency in academic and professional contexts, a substantial gap persists between classroom-based language instruction and the communicative competence that students are expected to demonstrate in real-world settings. Many university students complete years of formal English education yet continue to struggle with spontaneous speaking, interactive conversation, and confident oral expression. This gap is not simply a product of inadequate teaching within the classroom; rather, it reflects a systemic absence of structured, meaningful English use outside of formal instruction. The lack of an English-rich extracurricular environment means that students have insufficient opportunities to reinforce, apply, and internalize the language skills they acquire in class. Without deliberate efforts to extend English learning beyond the classroom, students' speaking proficiency and willingness to communicate are unlikely to develop to the level required for academic success and professional readiness.
Research Objectives
This study aims to achieve the following objectives:
1. To identify the key barriers that prevent university students from practicing English outside the classroom, with particular focus on speaking proficiency and willingness to communicate.
1. To examine the theoretical foundations of extracurricular language learning environments and their role in second language acquisition.
1. To propose a structured, multi-level system of practical strategies for building an English-rich learning environment beyond the classroom.
1. To design a feasible 8-week implementation roadmap that enables students to progressively develop their speaking skills and communicative confidence through extracurricular engagement.
Research Questions
This study is guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the primary obstacles that hinder university students from using English outside the classroom, particularly in terms of speaking and communication?
2. How can theoretical principles of second language acquisition inform the design of an extracurricular English-rich learning environment?
3. What multi-level strategies, encompassing individual habits, peer interaction, institutional support, and community engagement, can effectively enhance students' English speaking proficiency and willingness to communicate beyond the classroom?
4. How can these strategies be structured into a coherent and practical implementation plan suitable for university students?
Hypotheses
Based on the research objectives and questions above, this study proposes the following hypotheses:
1. H1: University students who are exposed to a deliberately constructed English-rich environment outside the classroom will demonstrate greater improvement in speaking proficiency compared to those who rely solely on classroom instruction.
1. H2: Students who engage in structured extracurricular English activities, such as English-speaking clubs, media consumption in English, and peer conversation practice, will report higher levels of willingness to communicate in English.
1. H3: A multi-level approach to building an extracurricular English environment, incorporating individual, peer, institutional, and community dimensions, will be perceived by students as more feasible and motivating than single-level interventions.
Scope and Delimitation of the Study
This study focuses specifically on non-English-major university students whose English learning is primarily delivered through general English courses as part of their academic program. The central concern of this paper is the development of speaking proficiency and willingness to communicate (WTC) in English, rather than the full spectrum of language skills (reading, writing, listening). While reading, listening, and writing activities may be discussed as supporting components of an English-rich environment, they are treated as subsidiary to the primary focus on oral communication.
The proposed strategies and implementation roadmap are designed for application within a Vietnamese university context, drawing on the specific sociolinguistic and institutional realities that characterize English learning in Vietnam. Accordingly, the findings and recommendations of this study may not be directly transferable to other educational or cultural contexts without appropriate adaptation.
This study does not constitute an empirical investigation. No primary data was collected through surveys, interviews, or experiments. The paper is theoretical and propositional in nature, drawing on established second language acquisition theory and relevant literature to construct a reasoned framework of recommendations. Consequently, claims regarding the effectiveness of the proposed strategies are inferential rather than empirically validated, and future empirical studies are recommended to evaluate the hypotheses presented herein.
Organization of the Study
This paper is organized into the following chapters: Chapter 1 (Introduction) introduces the background, problem statement, research objectives, research questions, hypotheses, and scope of the study. Chapter 2 (Theoretical Foundation) presents a review of relevant literature on second language acquisition and extracurricular language learning. Chapter 3 (Thematic Analysis of Barriers in the University Context) proposes the multi-level system of strategies for building an English-rich environment beyond the classroom. Chapter 4 (Solutions) outlines the 8-week implementation roadmap. Chapter 5 (Conclusion, Recommendations, and Implementation Roadmap) provides the conclusion and recommendations for future research.
