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ABSTRACT 

 

 

The present study investigates teachers’ and students’ perspectives on the 

factors influencing the oral fluency of Vietnamese tertiary English majors. Also, it 

explores teachers’ perspectives of affective and external factors that would influence 

the speaking fluency of EFL students. The study was a mixed-method sequential 

explanatory model (Creswell & Clark, 2007). The data was collected from 45 EFL 

teachers and 115 EFL students at universities in Vietnam by means of a forty-seven-

item questionnaire. Six semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted. The 

findings revealed that EFL teachers were knowledgeable about factors contributing 

to the speaking fluency of EFL students. Specifically, there was a high consensus on 

technology as the most influential factor, while task type is the least influential one. 

Their perspectives, however, were not totally and successfully reflected in their 

responses. Although EFL teachers made great efforts in their teaching approach, they 

showed high attitudes toward instructional factors. among which instructional and 

technological factors were the most prominent. Due to the limited timeframe, an 

emphasis is placed on the affective factors and external factors of EFL learners. 

From the findings, methodological and pedagogical implications are made for 

improvements to LOF. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Background of the study 

Internationalization has arisen as a popular trend in the worldwide landscape of 

higher education to recruit a more diversified student population and facilitate global, 

regional, and domestic institutional competition for students (Wallitsch, 2014). Because 

English is continuously becoming the world's most influential international language, it is 

widely regarded as the primary means of communication for people in many parts of the 

world (Chen, 2009). Also, the English language is now exploited by many people around 

the globe for multiple communication patterns in different social contexts (e.g., academic 

settings and workplace environments). Consequently, the widespread use of English 

worldwide has posed many challenges to learning and teaching English these days. Saying 

that the way English is learned and taught has begun to change. There is no longer a 

concern about the specific or most effective teaching pedagogical method but rather a 

focus on obtaining teaching principles (Jacobs & Renandya, 2016, p. 4). 

Furthermore, this shift applies to such pedagogical adjustments. Thus, EFL 

teachers should concentrate on developing procedural knowledge (i.e., knowledge of 

how or negotiation strategies) in their classrooms rather than propositional knowledge 

(i.e., knowledge of what or norms and conventions of a language) (Canagarajah, 2014, 

p.767). By doing that, procedural knowledge will provide students with 

comprehensive strategies to deal with the language of globalization. 

Moreover, it seems reasonable to admit that the ultimate goal of teaching 

English as a foreign language (TEFL) is to foster and promote learners' communicative 

competence to meet the growing demand for English as a communication tool around 

the globe today. Oral language competence in speaking and listening is a crucial 

indicator of students' academic, personal, and professional success (Morreale et al., 

2000). Correspondingly, Emanuel (2011) discovered that oral communication 

activities, such as listening and speaking, accounted for more than three-quarters of 

their daily time in a study of how college students spend their time communicating 

academically. In contrast, reading and writing made up barely a quarter. Thus, this is 

an essential aspect for instructors because it shows that they should facilitate and 

encourage their students to adopt more effective oral communication skills. 

After all, the fact is that language is communication, and language teaching is for 

communication. In order to advocate and support a balance of opportunities for teaching 
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practices in the classroom, Nation (2014) claimed that it is essential for a language 

course to balance the four strands of meaning-focused input, meaning-focused output, 

language-focused learning, and fluency development. However, fluency development 

seems to be given less attention in the whole teaching practices framework. Meanwhile, 

each strand should be given an equal amount of time in a learning course. In pursuit of 

promoting the fourth trend, for language learners to maximize their progress in language 

learning, the relevant factors responsible for enhancing their language skills, especially 

speaking fluency, must be taken into consideration. This is extremely important because 

fluency might be considered a goal for learning and teaching English as a second 

language. As can be seen, a large amount of research postulates that temporal and 

lexical factors, speaker factors, and speaker-external factors influence individual foreign 

language speaking achievement (Kopnická & Calgary, 2016). Even though EFL 

teachers and learners often assume that "practice will help the mechanisms of 

production, how precisely this does happen is not clear" (Biancarosa, Shanley, 

Biancarosa, & Shanley, 2016). It is stated that fluency cannot be coached or taught and 

that it will arise naturally, for instance, due to living overseas (Chambers, 1997; 

Leonard, 2015). However, on the other hand, it concluded that fluency serves as one of 

the components of proficiency (Chambers, 1997). As a result, appropriate methods and 

well-planned instruction provided by EFL teachers are critical components in achieving 

ultimate fluency (Segalowitz, Gatbonton, & Trofimovich, 2009; Kopnická & Calgary, 

2016). This means that language teachers must recognize the relevant factors 

influencing fluency, which helps to improve oral fluency significantly. On the other 

hand, L2 teachers should know how to reduce their talking time and create ample 

opportunities for interaction among L2 students through learning activities and tasks. 

These chances are more likely to optimize their speaking fluency and eventually prepare 

them for academic achievement and successful real-life conversations in the target 

language. In these respects, it suggests that "fluency is mainly of interest because it is 

related to communicative effectiveness" (Bygate, 2009, p. 409). 

Regarding EFL learners, some studies show that speaking ability in English and 

many other foreign languages is the most challenging component of foreign language 

learning since a successful speaker must integrate a variety of abilities in order to 

speak sufficiently well (Young, 1990; Price, 1991; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1991; 

Ztürk & Gürbüz, 2014). This is because speaking skills depend on the context of the 

situation, including the participants, their shared experiences, the physical 
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surroundings, and the reason for speaking. Hence, promoting speaking skills 

necessitates learners' awareness of not only how to produce specific parts of the 

language (grammar, pronunciation, or vocabulary) that are linguistic competence but 

also when, why, and in what manner to produce language (socio-linguistic 

competence). More importantly, there are the components that underpin effective 

communication. It is said that "the affective side of the learner is probably one of the 

most important influences on language learning success or failure" (Oxford, 1990, p. 

140). Also, learners experience other dominant factors while speaking, leading to the 

development of speaking fluency (Heyun, 1999; Bahrani, 2011; Davies, 2014; Samuel, 

2020; Marisca, Venansia & Norma, 2020). Students, particularly in EFL contexts like 

Vietnam, lack fluency practice opportunities because their language exposure and use 

are generally limited to the classroom, which may be further hindered by a lack of 

fluency exercises in the classroom. 

Although researchers and educators have been drawn to investigate new theories 

and methodologies for developing proficiency as well as oral fluency in English as 

EFL learners when the 21st century began, improving the English speaking fluency of 

EFL students in Vietnam is believed to be unsuccessful. Teaching English as a foreign 

language is a difficult task, and helping EFL students develop speaking fluency is 

much more difficult. Given these issues, the thesis was carried out with the title: 

AN INVESTIGATION INTO EFL TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ 

PERSPECTIVES ON FACTORS INFLUENCING ORAL FLUENCY IN THE 

CONTEXT OF THE UNIVERSITY IN VIETNAM 

1.2. Statement of the problem 

Vietnam is entering the period of industrialization and modernization to become a 

modern industrialized country by 2020 (according to documents of the 11th National 

Party Congress in 2011) and integrate with the international community. Besides, the 

evolution of human resources is considered a critical factor in industrialization, 

modernization, and international integration, consisting of the two most prominent 

educational and training components. Learning English as a foreign language (EFL) is 

essential for successful integration into communities worldwide. According to Hoang 

(2008), English has likely played the principal role in the foreign language teaching 

curriculum at Vietnamese higher education institutions for the last few decades. 

Notably, the Vietnamese Ministry of Education and Training (MOET) adopted the 

Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) as the learning outcome for the 
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tertiary levels in 2014. However, the learning outcomes, mainly speaking oral fluency, 

have not been satisfied as expected (Huyen & Ha, 2013; Tran, 2013; Tuan & Mai, 2015; 

Thi & Diep, 2017). More significantly, these problems can be seen as a scarcity of 

literature about the factors influencing speaking fluency and the teaching strategies for 

this component, with minor empirical studies on teachers' perspectives on higher 

education in Vietnam circumstance. Before developing oral fluency and communicative 

competence, it is necessary to gain a thorough understanding of the challenges at hand, 

as well as the possible factors that influence how students speak English fluently. 

Focusing on the importance of English in the workplace, the principal factors 

influencing LOF are arguably more significant and should be recognized and 

emphasized as a part of the language learning process. This is due to the fact that a 

large proportion of the student population is leaving universities because their English 

is failing to meet the demands of real life and work. Although English language 

teaching is officially launched in the third grade of elementary public schooling in 

Vietnam and continues until university studies, communicative fluency in spoken 

English appears to be a constant struggle for Vietnamese students conducting 

academic programs and workplace communication in English. According to Stern 

(1983), despite years of instruction based on such syllabuses, language learners could 

communicate in an L2 to some extent. Furthermore, issues related to communication 

failure, especially LOF, involve a complicated set of problems. 

Thus, these concerns almost inevitably lead to the question of whether any main 

contributing factors influence communication, particularly speaking fluency. This study is 

supposed to be in search of ways to help the students overcome challenging obstacles and 

actively promote their speaking fluency. Given the pivotal role of speaking English 

fluently in different situations in general and particularly in studying, it is vital to evaluate 

responsible factors influencing speaking fluency in universities in Vietnam. 

1.3. Purpose of the study 

The core purpose of this research is to review the range of factors related to oral 

fluency as affective and external problems, which includes the concept of oral fluency, 

the importance of LOF, the factors hindering it, and identify ways to develop it when 

teaching majored English students at Vietnamese universities. The results of this study 

demonstrate teachers' and students' perspectives on oral fluency and factors influencing 

the speaking fluency outcomes in the circumstances of universities in Vietnam by means 

of oral fluency teaching and learning, and the implications of the findings may be used 



5  

to facilitate Vietnamese EFL learners' oral fluency. Furthermore, the evidence found in 

the current study may benefit both teachers and students in EFL contexts and increase 

their confidence in effective teaching and learning oral fluency. 

1.4. Research questions 

The term fluency may appear vague, and it's difficult to define it clearly 

(Brumfit, 1984). When sharing knowledge, ideas, or even sentiments with others, EFL 

students face limitations. Speaking requires more than just delivering a message; it 

also entails engaging in lengthy debates with others. In order to investigate factors 

influencing speaking among EFL Learners at Vietnamese universities, the study hopes 

to get invaluable responses to these questions: 

1. What are the students' and the teachers' perspectives on oral fluency? 

2. What are teachers' and students' perspectives on the factors influencing the 

oral fluency of tertiary English majors? 