Theoretical Foundation
The Concept of a Language Learning Environment
In research on language teaching and learning, the notion of a “language learning environment” is not limited to physical classroom space. Instead, it is understood as an overall system of interacting factors that influence how learners acquire and use a language. A language learning environment includes five key components: resources, interacting with people, learning activities, language-use norms, and motivation (Dörnyei, 2005; MacIntyre & Vincze, 2017).
First, resources refer to the sources of input that learners can access, such as reading materials, videos, podcasts, textbooks, online posts, and academic documents. When resources are diverse and appropriate to learners' proficiency levels, students are more likely to sustain interest and encounter the target language across multiple contexts (VanPatten, 1996; Ellis, 2003).
Second, interacting people are individuals who provide real “dialogue partners” for learners. These can include classmates, instructors, event organizers, members of an online community, or speakers encountered in digital spaces. When learners interact with others, language becomes functional and meaningful; it is used to achieve communication goals rather than to complete exercises (Swain, 1985, 1995).
Third, learning activities are the tasks and interactional practices in which learners take part. An environment is truly “rich” only when learners do not rely solely on passive consumption (e.g., watching or reading) but also engage in purposeful activities such as discussion, responding to others, presenting, asking questions, writing, and producing language-based outputs (Ellis, 2003; Swain, 1985).
Fourth, language-use norms refer to how language is used in real situations, including politeness levels, contextual phrasing, appropriate word choices, and language patterns depending on relationships between speakers. When these norms are reflected in learning situations, learners gradually develop more accurate and natural communicative competence (Swain, 1985; Ellis, 2003).
Finally, motivation determines whether learning efforts can be sustained. Motivation may come from academic needs, career goals, or the sense of personal progress. Effective language learning environments often support motivation by enabling learners to experience success in incremental steps, which is closely related to learners' L2 confidence and willingness to communicate (MacIntyre et al., 1998; Horwitz et al., 1986).
The Role of Learning Beyond the Classroom
Learning English outside the classroom plays a crucial role because it provides opportunities that classroom time often cannot cover adequately. First, out-of-class learning increases the frequency of exposure to real language. While classroom instruction is limited by schedules, students' daily lives and online environments offer continuous streams of language through social media, academic posts, videos, news, and everyday interactions (VanPatten, 1996; Dörnyei, 2005).
Second, learning beyond class enables students to develop skills in a situational and integrated manner. Instead of practicing skills in isolation, learners can connect listening, reading, speaking, and writing to meaningful contexts. For instance, listening to discipline-related podcasts may support note-taking and later writing tasks; participating in online group discussions may improve learners' ability to respond and negotiate meaning; reading short research summaries may provide language input for writing paraphrases or abstracts (Ellis, 2003; Swain, 1985).
Third, learning outside helps reduce fear of making mistakes and increases confidence. When learners are offered a psychologically safe space to experiment with language, sometimes in informal settings such as clubs, discussion groups, or learning journals, they experience less pressure to be judged for errors. As a result, learners begin to use English as a communication tool rather than only as an object for testing (Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre & Vincze, 2017).
Principles for Creating an Effective Language Learning Environment
Based on foundational ideas in modern language education, an effective language learning environment can be built on the following principles:
1. Comprehensible input: Learners should receive language input at a level that is challenging but manageable (VanPatten, 1996). Krashen's (1982) Input Hypothesis similarly argues that acquisition occurs when input is slightly beyond the learner's current competence. Selecting contextually appropriate content is therefore essential to sustaining both comprehension and motivation.
1. Meaningful interaction: Learners need opportunities to interact so that they can clarify meaning, negotiate communication, confirm information, and respond. Long's (1983) Interaction Hypothesis demonstrates that modified interaction, where communication breakdowns are negotiated, provides learners with comprehensible input and feedback essential for development. Without interaction, learners may remain confined to passive comprehension (Swain, 1985; Ellis, 2003).
1. Pushed output: A rich environment does not only provide input; it must also promote output. Swain's (1985, 1995) Output Hypothesis argues that when learners are required to produce language to express precise meaning, they notice gaps in their interlanguage, test hypotheses about the target language, and develop greater syntactic control. Output thus strengthens both accuracy and communicative confidence.
1. Continuity and gradual difficulty increase: Exposure and practice should be maintained regularly to avoid learning only during peak periods. As learners become comfortable with a certain level of tasks, difficulty should gradually increase, for example, by extending task length, increasing processing speed, or raising task openness (Skehan & Foster, 1999; Ellis, 2009).
1. Task-based learning: Learners make better progress when they engage in tasks with clear goals and tangible outcomes. Ellis (2003, 2009) identifies task-based language teaching as particularly effective because it creates conditions where language use is purposeful, meaningful, and authentically communicative, precisely the conditions absent from traditional classroom-bound instruction.
1. Purposeful learning: Learning objectives should be individualized and connected to concrete needs. When learners understand why they are learning, intrinsic motivation improves and effort becomes more consistent (Dörnyei, 2005; MacIntyre et al., 1998).
From these principles, it can be concluded that creating an English-rich environment beyond the classroom is not merely an extracurricular or symbolic activity. It should be treated as an intentional educational design that includes appropriate input, meaningful interaction, required output, task-based goals, and continuous follow-up.
Thematic Analysis of Barriers in the University Context
A thematic analysis of the barriers facing Vietnamese university students in developing English speaking proficiency reveals three interrelated themes: psychological inhibition, methodological passivity, and structural disconnection. These themes do not operate in isolation; rather, they form a mutually reinforcing cycle that this paper terms the non-use loop. Each theme is discussed below with reference to empirical and theoretical evidence.
Theme 1: Psychological Inhibition – Fear, Anxiety, and Performance Pressure
The most immediate and visible barrier is the cluster of psychological factors that suppress learners' willingness to communicate (WTC). Horwitz and Cope (1986) identified foreign language classroom anxiety (FLCA) as a distinct, complex psychological construct tied specifically to language learning contexts. Their research demonstrated that FLCA comprises three components: communication apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation, all of which are routinely activated in speaking situations.
In the Vietnamese university context, this anxiety is compounded by sociolinguistic factors. Many students have been educated in a predominantly grammar-translation tradition, in which accuracy is prioritized over fluency and errors carry social consequences (Nguyen, 2011). Consequently, speaking in English becomes associated not with communication but with evaluation and potential embarrassment. MacIntyre et al.'s (1998) situational model of WTC demonstrates that when learners anticipate negative outcomes, such as social judgment or loss of face, their communicative intention decreases, even when linguistic knowledge is sufficient.
A further dimension is the performance-oriented mindset: learners focus on producing error-free language rather than prioritizing communicative effectiveness. This leads to over-monitoring, cognitive overload, and disfluency under time pressure. The result is not a language deficit but a confidence deficit; learners know but cannot deploy what they know under real communicative conditions.
Theme 2: Methodological Passivity – Input without Output
The second theme concerns the predominance of receptive, input-focused learning strategies among university students. Common patterns include watching English videos, reading online content, and memorizing vocabulary, all of which are valuable but insufficient if not accompanied by productive output.
Swain's (1985, 1995) Output Hypothesis provides the theoretical foundation for understanding why input-heavy methods are insufficient. Comprehensible output, language produced by the learner to convey meaning, serves three key functions: it forces learners to notice gaps in their interlanguage; it provides opportunities to test linguistic hypotheses; and it promotes automaticity through repeated production practice. None of these functions is activated through passive reception alone.
Empirical evidence supports this view. Izumi (2002) found that learners who produced output after reading showed significantly greater noticing of target forms than those who read alone. Similarly, Kowal and Swain (1994) demonstrated that collaborative output tasks led learners to reflect on their language use in ways that input tasks did not. These findings suggest that students who rely predominantly on input activities are systematically depriving themselves of the cognitive processes most essential for speaking development.