It will be evident that these research questions do not lend themselves to 

rigorous 'scientific', positivistic research, with the related production of quantitative 

information and the consequent statistical analysis. By all means, concepts like views, 

attitudes, practices and beliefs regarding research questions imply that what is being 

examined are the perspectives of teachers and students that are grounded on their 

actual practices and attitudes. Therefore, this study takes an exploratory, meaning-

centered approach to understand students' perspectives. It is a context-embedded, 

qualitative, interpretive inquiry with a component of quantitative data, or "quasi-

statistics" (Becker, 1970; cited in Maxwell, 2010, p.476), gathered from questionnaire 

responses, as will be seen below. 

1.5. Scope of the study 

Regarding second language acquisition theory, speaking performance, especially 

oral fluency, is affected by linguistic, cognitive, social, and affective factors. These 

factors are also challenging for Vietnamese EFL students to speak English fluently and 

accurately. One of them is effective factors related to the learners' learning. In other 

words, the scope of the current research focuses on the affective factors, concluding with 

anxiety, motivation, and attitude. It is believed that affective factors play a vital role in 

learning a language and the willingness to participate in fluency activities (Yang, 2014). 

More than that, this research also examines external factors in second language 

acquisition. The external factors include technology, instruction, exposure to English, 

task type, and environment-class size factors. 
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More specifically, and particularly pertinent to the focus of the present study, it 

explores affective and external factors that would contribute to the speaking fluency of 

EFL students. The results of the study are from the teachers’ and students’ perspectives 

on speaking skills only. It does not involve other skills during the data collection 

process. It cannot be applied to any skills that exceed these limits. However, this term 

refers to oral fluency not only in the language classroom but also in much wider contexts 

of social communication and interaction. It means that speaking fluency is related to 

formal and informal language learning contexts. It includes formal contexts, which refer 

to any situation in which instruction is given, such as in a language classroom, and 

informal contexts, which refer to any situation in which the language can be used or 

experienced, such as watching movies, reading books, or listening to the radio. 

Second, the study focuses on what and how important implementers, such as 

teachers and students, perceived and responded to the factors influencing LOF. Its goal 

is to gain insight into the realities of teaching and acquiring speaking skills as well as 

LOF at the university, including if teachers and students had any issues and how they 

dealt with them. The ultimate purpose is to make insightful methodology and 

pedagogical implications for EFL teachers and the learning process for EFL students. 

There may be some differences in the results and implications if the implementation 

process is perceived from the perspectives of administrators. Therefore, the present 

study's scope is limited to language learning for both teachers and students and 

language use and production for students. 

Third, the study focuses on English-major university students who have 

different goals and linguistic skills than non-English-major university students. 

Furthermore, the students spend the majority of their learning time in an L2 

environment and nearly exclusively use the L2. Aside from that, the schedule, texts, 

assessments, and even teaching activities are all unique. As a result, the findings 

cannot be generalized to students at the same university who do not major in English. 

The other focus of the study is on the perspectives of university teachers who appear 

as active agents and producers of educational knowledge. In other words, research has 

been conducted in the arena of teacher effectiveness. 

Finally, the study takes place at universities in Central Vietnam, where students 

must have earned from an entrance exam in order to be admissible. As a result, while the 

study's findings may be applicable to other universities with similar backgrounds, no 

generalizations should be drawn for universities outside Vietnam. 



7  

1.6. Significance of the study 

To my knowledge, previous L2 fluency research has not examined teachers’ 

perspectives on speaking fluency. The academic work and the understanding of 

specific characteristics or factors influencing Vietnamese L2 learners’ speaking 

fluency have been almost absent. Although fluency is widely regarded as one of the 

fundamental skills that most L2 learners fully expect to acquire, the perspectives of 

EFL teaching staff members have mostly been neglected in concrete empirical 

research. Accordingly, the significance of this research is confidently expected to 

make outstanding contributions to both the theoretical and practical aspects of the field 

of language studies. 

In considering the aspects of the theoretical approach, this research is associated 

with the fluency in oral speaking among Vietnamese EFL students in tertiary 

education, which may represent the nature and components of the learners' speaking 

proficiency. This is partly due to the learners' background, and characteristics of 

learning EFL identified through the data collection, which may reveal possible triggers 

regarding oral fluency outcomes. The results may thus raise the heightened awareness 

of the main components affecting fluency in students’ communication in Vietnam. 

It is given that the higher education level is more likely to be the final stage of 

formal learning in one’s life, particularly in the EFL courses where English language 

subjects are officially learned. The study's findings aim to highlight the specific factors 

influencing LOF that L2 learners may encounter during the learning stage. Also, it can 

assist students in understanding the aspects that influence their ability to speak fluently 

so that they can prepare accordingly. Additionally, the results might empirically 

demonstrate how far learners have been affected by possible factors in learning spoken 

English. The importance of this research could help students enhance their English 

speaking fluency in the teaching and learning process. 

Regarding the teaching pedagogy, the findings of this research will shed light on 

the pedagogical effectiveness of speaking fluency in foreign language communication 

among Vietnamese EFL learners in higher education. For this reason, the study 

focuses on the description of variables directly related to the EFL learning process, 

which leads to diagnosing the responsible factors that influence the fluency of spoken 

English in Vietnam. Furthermore, it can provide new information on the factors that 

influence a student's ability to speak. Teachers and students could use this new 

understanding to develop an awareness of elements that affect learners' ability to speak 
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in order to improve and grow their competency. Following this, the findings of this 

research are expected to contribute to the effort to figure out and cultivate the teaching 

practices in teaching speaking skills and subsequently eliminate the barriers to fluency 

improvement and enthusiastically embrace alterations. Finally, it is in order to solve 

this obstacle teacher development programs should be taken into consideration, 

supporting participants to have ongoing and regular opportunities to keep up-to-date 

on new research on language learning, new learning resources, and more. 

1.7. Definitions of key terms 

Oral fluency 

In general, there are also different interpretations of fluency at the theoretical 

level. In common parlance, fluency is widely defined as the ability to process language 

with ease and accuracy. Likewise, according to the Oxford English dictionary, fluency 

can be described as "the ability to speak or write a particular foreign language easily 

and accurately." From research communities' perspectives, the notion of language 

proficiency can be understood only when it is examined as a construct nested within 

multiple societal literacies and those literacies' relationship to power in our society 

(Montero-Sieburth, 2014). By the same token, the Association of Teachers of English 

to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) pointed out that "language proficiency is the 

ability to communicate information, ideas, and concepts in the different content areas" 

(Montero-Sieburth, 2014). On the whole, language fluency is almost understood 

within communities of practice and research to mean the contextualized nature of 

language use, compared to viewing language proficiency as the demonstration of 

grammar and pronunciation knowledge. However, it is also argued that it is frequently 

used without a definition, or with a definition that lacks a theoretical foundation. 

Besides, in this research, the terms "oral fluency" and "speaking fluency" are used 

interchangeably to refer to different aspects of language. 

Teachers’ and students’ perspectives 

Perspectives are about individual ways in which people consider a situation per 

se while being impacted by personal experiences or considerations (Nkwe & 

Marungudzi, 2015). As Pajares (1992) demonstrated in his study of 35 educational 

investigations, "all teachers hold beliefs, however defined and labeled, about their 

work, their students, their subject matter, and their roles and responsibilities." They are 

also expected to promote their "beliefs," which are far more influential than knowledge 

in determining how individuals organize and define tasks and problems and are 
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stronger predictors of behavior (p. 311). Teachers' and students’ perspectives are 

linked with their attitudes, values, and beliefs, which help them justify and 

characterize their classroom practices and approaches (Rokeach, 1968, cited in Nkwe 

& Marungudzi, 2015). As a result, a teacher's beliefs impact their knowledge, 

attitudes, and teaching and learning methods, which change over time due to their 

experiences (Richards, 1998). In other words, teachers' understandings of the purpose 

and practices of second language speaking can also affect the way teaching is 

perceived and interpreted. 

Given the focus of the study, it is believed that teacher perspectives and beliefs are 

crucial to shaping teachers' instructional decisions and practice, based on existing research 

results (Borg, 2003, 2013; Borg & Burns, 2009; Tsui, 2003). More crucially, research has 

indicated that teacher research engagement has the potential to play a "powerful 

transformative" (Borg, 2013, p. 6) role in the development of language teachers. The current 

study is also based on substantial research data that suggests teacher research participation 

has "at least a moderate impact on their teaching" (Borg, 2013, p. 126). 

It is, therefore, advisable to propose that the research on the individual 

perspectives of higher education in Vietnam is more likely to shed light on how 

Vietnamese teachers regard the influence of LOF factors and how they deal with them 

as a language of learning and teaching. Accordingly, the importance of language 

teachers' perspectives (beliefs, knowledge, and practices) on factors influencing LOF 

is highlighted, providing key sources and practical advice for education stakeholders 

seeking to find a way out of oral fluency in higher education. Similarly, the current 

study of students' perspectives and attitudes towards LOF is critical not only for the 

successful adaptation of the educational paradigm but also for the academic staff's 

cooperation in developing and implementing effective resources for teaching speaking 

skills. More importantly, the qualitative data collected in this study allowed for a full 

understanding of the complex web of perspectives and attitudes with regard to LOF, 

which might have an impact on the teaching and learning practices of the EFL teacher 

and student participants. Finally, this study incorporates the teachers’ and students’ 

perspectives so as to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the in-role–extra-role 

boundaries and contribute to an optimal teaching and learning process. 

1.8. Organization of the thesis 

This thesis is structured into five chapters. The first chapter introduces the tudy's 

background, followed by research problems, the purposes of the study, research 
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questions, and the scope for selecting the area of research and the significance of the 

study, as well as the organization of the thesis's structure. 

The second chapter examines the literature on oral fluency used by language 

learners and teachers in a variety of educational contexts, as well as the factors that 

influence LOF. Speaker and external factors are described in relation to the LOF 

factors of the learners. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the theoretical 

lenses that serve as a framework for this research: Gardner's socio-educational model 

and Krashen's Monitor Theory. These theories will be used within the pragmatism and 

positivist paradigms to interpret and discuss the research findings concerning factors 

that influence LOF by research participants in their academic and social practices. 

The third chapter outlines the research methodology, including the research 

paradigm and design, followed by participants, Data collection procedure, and 

instruments. This chapter also covers data analysis procedures, reliability and validity, 

and ethical considerations. The chapter concludes with a summary. 