A further methodological issue is the absence of long-term, cyclical planning. Learning tends to be concentrated around exam periods, with extended intervals of minimal practice, a pattern inconsistent with what is known about distributed practice and memory consolidation (Dörnyei, 2005). Without a structured schedule, even motivated learners struggle to convert knowledge into durable communicative competence.
Theme 3: Structural Disconnection – The Gap between Classroom and Real-World Use
The third theme addresses a systemic problem: the structural absence of pathways connecting classroom learning to authentic out-of-class practice. Many universities treat extracurricular English activities as optional add-ons rather than integrated components of the learning pathway. This creates a situation in which classroom instruction ends without a bridge to the contexts where communicative competence must ultimately function.
Benson (2011) argues that out-of-class language learning is not merely supplementary but constitutive of communicative competence; learners require autonomous, self-directed engagement with the language in authentic contexts to develop the flexibility and confidence that classroom interaction alone cannot produce. However, autonomy does not emerge spontaneously; it requires institutional scaffolding, structured task design, and accessible feedback mechanisms (Little, 2007).
In Vietnamese universities specifically, structural disconnection is exacerbated by large class size, limited contact hours, and the absence of systematic co-curricular English programming. Students may be aware that they need more practice but lack the institutional framework, the tasks, feedback channels, and social structures, that would make sustained out-of-class practice feasible and motivating.
Synthesis: The Non-Use Loop and the Case for an Integrated Intervention
These three themes are not independent; they interact to form a self-reinforcing cycle. Psychological inhibition reduces learners' willingness to engage in speaking practice. Methodological passivity means that even when students do study, they generate insufficient output to build confidence or automaticity. Structural disconnection ensures that no institutional mechanism intervenes to break the cycle. Together, these themes explain why many Vietnamese university students can comprehend English but cannot produce it fluently under communicative pressure. This thematic analysis thus establishes the rationale for a multi-level intervention that simultaneously addresses all three themes: psychological safety design (Theme 1), output-driven task structures (Theme 2), and institutional alignment mechanisms (Theme 3). The solutions proposed in Chapter 4 (Solutions) are each mapped to these themes, ensuring that recommendations are grounded in the identified evidence base rather than general prescription.
Solutions
Individual Solution: Build a Micro Roadmap and Daily Output Routines
(Addresses Themes 1 and 2)
Rather than waiting for external conditions to emerge, students should begin with personal habits. The key approach is to design a micro-learning roadmap, a short but sustainable plan that students can maintain daily. Evidence from research on deliberate practice (Ericsson et al., 1993) and distributed learning (Dörnyei, 2005) consistently shows that frequent, low-intensity practice is more effective for skill development than infrequent, high-intensity study sessions.
A practical cycle can follow three steps grounded in Swain's (1985) input-output model: (1) receive comprehensible input at a slightly challenging but manageable level, (2) process the input to generate active language through output (speaking or writing), and (3) reflect on or record feedback to consolidate progress. For example, a 25–30-minute session may include listening to a short clip or discipline-related podcast for 8–10 minutes, followed by writing or recording a three-to-five-sentence summary, then practicing a one-minute spoken response. The crucial point is not how much content is studied, but that each session produces a language output product. With output appearing consistently, learners gradually overcome reticence, because they discover they can complete small tasks daily, and small repeated efforts build confidence over time.
To address Theme 1 directly, students should adjust their self-evaluation criteria. Research on WTC (MacIntyre et al., 1998) demonstrates that learners' communicative confidence is strongly shaped by their perception of success in prior speaking attempts. Adopting a “speak to practice” orientation, accepting that errors will occur and be corrected iteratively, is therefore not merely motivational advice but an evidence-based strategy for increasing WTC.
A helpful mechanism is keeping a voice journal using fixed sentence frames (e.g., “From what I heard…,” “The main point is that…,” “In my opinion, … because …”). Research on formulaic language (Wray, 2002) confirms that such frames reduce cognitive load, freeing attentional resources for meaning-making rather than grammatical monitoring.