The fourth chapter presents the results from both the quantitative and 

qualitative data analysis. The findings of factors influencing oral fluency and 

students' and teachers' perspectives of oral fluency influencing factors are 

discussed in two sections. 

The fifth chapter presents a conclusion to the whole study. It begins with a 

summary of the study's significant research contributions, followed by a summary 

of the findings and limitations of the study. The chapter also discusses the 

implications and contributions of the study, recommendations for future research, 

and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

This chapter reviews relevant literature and explores factors contributing to EFL 

students' English-speaking Fluency. Specifically, it critically reviews the literature on 

factors influencing speaking Fluency, how such factors should be recognized and 

managed for effective speaking fluency, and what the current state of teaching speaking 

skills, as well as speaking Fluency in Vietnam, is like. The chapter begins by providing 

definitions of key terms, followed by a discussion of the teaching of English speaking, 

especially speaking Fluency in Vietnam universities, from its definition, purpose, 

content limitations, and suggestions for good use, followed by its spread in language 

learning. The chapter also pinpoints factors with important roles in English language 

learning and emphasizes the role of these factors in enhancing the Fluency of speaking 

English. The chapter ends by reviewing relevant studies in the world and Vietnam to 

establish the space for the present study and formulate the research questions. 

2.1. Overview of teaching speaking and speaking Fluency in Vietnam 

This study was carried out at universities in Vietnam. The specific research 

context shares similar learning situations with others worldwide, especially in Asian 

countries where spoken English is taught and practised as a compulsory subject from 

grades 1 to 12. However, there are differences, and what is used in one setting cannot 

be used in another. It means that the context should identify similarities and 

differences with other situations. Therefore, it is primarily suggested that the setting of 

the study focuses on English-major students at Vietnamese Universities. 

The fact that English is currently considered a necessary foreign language in 

Vietnam is due to the Vietnamese open-door policy in 1986 and English as a global 

language in the early 1990s. Teaching English has become a fundamental and 

compulsory subject in the school curriculum, from primary to higher education. Later 

on, despite the new emerging foreign languages such as Chinese, Korean, Japanese, 

French, etc., the English language is often regarded as the most significant foreign 

language in K-12 education, colleges, and tertiary education (Nguyen, 2002). In 

response to the galloping trend of English, MOET in Vietnam has issued frameworks 

for the pilot program of the EFL primary curriculum in which the English language is 

taught as a compulsory subject from Grade 3. 

As for the study of factors affecting speaking Fluency, Vietnam presents a rich 

cultural milieu with socio-economic, historical, and political factors shaping the higher 
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education system and the attitudes and students' motivation toward English learning 

(Truong, 2016). English is introduced both as a discipline and a subject in universities 

if the students study English to have a BA, an MA, or a doctoral degree in English. 

English, on the other hand, is a compulsory subject throughout Vietnam's entire 

higher education system. Compared to secondary and high school students, tertiary 

students are more motivated to learn English (Hoang, 2010). Knowing English well can 

help students get an excellent job within their home country or go abroad to study and 

work. Besides, a computer-based learning environment is more comprehensive than ever 

because of Vietnam's growing social, economic, and political ties with other nations and 

the rapid advancement of communication technology (Dang, 2011a). As a result of these 

hints, Vietnamese students have been inspired to learn English to improve their English 

language competency skills, resulting in more efficient and advanced interactions with 

people from other countries and a striving to address their various needs.  

However, some students study English only because it is mandated by the 

curriculum rather than because they understand the practical significance of language 

learning. It explains why, at least at the beginning of university language courses, a 

large number of university undergraduates demonstrate a low level of language 

competency. Undergraduates regard learning English as a possibly valuable choice for 

a future career rather than a driving need of the present. 

From the standpoint of second language acquisition, the learning environment 

should be considered while learning a language after learning the mother tongue. 

Because Vietnamese students are studying English as a foreign language or as a 

second language in a classroom or a formal instructional setting, it is essential to 

consider the social context. This differs from informal L2 learning that takes place in 

naturalistic contexts. That is to say, in an EFL background or "poor-acquisition 

setting," English is not used outside of the classroom or as the language of 

instruction for school subjects; instead, language teachers, course books, or learning 

aids are used to supply English. As a result, the lack of exposure to and experience 

with the target language almost always results in difficulties in increasing oral 

competency and fluent characteristics. 

Furthermore, the cause is attributed to a variety of flaws in real-life learning 

material sources. Otherwise, such students are more likely to develop language skills 

through the acquisition of grammar and vocabulary. It is reasonable to assume that these 

difficulties may prevent language learners from improving their speaking Fluency.  
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The exam-oriented education system has been viewed as a significant 

impediment to communicative teaching and learning, among which language teachers 

and learners face significant challenges. In doing this, the language learning 

knowledge is only for the sake of grades and exams. As a result, learners are expected 

to "attend class, listen to the teacher's explanation, finish the assignments, and pass the 

final examinations" (Pham 2000). They are eventually characterized as passive 

learners (Huyen & Ha, 2013). The English language metaphorically represents an 

academic assignment and an exercise for many Vietnamese students, with every bit of 

innate drive to study more than what is required to pass a language exam. Thus, as Bui 

(2016) points out, when compared to Western education, Vietnamese and Asian 

students suffer from a lack of communicative competence. It is different from the 

perspectives of progressive education that education philosophy should focus on 

"learning by doing, interacting with the worlds in which students live in the present 

day, cooperating with classmates and with others beyond the classroom, and using 

learning to improve the lives of others" (Jacobs & Renandya, 2016, p.15). 

The Vietnamese MOET has approved the national plan for "Teaching and 

Learning Foreign Languages in the National Formal Educational System between 

2008 and 2020" (Decision No. 1400, 2008). This plan paves the way to having a more 

practical approach to doing better than a theoretical strategy and trying to use English 

as the main component to catch up with other nations in the region and worldwide. In 

2014, MOET launched the foreign language program (MOET, 2014), promoting 

Vietnamese institutions to use English as the medium of instruction (EMI) for teaching 

academic courses. While EMI may experience challenges during its implementation, it 

is meant to improve English language teaching and learning in tertiary education in 

response to current developments in integration, internationalization, and globalization 

(Manh, 2012; Nguyen, Hamid, & Moni, 2016; Ngo & Hendricks, 2018). However, this 

new instructional approach is planned to be evaluated at a few relevant colleges before 

being applied to the entire higher education system. In conjunction with this model, in 

an attempt to deal with the neoliberal demands of commencing educational reforms 

aligned to stretching higher education while certifying its quality and outcomes, 

Nguyen et al. (2016) also took a closer look at the facets of institutional autonomy for 

higher education institutions in Vietnam. It is worth noting that their study revealed 

that "the implementation of EMI programs at autonomous universities did not satisfy 

many of the necessary conditions," such as lecturers' English proficiency, materials 
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and resources, teacher training, and creating social and pedagogical environments for 

ensuring content and language learning outcomes" (Nguyen et al., 2016, p. 680). 

Obviously, as a result of globalization, English language instruction in Vietnam 

has seen significant changes in English and foreign language policies in Vietnam 

(Ngo, 2015). As a result of this shift, English language learning and teaching 

procedures, teaching materials, the curriculum, and the competency of Vietnamese 

ELT teachers have all changed significantly (P. Le & Ngan, 2016). As a result of this 

shift, English language learning and teaching procedures, teaching materials, the 

curriculum, and the competency of Vietnamese ELT teachers have all changed 

significantly (P. Le & Ngan, 2016). 

In terms of teaching methodology, Vietnam has incorporated a communicative 

approach, which is deprived of the strong form version of CLT, into the teaching and 

learning of English. As stated in the introduction to this paper, there is an enormous 

influence on academic examinations. Besides, the communicative approach to English 

teaching and learning is not fully exploited as it should be, emphasizing English 

grammar, writing, and reading skills to prepare learners for these tests (Le, 2011; 

Pham, 2014; Bui, 2016) as well as being shaped by the scholastic approach 

(Erlenawati, 2005). This suggests that the concentration is on written English rather 

than just spoken English, resulting in difficulty in conversing in the language verbally. 

Despite this, there has been a lot of effort in recent years to return to the 

traditional approach to English language education (P. Le & Ngan, 2016). This 

resonates with the suggestion made by Hoang (2001, p.38), indicating "the traditional 

approach could be either improved in the direction of the principles of communicative 

language teaching or used as a kick-off step in the communicative classroom." He 

further mentioned that "the teaching hierarchy could be first accuracy, then fluency, or 

acquisition following learning, not the other way round" (p.38). Therefore, in 

Vietnamese EFL contexts, effective speaking pedagogy benefits from a thorough 

examination of "the factors, conditions, and components that drive speaking 

effectiveness" (Shumin, 2002, p. 210). 

2.2. Theoretical background 

The current study looks into teachers' and students' perspectives in their 

current situations and conditions. It is safe to assume that no particular theory has 

been set for the research on LOF. As discussed in the thesis, addressing definitions 

for LOF and related concepts is critical for understanding the factors influencing 
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LOF. There are various definitions of LOF and different ways to distinguish 

speaking Fluency, to the point that people involved in learning more about oral 

Fluency often become bewildered (Préfontaine, 2010). He further argued in favour of 

a multi-dimensional construct of Fluency. 

Because of the complexity and fluency phenomena, there are opposing 

conceptualizations and conflicting definitions within the body of research connected to 

the definition of LOF. Definitions arise partly from the theoretical framework that has 

been adopted as the basis for conceptualizing oral Fluency. Then, to set the theoretical 

framework of the current study, the construct of Fluency needs to be addressed. The 

conceptual framework of the construct of Fluency in this dissertation is based on and 

adapted from Segalowitz's (2010) model of aspects of L2 Fluency playing a role in 

constructing L2 Fluency. Segalowitz is well known for his significant contributions to 

studies of Fluency, particularly LOF, in recent years. This model comprises three 

aspects of L2 Fluency: L2 utterance fluency, L2 cognitive Fluency, and L2 perceived 

Fluency. Each of the three components of LOF can be found to be complex to measure 

in and of itself. 

Furthermore, Second Language Acquisition research, specifical research into 

the affective, cognitive, and social factors influencing second language (L2) learning, 

has influenced this current research. For the aims of this research, Gardner's socio-

educational model (1979, 1990, 1997, 2001, 2004) and Krashen's Monitor Theory 

(Krashen 1987; McGroarty 1988; Larsen-Freeman and Long 1991; Richards and 

Rodgers 2001) should also be used to evaluate the factors contributing to the 

development of speaking Fluency among Vietnamese students in higher education. 

Specifically, Gardner's (1985) socio-educational model presents how effective factors 

are associated with second language learning. The affective factors are demonstrated 

in individual differences in the socio-educational model. On the other hand, the input 

hypothesis of Krashen's Monitor Theory, which is one of the five hypotheses, accounts 

for second language acquisition. The researcher is going to discuss the meaning of oral 

Fluency and significant factors influencing speaking Fluency from these three main 

frameworks (Segalowitz's (2010), Gardner's (1985) socio-educational model, and 

Krashen's Monitor Theory). 

2.2.1. Fluency 

In discussions of speaking Fluency, drawing on earlier work by Fillmore (1979), 

he classified oral Fluency into four essential characteristics. The first characteristic is 
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"the ability to talk at length with few pauses, the ability to fill time with talk" (2000, p. 

51), which implies automaticity of language processing. The second dimension is the 

production of coherent sentences using the "semantic and syntactic resources of the 

language" appropriately. The third is "the ability to have appropriate things to say in a 

wide range of contexts" (p. 51). The last is "the ability some people have to be creative 

and imaginative in their language use" (ibid., p. 51). It should be duly noted that his 

understanding of Fluency is not intimately linked with the speed of speech but rather 

the complexity and quality of sentences spoken. More interestingly, he was more 

likely to assume that the Fluency of the speaker could vary with the different 

contextualizations and situations. His definition of Fluency is reasonably detailed and 

extensive, but it is difficult to discern how this description differs from the 

perspectives of global oral proficiency. 

An alternative investigation of Fluency can be found in Lennon (1990, 2000). He 

suggests that Fluency is tentatively identified with two concepts. In the so-called broad 

concept, Fluency means global oral proficiency, indicating that a fluent speaker has a 

strong foreign or second language command. The definition bears a solid resemblance to 

the concept suggested by Chambers (1997), which "describes the spoken production of a 

person who can use the language effectively, usually of someone speaking a foreign 

language" (p.536). He has been relatively consistent in his conceptualization of Fluency 

as a synonym of oral proficiency that somehow follows the characteristics of competent 

language speakers. He also pointed out that "in CLT, the notion of fluency is used to 

assess how well learners use their knowledge to achieve their linguistic and 

communicative purposes" (p.537). This concept of Fluency seems to hold the same 

ideas as the second aspect of Fluency proposed by Fillmore (1979). 

On the contrary, in its narrow concept, Fluency primarily refers to one component 

of oral proficiency. This sense is more compatible with the oral examination criteria 

used to assess students' "correctness, idiomaticness, relevance, appropriateness, 

pronunciation, lexical range, etc." (Lennon, 1990, p.389). More than that, Fluency in this 

sense concerns how easily and smoothly speech is delivered. Notwithstanding, the 

present study involves and deals with the broad concept of Fluency. 

A further perspective on L2 speaking fluency emphasizing cognitive Fluency and 

utterance fluency is provided by Segalowitz (2004, 2010, 2016, 2016b). Considered a 

leading contributor to aspects of Fluency in speaking, Segalowitz (2010) has added many 

studies on Fluency over the past decade. In most of these reviews, he generally focuses on 
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L2 utterance fluency, L2 cognitive Fluency, and L2 perceived Fluency and describes the 

role of the pragmatic and sociolinguistic nature of communication as ways to generate and 

shape L2 fluency development. Segalowitz (2010) has consistently emphasized the social 

context of communication as the factor that underlies both Fluency and comprehension. 

His findings also verified that cognitive Fluency is considered the most complex 

procedure because it depends on "the mobilization and temporal integration of mental 

processes" to produce the utterance (Goldman-Eisler 1968). 

According to a recent study by S. Segalowitz and Segalowitz (2016), fluency 

attainment is shaped by a variety of dependent variables such as age, aptitude, 

ethnolinguistic identity, intelligence, learning style, personality, and so on. In the same vein, 

Simona Kopnická (2016) manifested a diversity of significant factors that play a prominent 

part in speakers' Fluency. Temporal and lexical speech stream factors (speech rate, pauses, 

repetitions, self-corrections), speaker factors (exposure, practice, interaction, proficiency, 

immersion experience, age, gender, and motivation), and speaker-external factors (task type, 

environment – lab vs natural setting) are some of the different features playing a role in 

Fluency. Wood (2006) defined Fluency in temporal variables like the amount of speech, 

rate of speech, repair phenomena, pause phenomena, and length of fluent runs. 

Given communication in a foreign working environment, it is generally agreed 

that foreign language fluency is necessary. Thus, when teaching EFL, language 

teachers tend to agree with Herder and Sholdt's arguments that "you must work on 

your speaking fluency in order to get better understood by others." This can be 

illustrated briefly by Nation (2014). He defined Fluency as using the best of what is 

already known. Furthermore, Fluency is viewed as one of the most critical components 

of the output process in EFL or ESL learning, which paves the way for successful 

communication in L2 learners. Yet, as Kirk (2014) underlined, even though wide-

ranging teachers might view the fluency skill as necessary, they also see it as a 

complicated phenomenon when addressing Fluency in the classroom. According to the 

information in Van Patten's talk show, Tea with BVP, Fluency is context-dependent. 

Remarkably, he describes it as the intersection of speaking and listening, and the 

context determines accuracy and the role of each. 

Within this paradigm, there is research on factors influencing learners' speaking 

fluency regarding English as a second or foreign language, particularly in Asian countries. 

To illustrate, Shaules (1994) carried out pioneering research into hidden barriers to fluent 

communication. He argued that cultural differences are viewed as the most significant 
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barriers inherent in communicating among language speakers, and they are even more 

significant than linguistic elements. This study also pointed out that foreign-language 

speakers tend to be unaware of enormous attitudes and styles within their culture and 

subsequently introduce but rarely teach language learners essential socio-cultural skills. 

In the same way as the discussion of CLT, it is widely considered the most 

productive approach for English language teaching to promote communicative 

competence among L2 learners. While some educators contend that CLT is considered an 

ideal approach and should be the dominant approach for teaching English, critics have 

also argued that CLT is not feasible in many countries, particularly in Asian countries. 

This is because their local learning culture is more likely to emphasize mechanical and 

memory learning and a lack of individualism and creative thinking (Kay, 2002). Although 

these views of Fluency reflect widespread definitions of the term, it is necessary to define 

Fluency as more specific and relevant to the context examined in this research. 

Ultimately, it must be proposed that the term "fluency" be discussed with two 

meanings in this present study. The first meaning is considered proficiency or as a 

component of proficiency (Lennon 1990, 2000). Fluency appears to mean global oral 

proficiency; that is, a fluent speaker has a strong command of a foreign or second 

language. From the combined literary evidence, it is clear that researchers are describing 

Fluency as proficiency in using language to communicate, including Sajavaara and 

Lehtonen (1978), Faerch, Haastrup, and Phillipson (1984), Hedge (1993), and Weir 

(1993). They all came to view Fluency as an inextricable part of communicative 

competence. This means the speakers can use linguistic and pragmatic competence 

(Koponen and Riggenbach, 2000). That being so, it is inclined to believe that the level 

of L2 speakers' oral Fluency is frequently utilized as a criterion for assessing language 

proficiency. The second meaning of oral Fluency comprises three distinct but 

interrelated concepts: cognitive, utterance, and perceived Fluency (Segalowitz, 2010). 

This fluency framework of Segalowitz was mentioned in the following part. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Aspects of L2 fluency – Segalowitz’s model 
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Nevertheless, each component represents a significant part of the overall 

definition of LOF. According to an investigation by Segalowitz (2016a, p.79), 

"cognitive and utterance fluency need to be situated in the social context of 

communication to take into account the role played by the pragmatic and 

sociolinguistic nature of communication in shaping L2 fluency development." 

This research focuses on oral Fluency in the context of foreign language 

teaching and learning. In this situation, the word "fluent" has a specialized meaning in 

this context. The author will give a variety of L2 fluency definitions that have been 

referenced in the literature. 

2.2.1.1. Fluency as proficiency 

No matter how Fluency is defined, it is generally accepted that it entails 

communicative competence or language proficiency when discussing non-native 

Fluency, or LOF (Freed et al., 2004). As described on the previous page, this 

dissertation will describe and examine oral Fluency as a proficiency. 

Along with Lennon (1990), other researchers broadly define Fluency as a 

concept that, to some extent, refers to a characteristic feature of language proficiency, 

especially second language proficiency or global oral proficiency (Biancarosa, 

Shanley, & Shanley, n.d.; Lennon, 1990; Chamber, 1997; Koponen & Riggenbach, 

2000; Hilton, 2008; Baker- Smemoe, Dewey, Bown, & Martinsen, 2014; Leonard, 

2015; Gorkaltseva et al., 2015; Nzanana, 2016; Lahmann, Steinkrauss, & Schmid, 

2017). Although, in some standard terms, Fluency indicates both ease and accuracy in 

delivering a speech (Fluency, n.d.), Fluency has a more specific and distinct meaning 

in the field of linguistics. That is to say, Fluency in proficiency is "the ability to 

produce the second language with native-like rapidity, without pausing, hesitation, or 

reformulation" (Housen, Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012, p. 2). Communicating and 

conveying the target language fluently and accurately is the ultimate goal of a foreign 

or second language learner (Kormos & Dénes, 2004). The primary objective of a 

foreign or second-language learner is to communicate and transmit the target language 

fluently and accurately (Kormos & Dénes, 2004b). 

In terms of language assessment, Fluency plays the leading role in evaluating 

the learners' speaking proficiency level. In terms of language assessment, global 

proficiency measures put students through tests based on recognized proficiency 

standards, such as the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(CEFR), published by the Council of Europe in 2001. For instance, it describes 
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Fluency as one of the main criteria for measuring the L2 learners' proficiency level. 

The CEFR framework establishes criteria for describing and justifying speaking levels 

of competency to discern the levels of competence and proficiency of L2 learners in 

the target language. The rating scale for spoken Fluency is shown in appendix VII, the 

criteria for spoken Fluency in CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001). 