Finally, motivation can be maintained through simple progress tracking. Dörnyei (2005) identifies self-efficacy, learners' belief in their own capacity to succeed, as one of the strongest predictors of sustained language learning effort. A brief daily learning diary (input received, output produced, errors noticed, next practice target) operationalizes this by making progress visible and directional.
Group/Community Solution: Create a “Safe Space for Speaking” with Task-Based Interaction
(Addresses Themes 1 and 2)
Lasting improvement in communicative competence typically requires interaction with others. Vygotsky's (1978) concept of the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) and its application in collaborative language learning (Swain & Lapkin, 1998) provide theoretical justification: learners develop more effectively when collaborating with peers who can provide support slightly beyond their current independent capacity.
Groups should operate with clear norms from the outset: (1) treat errors as data for learning rather than failures; (2) provide feedback as suggestions for improvement rather than evaluation; (3) rotate speaking roles to ensure equal participation; and (4) run activities with tasks and time limits. These norms directly address the fear of negative evaluation identified in Theme 1.
A suitable mechanism is the task-based learning cycle (Ellis, 2003): (1) warm-up with accessible questions, (2) task execution (group discussion, role-play, peer interviews, debates requiring reasoned justification), and (3) end-of-session output (a one-to-two-minute speaking segment or a short written paragraph). Critically, feedback should operate on two levels: first on meaning (whether the main point is clear), then on language (vocabulary, structures, and recurring errors). Lyster and Saito's (2010) meta-analysis of oral feedback in classroom SLA found that corrective feedback, particularly recasts and prompts, significantly promotes L2 development, with the greatest effects when feedback is explicit and focused on specific linguistic targets. Two-level feedback respects this evidence by prioritizing communication before correction.
A buddy system can further reduce anxiety. Because partners are familiar, social risk is reduced and speaking becomes more natural. Scripts aligned with academic and career needs (e.g., presenting a study project, describing research habits, introducing skills) ensure that practice is purposeful rather than merely social.
University Solution: Align Classroom Learning with Out-of-Class Practice
(Addresses Theme 3)
Universities must create structural alignment mechanisms that connect in-class activities with out-of-class practice, directly addressing Theme 3. Without institutional scaffolding, even motivated students lack the frameworks to make sustained extracurricular practice feasible.
First, universities should embed an input-task-feedback cycle in each course. Rather than assigning generic homework, instructors should assign output-oriented tasks directly aligned with classroom input: summarizing a reading in English, recording a one-minute presentation, writing a short counterargument, or participating in structured group discussions. Little's (2007) research on learner autonomy demonstrates that structured task design is essential for enabling self-directed learning; autonomy does not emerge spontaneously but must be scaffolded through clear task parameters and feedback.
Second, universities should provide accessible learning spaces and channels: flexible practice rooms, an academic library with appropriate materials, or an online platform for submitting speaking and writing outputs. Standardized rubrics assessing clarity of meaning, appropriateness of vocabulary, and improvement over time reframe evaluation as developmental rather than purely summative, a shift supported by Hattie and Timperley's (2007) influential meta-analysis demonstrating that feedback oriented toward learning goals (rather than grades) produces significantly greater achievement gains.
Third, periodic events with clearly defined language objectives, such as English Speaking Day, discipline-based academic club activities, and mid-semester mini-presentations, should follow a gradual ladder design: beginners can start with very brief tasks (30-second speaking), then progressively increase length and interactional complexity. This scaffolded approach prevents newcomers from experiencing overwhelming demands that would reinforce Theme 1 barriers.
Finally, universities should implement mechanisms to recognize progress, such as incremental participation credit, certificates, or tracked “hours of purposeful use,” to integrate out-of-class learning into the official curriculum rather than treating it as optional.