It should be noted that Fluency here is one of five evaluation criteria, the other 

ones being range, accuracy, interaction, and coherence. Although the IETLS speaking 

criterion frequently includes "fluency and accuracy," the findings proposed by Ers, 

Stitutio, and Lee (2008) revealed no strong positive correlation between accuracy and 

Fluency. Alternatively, their research came up with the idea that the development of 

these two components of oral skills is independent of each other. An additional feature 

of this criterion is that CEFR describes oral Fluency at the highest level (C2) as the 

natural, effortless, and unhesitating flow of spoken language, which is very cognitively 

demanding in operationalization. In other respects, Segalowitz (2010) also mentioned 

Fluency as the cognitive level of language processing. 

Furthermore, practical examples of evaluating the L2 learners' proficiency 

levels, lexical resources, grammatical range and accuracy, pronunciation criteria, 

Fluency, and coherence are other fundamental criteria in the IELTS speaking test (as 

in the appendix). As shown in table 2, the order of features in the criteria starts from 

the bottom. As Davies (2014) questioned, the Fluency and coherence criterion during 

the IELTS speaking assessment is part of Fluency or a different factor. Thus, it is 

evident that the oral fluency component plays a prominent role throughout the purpose 

and development of the language tests. 

In this research, the learning outcomes for English practical/communication 

skills for English majors in Vietnam are based on the Vietnamese version's Common 

European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). In other words, the 

learning outcomes of oral Fluency are constructed by the CEFR Vietnamese version. 

As for university students, the minimal English language proficiency level for 

language English-major students is the C1 level. 

2.2.1.2. Fluency versus Accuracy 

Complexity, accuracy, and Fluency originated from a proficiency model 

introduced by Skehan (1996, 1998), which brought the three dimensions together. 

From that, complexity, accuracy, and Fluency are three concepts that appeared 

prominently and often together in L2 studies, which is an asset of L2 learners' 
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performance evaluated to examine the effect of other factors (Housen, Kuiken, & 

Vedder, 2012). However, when it comes to communicative language teaching, Fluency 

is distinguished from accuracy. In particular, pedagogical perspectives place different 

emphases on Fluency and accuracy, which was discussed in research related to 

understanding communicative L2 proficiency in classroom contexts (e.g., Allwright 

(1979) argues Brumfit (1979, 1984; Hammerly 1990). However, Brumfit's (1984) 

definition of Fluency as "the maximally effective operation of the language system so 

far acquired by the student" (p. 57), accuracy does not receive much attention. 

2.2.1.3. Utterance fluency 

Utterance fluency generally refers to the "temporal, pausing, hesitation, and 

repair characteristics of speech" (Segalowitz, 2010, p. 48), which is comprised of 

quantifiable components of utterance fluency. In other words, L2 utterance fluency is 

defined as "the fluidity of the observable speech as characterized by measurable 

temporal features such as syllable rate, duration, and rate of hesitations, filled and 

silent pauses" (Segalowitz, 2016a, p. 81). It has also been proposed that utterance 

fluency is a form with multiple aspects: breakdown fluency, speed fluency, and repair 

Fluency (Skehan, 2003; Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005). 

There are two versions of the speech rate, including unpruned and pruned. 

Unpruned speech involves everything that a partaker produces (although often 

excluding non-word fillers), whereas pruned speech eliminates repair instances from 

the calculations (Leonard, 2015, cited in Mota, 2003; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). 

Riggenbach (1991), for example, researched the spontaneous speech of six ESL 

learners, which showed that the fluency ratings provided by 12 ESL instructors were 

influenced primarily by speech rate and pausing. She also discovered that hesitation 

clusters harmed perceptions of Fluency. Furthermore, Derwing et al. (2004) 

investigated 28 untrained NS listeners' fluency perceptions on three speaking tasks 

such as picture description, monologue, and dialogue, undertaken by low proficiency 

ESL learners. The results confirmed that fluency ratings were associated closely with 

measures of pausing and standardized pruned syllables per second. However, some or 

all pauses are sometimes separated from calculations (Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008; 

Iwashita et al., 2008; Préfontaine, 2010; Leonard, 2015). 

2.2.1.4 Cognitive fluency 

It is apparent from the previous investigation that utterance fluency has been 

surveyed in numerous studies even though there are many approaches to its 
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measurement. In contrast to this aspect, there is less research related to measuring 

cognitive Fluency. As highlighted by Segalowitz (2010), cognitive Fluency is defined 

by the ability of each individual to perform the process of planning and assembling an 

utterance with the characteristics that they have: 

Cognitive Fluency has to do with the speaker's ability to efficiently mobilize and 

integrate the underlying cognitive processes responsible for producing utterances with 

their characteristics (Segalowitz, 2010, p. 48). As it is concerned with the process of 

mentality, it cannot be easily measured directly (De Jong et al., 2013b). 

In one study that addressed cognitive Fluency, De Jong et al. (2013a) 

operationalized cognitive Fluency in terms of grammar, vocabulary, and processing 

abilities. They employed multiple tests to measure processing speed, including speed 

of lexical retrieval, sentence completion, and speed of articulation, in addition to 

untimed activities to assess grammar and vocabulary knowledge. They concluded that 

these tasks might "tap most aspects of L2 linguistic skills that supposedly underlie L2 

cognitive fluency" (De Jong et al., 2013a, p.7). 

2.2.1.5. L2 perceived Fluency 

Perceived Fluency is the combination of utterance and cognitive Fluency and adds 

the listener to the equation. In other words, Segalowitz (2010) proposed that "perceived 

fluency has to do with the inferences listeners make about a speaker's cognitive fluency 

based on their perception of utterance fluency" (p.48). This means that perceived Fluency 

is credited by a listener to a speaker, relying on the judgment inferred from hearing the 

utterance produced by the speaker. In this respect, it is worth noting that Fluency is found 

to be difficult to measure in an objective way. This approach aligns with Goldman and 

Eisler's (1968) observation that it is challenging to detect Fluency in real-life speech 

samples. Instead, Fluency is a quality that the listener perceives, notwithstanding 

variations in speed, breakdowns in coherence, pauses, and false starts. 

Whereas utterance fluency belongs to utterances and cognitive Fluency is 

connected to the speaker, perceived Fluency is an impression on the part of the 

listener. Similarly, Lennon also highlighted that "fluency is an impression on the 

listener's part that the psycholinguistic processes of speech planning and speech 

production are functioning easily and efficiently" (Lennon, 1990, pp. 191). 

2.2.2. Gardner’s socio-educational model 

In order to examine the factors influencing the LOF of Vietnamese-speaking 

students, it is essential to examine their motivation, attitude, and anxiety about 
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learning the language. Language learning motivation is the major focus of socio-

educational research, which is concerned with the main factors behind individual 

variances in language acquisition success. Gardner and his colleagues developed the 

socio-educational model (Gardner, 1985; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993) to investigate 

the motivation for learning a second language through individual efforts, 

accomplishing goals, enjoying the job of learning the language, and its social-

psychological factors (orientation and attitude). 

Besides, Gardner (2004) created the attitude/motivation test battery (AMTB) to 

examine distinct individual characteristics based on the socio-educational model 

(AMTB). The AMTB collects self-reported data on how important it is for second 

language (L2) learners to learn English. 

Gardner's socio-educational model identifies four factors that influence 

language learning: social milieu, individual differences, contexts for second language 

acquisition, and learning outcomes (Gardner 1979). Gardner's early model (Gardner, 

1979) is being used as the basic framework for the current study. However, the new 

version (Gardner 1985) stresses the importance of attitudes and the role of a number of 

various individual characteristics of learners in L2 acquisition. The model is illustrated 

in the diagram below. 

 

Figure 2.2. Gardner’s socio-educational model (adapted from Gardner, 1985) 
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2.2.2.1. Social milieu 

The process of L2 acquisition begins in the social milieu, where learners form their 

first attitudes toward the culture of L2. People's learning beliefs differ depending on their 

social context (Gardner 1975). In turn, the social environment influences the strategies 

people use to learn a second language. After understanding individual differences in L2 

acquisition, it is critical to consider the learning context because it improves L2 

performance directly and indirectly. Finally, when learners have prior experience and 

knowledge of the L2, they positively affect its development, such as fluency. 

Initially, Gardner discussed two different social contexts proposed by Lambert 

(1974; Gardner 1975), covering one with additive bilingualism and the other with 

subtractive bilingualism. Later that year, in 1990, he initiated the sociostructural and 

socioperceptual perspectives. The sociostructural perspective emphasizes the various 

contextual factors that influence SLA. For instance, when a learner is in a situation 

where the target language-speaking community is not accessible, the learning 

environment, such as language teachers, language courses, parental encouragement, 

and mass media, can all impact SLA. 

Between 1993 and 2010, the model's pattern was rigidly changed to include the 

variability in the external factors affecting L2 learning. Thus, the term "social milieu" 

was replaced with "external factors." More features were added to describe the 

variables that determine each of the individual factors, and these were summarized in 

Gardner's Attitude Motivation Test Battery. 

2.2.2.2. Individual differences 

Individual differences are any distinguishing qualities or traits that set one 

person apart from another Dornyei (2005). The most effective individual differences 

are motivation, anxiety, personality, aptitude, age, and gender (Hall, 2001). These 

elements are referred to as individual differences (Gardner, 1990; Oxford, 1992; 

Dornyei, 2005). Particularly, Gardner (1990) proposed research on individual 

differences and their impact on SLA, categorizing them into three groups: cognitive 

characteristics, attitude and motivation, and personality characteristics. Similarly, Ellis 

(1994) contended that individual differences are related to one another. In other words, 

the successful application of a specific learning strategy may increase learners' 

motivation and decrease their anxiety levels. Learners' personalities may impact their 

beliefs and affective responses, etc. 
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On the other hand, Gardner labelled the four primary variables measured in the 

AMTB (Attitude Motivation Test Battery) in his review of the Socio-educational 

Model, which includes integrativeness, attitude toward learning situations, motivation, 

and language anxiety. Other variables in the AMTB, such as instrumental orientation 

and parental encouragement, are used in various settings. The following section will 

briefly discuss some variables of individual differences in order to achieve the goals of 

this research. These effective factors cover motivation, attitude, and anxiety. 

Motivation and attitude 

Gardner's model has been centred on attitudes and motivation since 1979. 

Gardner (1979, 1985, 2004) defines motivation as three components, namely: the 

effort expended to learn the material, the desire to learn the language, and the 

enjoyment of the experience of learning the language. Gardner contended that if these 

three terms are satisfied, the learner can effectively use motivation as a tool for L2 

acquisition. Some research on motivation, attitude, and achievement reveals that these 

three aspects of motivation generally directly relate to each other, and the extent of a 

learner's motivation is linked to their achievement, according to Gardner and Clement 

(1990), Gardner (1997), and Siegel (2003). 

Gardner and Lambert's distinction between "instrumental" and "integrative" 

motivation is a beneficial second aspect of motivation (1959, in Larsen-Freeman & 

Long 1991). Instrumental motivation is a desire to learn a second language for a 

specific goal or reason, such as a job opportunity or academic requirement (Archibald, 

1996). Gardner (2004) contends that integrative motivation pertains more to L2 

achievement than instrumental motivation because instrumental motivation is typically 

directed towards a short-term goal, resulting in people not learning the L2 for an 

extended period. On the other hand, researchers make different arguments about the 

two types of motivation and L2 attainment. Gardner, for example, admits that if 

learners have consistent instrumental motivation, it will result in L2 achievement 

(Gardner & McIntyre 1991, in Kimura, Nakata & Okumura 1999). According to 

Dörnyei (1990a, in Clément et al. 1994), Kimura, Nakata, and Okumura (1999), 

instrumental motivation plays a vital role up to the intermediate level, and learners' 

motivation may be inspired by the types of learning contexts they are in. More 

specifically, learners in an English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context are more 

likely to be instrumentally motivated. In contrast, learners in an English as a second 

language (ESL) context are more likely to be integratively motivated. 
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Anxiety 

Language anxiety is an effective factor that describes how people feel when 

they perform the L2. Learners experience anxiety for various reasons, depending on 

the school environment in which they find themselves. This means that learners feel 

anxious informal learning contexts about tests, speaking in class, and competing with 

others. In contrast, in informal learning contexts, they become anxious when 

communicating with L2 native speakers and experiencing cultural differences 

(Ehrman, 1996). There are six types of anxiety, according to (Nitta 2006). They are 

trait anxiety, state anxiety, foreign language anxiety, foreign language classroom 

anxiety, language shock, and move anxiety. 

Scovel (1978, in Ellis 1994) proposed trait anxiety and state anxiety Trait 

anxiety is a consistent aspect of a person's personality. People experience state anxiety 

when confronted with specific events or situations, such as using public transportation 

in a foreign country. Foreign language anxiety happens when someone must perform 

tasks in a foreign language (Horwitz Horwitz and Cope 1986, in Hilleson 1996). In 

contrast, foreign language classroom anxiety is anxiety that learners encounter when 

performing tasks in a language classroom specifically ((Horwitz et al., 1996, in 

Matsuda & Gobel, 2003). Language shock occurs when students feel dysfunctional 

such as fear of losing their true personality and appearing comical in an L2 speaking 

situation (Schumann and Schumann 1977, in Hilleson 1996; McGroarty 1988). 

Finally, move anxiety arises when individuals enter a new environment and must deal 

with day-to-day tasks, new relationships, and the absence of family assistance 

structures and practices (Krishnan and Hoon 2002). 

2.2.2.3. Second language acquisition contexts 

Gardner's model's third and fourth phases, Second language acquisition contexts 

and learning outcomes, have not changed over time. Learning contexts are classified 

into two types: formal contexts and informal contexts. The former refers to educational 

settings such as classrooms, while the latter refers to daily events such as watching 

TV, chatting, and shopping in the L2 (Gardner 1979). Because it is widely assumed 

that the learner will achieve a higher level of achievement in the L2 in informal 

settings, the "homestay program" is popular among Japanese people (Ellis 1994). 

Ellis (1994) distinguished two social contexts in which SLA occurs: social and 

educational contexts. Informal contexts such as monolingual, bilingual, official 

language, and international settings are natural contexts. Educational contexts are 



27  

formal learning contexts found in language classrooms. Ellis goes on to say that 

different types of learning contexts produce different learning outcomes. 

2.2.2.4. Learning outcomes 

Gardner's (1979) model distinguishes between two types of learning outcomes: 

linguistic and non-linguistic outcomes. Linguistic outcomes are mastery of grammar, 

vocabulary, fluency and pronunciation, whereas non-linguistic outcomes are changes 

in attitude toward the L2 and the L2 speaking group and culture. Gardner (1979) 

contends that there is a link between learning contexts and learning outcomes. 

According to him, both linguistic and non-linguistic outcomes can be formed in formal 

and informal learning contexts. The final outcomes of the model are bilingual 

proficiency, such as levels of fluency and non-linguistic outcomes, such as attitudes, 

beliefs and cultural values. Nevertheless, the outcomes may vary in informal learning 

contexts depending on the nature of the specific formal language training or informal 

language experience.  

2.2.3. Krashen’s Monitor Theory 

Krashen’s Monitor Theory (1987) explains how learners acquire an L2. It consists 

of five hypotheses: the acquisition/learning hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, the 

natural order hypothesis, the input hypothesis, and the affective filter hypothesis. The 

theoretical framework exploited in this research is the input hypothesis. This model was 

developed and published by the linguist Stephen Krashen in 1977. 

2.2.3.1. acquisition and learning 

Krashen (1987) believes that L2 growth is divided into 2 phases: acquisition and 

learning. According to Krashen (1987), the acquisition is a subconscious process that 

occurs in natural settings, such as when watching TV. On the other hand, learning is a 

conscious action in structured learning circumstances such as classrooms. Learners 

acquire a language by watching TV, interacting with people, listening to the radio, etc. 

At the same time, according to Krashen, they learn a language by studying grammar 

and idiomatic expressions. He believes acquisition, rather than learning, is more 

critical for L2 fluency. He also thinks that acquisition contributes more to L2 fluency 

than learning. In addition, according to Krashen, "speaking ability (fluency and 

accuracy) is the result of obtaining comprehensible input."  

2.2.3.2. The Monitor Hypothesis 

The "Monitor Hypothesis" refers to the learners' usage of an internal monitor to 

recognize and self-correct their linguistic errors. Krashen (1987) believes the monitor 
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is employed when kids are learning, but he also recognizes the flaws in this theory. He 

believes that the monitor is only used when a learner has a lot of time to focus on 

grammar and needs to know linguistic rules to correct their mistakes, but that learners 

don't always pay attention to grammatical rules or correctness, and that people's 

knowledge of grammar is generally incomplete. These prerequisites, he claims, are 

rarely met, and therefore the monitor's job is limited. 

2.2.3.3. The Natural Order hypothesis 

According to the Natural Order theory, people learn linguistic objects in a 

second language in a predictable natural order, with certain structures being learned 

first and others being learned later (Krashen 1987). In other words, certain 

grammatical structures are learned early, whereas others are learned later by language 

learners. Although there is not always complete agreement among individual 

acquirers, statistically significant similarities exist. 

2.2.3.4. The Input Hypothesis 

Krashen's Monitor Theory (1987) explains how learners acquire an L2. It 

consists of five hypotheses: the acquisition/learning hypothesis, the monitor 

hypothesis, the natural order hypothesis, the input hypothesis, and the affective filter 

hypothesis. The theoretical framework used in this current research is the input 

hypothesis, a fundamental hypothesis in Krashen's model of second language 

acquisition (Shehadeh 2013; Krashen 1982; Ellis and Shintani 2014). It is worth noting 

that this hypothesis states that a second language is learned or acquired "by 

understanding messages or receiving comprehensible input" (Gass and Selinker, 2008, 

p.309). Crystal (2008) defined the term "input" as "the external linguistic data 

available to speakers in the course of acquiring a language" (p. 247). 

The Input Hypothesis states that "a necessary but not sufficient condition to 

move from stage I to stage i+1 is that the acquirer understands input that contains i+1, 

where "understand" means that the acquirer is focused on the meaning and not the 

form of the input" (Krashen, 1982, p.21). According to this theory, language 

acquisition occurs only when the message being transmitted is understood. In other 

words, the primary purpose is to focus on what is being said rather than the form of the 

language. This indicates that when a language is taught, it is best comprehended while 

transferring messages rather than through conscious learning. More importantly, the 

"comprehensible input" is the most crucial aspect of the input hypothesis (IC). 

Similarly, Gass, Behney, and Plonsky (2013) considered "language comprehensible 
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input" as the main focus of the input hypothesis, which is described as "that bit of 

language that is heard/read and that is slightly ahead of a learner's current state of 

grammatical knowledge" (p.131). This aligns with the Input Hypothesis framework 

(Krashen, 1982). It claims that second language learners can successfully acquire a 

language that contains a structure that is a little beyond their knowledge by using their 

linguistic competence and referring to the context along with their knowledge and 

extra-linguistic information about the world. Thus, learners are supposed to be 

exposed to comprehensible input, and through understanding the written and spoken 

language input, they can gain linguistic competence. 

According to Krashen's Input Hypothesis, there are four main characteristics of 

optimal input for acquisition. Specifically, Krashen (1982) suggests that the provided 

target language input must be comprehensible, interesting, and relevant, not 

grammatically sequenced, and of sufficient quantity. In order to have a successful 

second language acquisition process, the Krashen Input Hypothesis can be integrated 

with the teaching instruction with the purpose of providing students with opportunities 

for more than merely mechanical classroom practice. Thus, the input hypothesis can be 

employed as a theoretical framework in this research, which is the factor of instruction 

in contributing to English students' oral fluency. The table below shows how Krashen's 

Input Hypothesis can be combined with teaching instruction, resolving the existing 

challenge of second language acquisition for countries such as Vietnam while also 

assisting in the development of speaking fluency. 

Table 2.1. The Krashen's Input Hypothesis with the teaching instruction 

Optimal input The teaching instruction 

1. Input 

comprehensibility 

To help learners to acquire and understand the meaning of an 

utterance or a sentence in the target language by choosing the 

material that is not so demanding on the student. 

2. Interesting and 

relevant input 

To help the learners to acquire the new words that they need 

for success in their everyday activities and the new words by 

designing textbooks to cater to their needs. 

3. Input grammatical 

sequence 

To avail the materials which help learners to understand the 

target language grammatical rules implicitly. 

4. Input quantity To expose the learners to sufficient, rich and comprehensible 

target language learning resources by engaging them in 

conversations rather than listening comprehension exercises. 
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In addition, the framework of the input hypothesis also provides other features 

that encourage second language acquisition. Krashen (1982) states that the provided 

target language input must be a tool for conversation management and must facilitate a 

high level of affective filter. The following table demonstrates how Krashen's Input 

Hypothesis can be integrated with the use of technology in terms of obtaining a 

sufficiently comprehensible input and creating a favourable environment for the target 

language output. With the support of technology, students gradually understand the 

comprehensive input and gradually improve their speaking fluency. 