Community/Partner Solution: Extend English Output to Authentic Contexts
(Addresses Themes 1, 2, and 3)
To make English genuinely serve academic and professional development, learners must experience English in contexts approximating real-world use. This addresses all three themes simultaneously: authentic contexts reduce the artificial performance pressure of Theme 1, generate genuine communicative output beyond Theme 2's passive reception, and extend the structural reach of the institution beyond Theme 3's classroom walls.
Effective approaches involve activities with real communicative purposes: alumni career talks, mock interviews with professionals, and collaborative projects with organizations (writing service brochures, producing academic communication content, editing project proposals). These generate authentic output; students must communicate to achieve project goals, not merely to satisfy academic requirements. Research on task authenticity (Ellis, 2003) consistently shows that learners demonstrate greater effort, more complex language use, and higher motivation when tasks have purposes beyond the classroom.
Community settings also support informal interaction: language exchange sessions with international residents or visitors, and community seminars on local topics (environment, culture, history) with English discussion segments. When students recognize that they are speaking to address factual issues or share genuine opinions rather than to complete assignments, communicative motivation increases significantly, consistent with self-determination theory's emphasis on autonomy and purpose as drivers of intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985, as cited in Dörnyei, 2005).
To ensure quality, universities and partners should provide task frameworks in advance: topic, product criteria, time allocation, and feedback guidance. This structure prevents learners from facing overly demanding situations without support, especially for students who are psychologically hesitant to make mistakes. Meanwhile, evaluation should focus on progress rather than final performance only, encouraging participation from students at all proficiency levels.
Conclusion, Recommendations, and Implementation Roadmap
Conclusion
This paper has argued that the limitations in Vietnamese university students' English speaking skills are not primarily linguistic in origin. Through thematic analysis, three interlocking barriers were identified: psychological inhibition (Theme 1), methodological passivity (Theme 2), and structural disconnection (Theme 3). These themes interact to form a non-use loop in which reduced speaking leads to lower confidence, which further reduces speaking practice.
The study's primary contribution to the existing TESOL literature lies in three areas. First, while prior research has examined individual barriers (anxiety, input-output imbalance, institutional constraints) in isolation, this paper provides an integrated thematic analysis that demonstrates how these barriers mutually reinforce one another, and therefore why single-level interventions have limited effectiveness. Second, the proposed multi-level solution framework is explicitly mapped to the identified themes, ensuring that each recommendation is evidence-grounded rather than prescriptive. Third, the study situates this framework specifically within the Vietnamese university context, a setting characterized by large class sizes, grammar-translation traditions, face-saving cultural norms, and limited co-curricular infrastructure, thereby filling a gap in contextually specific intervention design for Southeast Asian EFL learners.
The theoretical foundation of this paper, drawing on Swain's Output Hypothesis, MacIntyre et al.'s WTC model, Long's Interaction Hypothesis, and Ellis's task-based learning framework, supports the view that effective out-of-class learning environments must coordinate exposure, output tasks, psychological safety, and feedback mechanisms. Future research should empirically evaluate the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 1 (Introduction) through quasi-experimental designs, examining whether the multi-level intervention framework produces measurable improvements in speaking proficiency and WTC compared to control conditions.
Recommendations by Stakeholder Group
Recommendations for Students (Individual Level)
1. Design a micro-learning roadmap: each learning session (20–30 minutes) should produce at least one speaking/writing output (1–5 sentences, or a 30–60 second recording), consistent with output-driven SLA principles (Swain, 1985).
1. Shift the goal from “speaking perfectly” to “speaking to practice,” prioritizing communicative intent, supported by WTC research demonstrating that perceived competence, not actual accuracy, most strongly predicts speaking engagement (MacIntyre et al., 1998).
1. Use sentence frames to reduce cognitive load and speaking anxiety (Wray, 2002).
1. Track progress through behavioral indicators: number of recordings/speaking attempts, frequency of repeated errors, and improvement in clarity of meaning.
Recommendations for Learning Groups/Clubs (Group Level)
1. Design activities using the task-based learning cycle: warm-up → task execution → end-of-session output (Ellis, 2003).