Table 2.2. Krashen's Input Hypothesis with the technology 

Optimal input The technology 

1. A Tool for Conversational 

management 

To help learners to interact with the target language 

speakers and thus to improve their communication skills. 

2. Filter Strength To help learners to improve their communication 

skills in the target language. 
 

2.2.3.5. The Affective Filter Hypothesis 

Anxiety, motivation, and self-confidence, according to Krashen (1987), are 

three affective variables that influence SLA. Krashen's "affective filter theory" states 

that a person with high anxiety, poor motivation, and low self-confidence will have a 

high "affective filter." The acquisition of the L2 will be limited or delayed by this 

highly effective filter. Someone with low anxiety, great motivation, and high self-

confidence, on the other hand, will have a low affective filter and will be able to 

acquire the L2 more quickly. 

2.2.4. L2 Oral fluency factors 

In terms of language teaching methodologies, there is complete agreement that 

since the students are taught through a nine-year learning path of conventional, teacher-

centered, grammar-based, test-driven teaching, they find themselves not easy to fall in line 

with the interactional environment with the purpose of grips with fluency (Finch, 2014). 

It appears natural to accept that various kinds of elements directly or indirectly 

involve and affect oral fluency. A study conducted by Segalowitz (2016b) found that "L2 

fluency is the outcome of the operation of a dynamical system where cognitive, 

motivational, social, sociolinguistic, pragmatic and psycholinguistic considerations interact 

in complex ways". Aligning this conceptual framework of the L2 fluency of Segalowitz and 

its influences with the setting of the present study, the factors influencing LOF may be 

divided into two main categories based on its dimensions' central roles and consequences. 
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Oral fluency factors 

External 

factors 

Affective 

factors 

These classifications include speaker factors and speaker-external factors, 

providing a theoretical background for an investigation into EFL teachers' perspectives. 

 

Figure 2.3. The framework of oral fluency factors 

Besides, previous research has demonstrated that this fluency attainment is 

shaped depending on a wide range of dependent variables, including age, aptitude, 

ethnolinguistic identity, intelligence, learning style, and personality (Segalowitz et al., 

2004). As explained earlier, the present work will mention the particular variables 

under the teacher's perspectives, which impact the fluency of productive skills. On the 

whole, this research also introduces the idea that this fluency is explored by a potential 

explanatory framework of L2 teaching and learning (Naiman et al., 1996, p.3) and 

mentions the significant relationship between dependent variables and fluency 

attainment. This framework provides the connections among the factors of learners, 

teaching, L2 environment, learning, and outcomes. 

Numerous factors influence the fluency and accuracy outcomes. Typically, the 

authors of these articles (Abdi et al., 2012; Wang, 2014; Munirah et al., 2015; Munirah 

dan Arief. M.M, 2015; Albino, G. 2017) contended that these fluency and accuracy 

attainments are shaped depending on the wide range of dependent variables including 

age, aptitude, ethnolinguistic identity, intelligence, learning style, personality and so 

on. Wang (2014) emphasized the fundamental factors acting as the cognitive, 

linguistic, and contributing factors in his research. In the line of this argument, 

Munirah et al., 2015 convincingly underlined that linguistic factors are the most 

challenging ones that many EFL learners in China face due to the inability to 

communicate effectively in real-life communication. 

Secondly, in these five articles, several main approaches have been examined 

and suggested to deal with these problems of fluency and accuracy in communication. 

Three out of five articles mentioned the solutions to be involved (Wang, 2014; Abdi et 

al., 2012; Munirah dan Arief. M.M, 2015). These results demonstrate the importance 
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of the task-based approach, the pre-task planning method, and the four-step method in 

maximizing the pedagogical approaches, which led to particular activities in teaching 

and learning EFL and gaining positive speaking outcomes. 

Next, when it comes to learners' speaking fluency, both Albino (2017) and I. J. 

Yang (2014) agreed that learners' progress in the fluency outcomes of speaking the 

English language should be based on a task-based language teaching approach and the 

pre-task planning (PTP) adopted indeed by the language teachers in the educational 

settings. There is generally a significant increase in linguistic competence with 

consistent practice in the target language. However, the studies don't focus on the 

environment outside the classroom, which the EFL learners would exert and keep 

practising their speaking skills as expected. As Kirk (2014) pointed out, even though 

many teachers might view the fluency skill as necessary, they also see it as a 

complicated phenomenon regarding addressing fluency in the classroom since fluency 

is described as a variable depending on the contextualize. 

Taken as a whole, these papers presented a mixture of the method research, 

including interviews and questionnaires, which entail valid information and data. The 

results are consistent with the possibility that the fluency and accuracy of speaking 

skills gain positive outcomes if the teachers apply these above-suggested methods 

regularly in their English language teaching. It is crucial for empirical research that 

must be applied to benefit more extraordinary language learners or contribute informed 

insight into what all of this information means for learners' oral fluency. 

2.2.4.1. Speaker factors 

(i) Age 

From the perspective of SLA, it puts forward the view that children are more 

successful L2 learners than adults. However, there are no valid reasons to support this 

conclusion, and it is still ambiguous. SLA research reported the findings that show there is 

a critical period of first language acquisition. This is that children have a limited time in 

their lives during which typical acquisition is possible. At this point, Lenneberg (1967, 

cited in Saville-Troike, 2006) hypothesized that the critical period applies to SLA and first 

language acquisition and that this explains "why almost all L2 speakers have a "foreign 

accent" if they do not begin learning the language before the cut-off age" (p.83). 

(ii) Attitude 

In ELT studies, a positive attitude to language learning is seen as a crucial factor. 

However, it is argued that there has been no general agreement on the definition of attitudes 
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in SLA (Ellis, 1985). For example, Gardner and Lambert (1972) define "attitude" as the 

learner's constancy in seeking a goal. Schumann (1978) defines attitude as a social factor on 

an equivalence to variables like "size of the learning group. Similarly, Brown views 

"attitudes" as the set of beliefs that the learner has towards members of the target language 

group. More importantly, the most extensive study on attitudes about L2 learning within the 

framework has been conducted by Gardner and Lambert and their associates (Gardner and 

Lambert, 1959, 1972; Gardner, 1968, 1980, 1983, 1985, 1988; Gardner, Clement & 

Smythe, l 979). This framework of Gardner is also used for this dissertation. 

According to the finding Finch (2014), it is offered that "with particular 

attention to attitude change and development of fluency" (p.69). In other words, he 

acknowledged that fluency could be improved through positive attitude change while 

taking into account student and teacher attitudes and beliefs. Claypool, Mackie, & 

Garcia-Marques (2015) also shared the same view on this matter. Their research on 

fluency and attitudes noted the relationship between fluency and attitude, in which 

fluency usually makes attitudes more positive. 

(iii) Motivation 

Motivation is believed as a property of the learner, but it is also a controversial 

concept. In broad terms, L2 motivation can be described as any stimulus that 

constitutes successful second-language speakers by planting in them the seeds of self-

confidence and escalating the momentum of sustaining the long-term learning process 

(Dörnyei, Z, 1998; Abda, 2017). Alternatively, Gardner (1985, p.10 cited in Dörnyei, 

Z, 1998) states that L2 motivation is defined as 'the extent to which individual works 

or strives to learn the language because of a desire to do so and the satisfaction 

experienced in this activity. Arising out of this, L2 motivation involves three 

components: motivational intensity, desire to learn the language, and an attitude 

towards the act of learning the language. Otherwise, its most universal acceptance is 

divided into extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (Lewis, 2002). It should be 

conceptualized as contributing to the essential role in stimulating students to fix on 

their learning process. Much evidence supports that L2 motivation could refer to 

various purposes, not least of which is part of the goal to learn a second language. 

(iv) Anxiety factors 

Anxiety has been defined as a distinct affective component in second language 

studies (Horwitz et al.,1986, Young, 1990; MacInyre, 1995; Horwitz, 2000; Dornyei, 

2005; & Gardner, 2006). In particular, foreign language anxiety is described as the 
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systematic feeling of uneasiness, tension, fear, or apprehension that occurs when an L2 

learner is expected to perform or speak in a foreign language (Gardner & MacIntyre, 

1993). Emotions can be a double-edged sword in the classroom. According to Blaz 

(1999), some anxiety is beneficial to students. Students who are extremely worried 

about their performance are more likely to do a better job. However, Blaz cautioned 

that excessive worry or anxiety is harmful to students. 

Anxiety is usually not seen as a single entity but rather as a collection of 

elements with distinct features (Dornyei, 2005). According to Dornyei (2005), anxiety 

is complicated and can be studied using two category comparisons. The first category 

contrast is beneficial or enabling anxiety versus obstructive or destructive anxiety. 

Anxiety does not hinder performance in the helpful or facilitating framework; rather, it 

can enhance it. It suggests that the student's performance was aided by anxiety. 

Excessive concern in ESL learners can make it difficult for them to talk in front of 

others. Trait or state anxiety is the second category framework for language anxiety. 

The second category is indicated and validated by the data in this study. 

Speaking activity, as one of the productive abilities in English teaching, must focus 

on assisting students in using and communicating in the language (Richard, 2008). This is 

essential because, as Richard points out, most students assess their language learning 

success and the quality of their English course depending on how much they believe their 

speaking ability has improved. As a result, teachers should concentrate their efforts on 

developing students' communication abilities, as speaking is the most challenging task for 

all language learners (Pinter, 2006). In this regard, teachers must provide their pupils with 

additional opportunities to express themselves through speaking exercises that allow them 

to communicate in English (Brown, 2001). In this regard, various psychological 

characteristics such as reluctance and anxiety have been identified in the literature as the 

chief reasons for students' hesitation to speak (Brown, 2001). This also follows Gebhard 

(2000), who claims that nervousness or anxiety primarily causes students' speaking 

difficulties. All of this emphasizes the necessity of teachers assisting students in reducing 

negative feelings to maximize their learning of English. 

2.2.4.2. External factors 

(i) The task type 

Dialogue and monologue are the two main types of speaking. In other words, 

monologue and dialogue are two modes of oral language frequently used in real-life 

and pedagogical contexts. 
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A monologue is described as a student's oral work to practice all aspects of the 

language system, which improves both the student's language skills and self-

confidence. A monologue is a single character with a speech to deliver and does not 

require a partner. Short speeches, oral reports, or summaries are extended monologues. 