1. Establish two-layer feedback: content clarity first, then language accuracy, consistent with Lyster and Saito's (2010) finding that focused, staged feedback maximizes uptake without increasing anxiety.
1. Apply a buddy system and rotate speaking roles to ensure equal practice opportunities for all members.
Recommendations for Universities (Institutional Level)
1. Embed an out-of-class practice cycle in each course: in-class input → output-based tasks → product submission → rubric-based feedback (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
1. Build accessible submission and feedback channels to reduce the psychological cost of evaluation (Horwitz et al., 1986).
1. Organize periodic speaking events (e.g., speaking day, mini presentations, academic-club seminars) with a gradual ladder design, brief, low-stakes tasks first, increasing in length and complexity (Skehan & Foster, 1999).
Recommendations for Communities and Partners (External Level)
1. Create activities with authentic communicative purpose (career talks, mock interviews, academic communication projects) (Ellis, 2003).
1. Provide clear task frameworks in advance (time limits, expected products, feedback criteria).
1. Base evaluation on progress, not only final performance, to encourage broad participation.
Sample Implementation Roadmap (8–10 Weeks)
The following roadmap is designed for a club, speaking-support module, or group intervention program. It is organized around the three identified themes and follows the principle: psychological safety (Theme 1) + output tasks (Theme 2) + structural connection (Theme 3) + gradual extension to authentic contexts.
Week 1: Establish Psychological Safety and Speaking Norms (Theme 1)
1. Individual: begin a voice journal (2–3 times/week), 30–45 seconds using sentence frames.
1. Group: agree on feedback norms; run a “round-robin” activity (30 seconds per learner on a familiar topic).
1. Output: one personal recording plus two-layer peer feedback.
Week 2: Build Basic Output Chains (Theme 2)
1. Individual: complete three “listen → summarize (3–5 sentences) → speak (60 seconds)” cycles.
1. Group: implement a buddy system with scripted Q&A (self-introduction, learning goals).
1. Output: each pair submits a short, recorded dialogue.
Week 3: Increase Task Complexity (Theme 2)
1. Group: discussion tasks with a “claim-reason-example” structure.
1. Feedback: rubric focusing on two main criteria, clarity of meaning and appropriateness of vocabulary.
1. Output: one-to-two-minute speaking segment per group.
Week 4: Integrate Course Content into Speaking Tasks (Theme 3)
1. University/Instructor: assign speaking output tasks aligned with in-class content.
1. Individual: record a one-to-two-minute talk and write an 80–120-word summary.
1. Output: products submitted for rubric-based feedback.
Week 5: Develop Fluency through Re-telling (Themes 1 and 2)
1. Individual: re-telling practice, listen to a previous clip and retell it with targeted improvement (1–2 aspects).
1. Group: role-play academic situations (challenging an idea, reporting project progress).
1. Output: Version 1 and Version 2 re-tellings within the same week.
Week 6: Move to Academic-Style Speaking (Theme 2)
1. Group: mini-debate or seminar-style discussion with assigned roles.
1. Feedback: introduce an “error log” to identify and target recurring group-level errors.
1. Output: two-to-three-minute presentation or debate segment.
Week 7: Connect to Authentic Contexts (Themes 3 and 4)
1. Invite an alumni speaker or professional staff member for a structured Q&A in English.
1. Learners complete mock interviews based on a provided question set.
1. Output: recorded answers plus a brief self-reflection on improvement.
Week 8: Consolidate and Evaluate Progress (Themes 1–3)
1. Individual: produce a “before-after” reflection comparing early and final recordings.
1. Group: deliver a consolidated topic presentation; receive rubric-based feedback.
1. Final output: three-to-five-minute speaking performance plus a four-week self-practice plan.
If extending to 10 weeks, add two weeks for “guided freer speaking tasks” and a one-peer-coaching cycle between groups.
In short, the core strategy is to engineer an environment and routine in which speaking becomes a repeated, supported, and purpose-driven practice.
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