These tasks are not in any particular order. Depending on the needs of the learners, 

each can be used independently or in conjunction with one another. They require a 

specific task and time for preparation, followed by performance. It is argued that 

shyness is one of the most damaging factors that hinder students when they are 

required to speak English in class when working on monologue tasks (Karpovich, 

Sheredekina, Krepkaia, & Voronova, 2021). 

A monologue is the production of sequences by a single speaker. In contrast, 

dialogue is "typically a joint enterprise involving more than one person" (Cameron 2001, 

p. 87), with the speakers taking turns speaking. It means that, in order to communicate in a 

dialogue, the speaker would speak in turn. Turn-taking appears crucial in a dialogue 

(Cameron 2001; Edwards 2008). For a conversation to work optimally, a brief silence 

follows one speaker's talk before the next speaker takes their turn to speak. There are two 

types of dialogue which consist of interpersonal and transactional dialogue. Transactional 

dialogues are held to exchange information, such as information gathering through 

interviews, role plays, or debates. It could be done as part of a pair project or as part of a 

group project. Interpersonal dialogues, such as personal interviews or causal conversation 

role plays, establish or maintain social relationships. 

According to Edwards (2008), criteria that distinguish dialogue from a 

monologue include between-turn pauses, interruptions by the second speaker, and 

simultaneous talk. Wilson and Zimmerman (1986) argued that turn-taking, as one of the 

most prominent social interaction features, should not be seen as a simple exchange of 

stimulus and response. On the other hand, turn-taking is essentially a collaborative 

activity that evolves less structured. In a normal conversation, turn-taking is not planned 

ahead of time; instead, it emerges as the speakers engage in the conversation (Cameron 

2001; Wilson and Zimmerman 1986). In comparison to monologue, we can see that, 

while the tasks and conditions for each mode can be varied, dialogues have a tendency 

to be less controlled and involve more spontaneous speech. 

(ii) Environment – class size 

Large classes are the norm, which worries many language teachers. One of the 

major concerns has been the impact of class size on learner achievement, mainly 



36  

speaking skills (Biggs, 1999; Blatchford, Moriarty, Edmonds, & Martin, 2002; 

Messineo et al., 2007; Mulryan-Kyne, 2010; Todd, 2012; Master & Garcia, 2016; 

Truong, 2016). However, some argue that "what matters is not the size of the class, but 

the quality of the teaching" (Nomaye, 2006, p.1). Thus, McKeachie (1990) contends 

that, while there are both practical and theoretical reasons why class size should matter 

at the tertiary level, in the end, it is the teacher's skill and competency that matters. 

The quality of the environment is one of the external elements that may 

influence fluency. Speakers' performance has been demonstrated to be influenced by 

their surroundings, and welcoming circumstances are more favourable to fluency 

improvement than stressful environments (Derwing, Munro, Foote, Waugh, & 

Fleming, 2014). According to Blatchford, Moriarty, Edmonds, and Martin (2002), 

class size is a significant environmental factor that influences teachers and pupils in 

many ways. However, the other contextual factors should not be ignored. 

Among the factors mentioned above, the learning environment, particularly 

class size, has an impact on language learning in terms of oral fluency. Large 

classrooms, in other words, are the norm and a source of concern for most English 

teachers. Class size impacts a variety of characteristics related to teacher efficacy and 

student success throughout all disciplines. According to the findings of a survey 

conducted at a Thai university, there were strong negative connections between class 

sizes and scores, both for all students on all courses and for those students who studied 

in classes of varying sizes on various courses (Todd, 2012). 

(iii) Exposure to English 

Exposure refers to the contact the learner has with the language they are trying to 

learn, either generally or with specific language points. Referring to the language in 

general, it often refers to contact outside the classroom. Language learning can also 

happen unintentionally outside the classroom by encountering native speakers or 

exposure to authentic language input via technology. Zhang (2009) shows that L2 

speakers are more likely to achieve native-like proficiency in EFL settings if they have 

enough time to learn English and are exposed to a diverse range of spoken and written 

English (Zhang, 2009). Generally, the amount of effort language learners put into 

learning is linked to social features, beliefs, and attitudes about the language, which 

determines the quantity of exposure a learner receive and leads to fluency development. 

It is believed that there is a link between language exposure and learning 

outcomes, which is also the subject of a growing body of research on language 
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development. In 2009, Zhang studied the effect of a language teaching approach called 

"information and language for effective communication" to emphasize learners' 

extensive exposure to different language communicative sources. The author 

researched the gradual development of learners' speaking fluency after undertaking 

autonomous exposure, which he used as an influential English teaching innovation for 

multi-level second language learners. The author has demonstrated that whole-

autonomous learning of information through exposure is essential to developing oral 

fluency. Based on the results, it is significant to note that the progress of oral fluency 

in English requires the learners to be exposed to and consciously focus on the 

information, especially the one introduced in English. 

(iv) Instruction 

It is thought that the teacher can be a supporter, a facilitator, a motivator, a 

leader, and a coach in the classroom. This is because the teachers play different roles 

in the students' learning process. For this reason, the teacher is believed to be the 

person who has knowledge of a subject and is familiar with a variety of approaches 

and procedures for teaching it (Underhill, 1989). 

Generally speaking, oral communication strategies and how to speak fluently play 

an essential role in facilitating EFL learners to negotiate meanings or convey intended 

communication content with other interlocutors in different educational and social 

contexts. An EFL teacher's role is significantly vital in supporting the learners to 

practice and promote speaking strategies. Recently, Finch A. (2014) stressed that oral 

fluency can be prompted through positive attitude change, taking into account the role of 

students and teachers in terms of attitudes and beliefs. Similarly, Kirk (2014) added that 

the language teacher might play a significant part in helping "less successful learners to 

be more successful." Incorporating repetition-based techniques into the classroom is 

necessary to build cognitive fluency (p.116). Supporting the notion, DeKeyser (2012) 

stated that "provides a short but useful section on implications for instructed learning, in 

particular on what criteria instructional activities should meet if they are to promote L2 

fluency". It is, therefore, essential to note the teacher's role in facilitating and assisting 

the learners in communicative activities that focus on formative instructions. 

(v) Technology 

Technology benefits us in our personal, intellectual, and professional lives 

(Duffy and McDonough, 2011). Educators use technology as materials, tools, and 

equipment in the classroom to improve their teaching and learning methods. 
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Admittedly, the pedagogic model plays a crucial role in the English learning process as 

it is one of the decisive factors in education quality. Together with the traditional 

teaching pedagogy, both teachers and students are encouraged to use technological 

tools as a learning tool to equip themselves with extra learning practices responsible 

for their speaking competence and speaking fluency. From the teachers' perspectives, 

they are aware of the potential of the internet and technologies in promoting the 

teaching and learning process (Peeraer & Petegem, 2010; Lillian & Doan, 2009; 

Nguyen, 2012). Nonetheless, applying these technologies to language skills has not 

been adopted for teaching practices and is quite limited (Dang, 2011). 

Material technologies, such as the computer, mobile phone, and MP3 player, are 

becoming prevalent in being used in second or foreign language learning 

environments. Nakaya & Murota (2016) investigated the spread of the mobile 

application for listening and scaffolded autonomous summary speaking (MALS) and 

evaluated its effectiveness for developing oral fluency after participants used the 

application for six consecutive days. They found that MALS promotes learners’ 

grammatical encoding so that learners might develop their speaking fluency. 

2.2.5. Peer Interaction 

The interaction hypothesis explains that interaction facilitates second language 

learning and thereby leads to second language acquisition. More specifically, it 

identifies "how incidental acquisition occurs" (Ellis, 2014, pp.216). From the 

theoretical perspective of a cognitive theory, the interaction hypothesis appears to have 

four crucial aspects: input, interaction, feedback, and output. In Krashen's input 

hypothesis (1977), it is argued that language learning is acquired by receiving the 

comprehensive input that language learners are exposed to. Later on, in his theory of 

the interaction hypothesis, Long (1996) claimed that to facilitate second language 

acquisition, learners should go through negotiation for meaning, which is provided to 

maintain the conversation and make the input more incomprehensible. What is more, 

the output theory of Swain serves as an opportunity for learners to speak the target 

language, and this happens when learners communicate with language teachers and, 

most apparently, practice face-to-face interaction with peers (Knutson, 2001). 

Besides that, two types of classroom interaction are presented by Van Lier 

(1996), including teacher-learner interaction and learner-learner interaction, which 

have given various chances for negotiation and also a controversial strategy among 

educators and researchers in evaluating its comparative effectiveness within a specific 
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context. Some argue that the former pattern is the best to engage students in group 

work by motivating the learning environment (Hall and Walsh, 2002; Pettigrew & 

Graham, 2014; Tsueylin, Tracy Wang, San Francisco, 2008). On the other hand, the 

latter is believed to be a different way to optimize interactional skills, learning 

outcomes, and learners' intrinsic motives about language learning (Johnson, 1981; R. 

T. Johnson & Johnson, 1985; Kuo, 2011; Knutson, 2001). 

learner-learner interaction or peer interaction is defined as communicative 

activities carried out among students in pairs or small groups, where teachers are rarely 

involved in these performances (Philp, Adams, & Iwashita, 2013). From the 

perspectives of sociocultural and constructivist views, it is argued that both views 

address the crucial role of engagement with language. There is growing evidence that 

language learning emerges naturally from a process of interaction in which the learner 

is actively engaged (Vygotsky, 1978; Lantolf and Becket, 2009; Hall, G. et al., 2016). 

Indeed, language knowledge is constructed by learners rather than transmitted by 

teachers, peers, or materials. Nevertheless, this process can occur through teacher-

student interaction, student-student interaction, or any social interaction outside the 

classroom. In some circumstances, student-student interaction or peer interaction is 

believed to be the better way to develop interactional skills, learning outcomes, and 

learners' intrinsic motives for language learning (Johnson, 1981; R. T. Johnson & 

Johnson, 1985; Kuo, 2011; Knutson, 2001). 

Philp et al. (2013) stated that peer interaction refers to "any communicative 

activity carried out between learners, where the teacher has minimal or no 

participation." Put another way, peer interaction is defined as communicative activities 

carried out among students in pairs or small groups, where teachers are rarely involved 

in these performances. According to cognitive-interactionists' view, peer interaction is 

regarded as a source of input and an opportunity for output, which makes the internal 

processing take place and leads to language acquisition. This means that learners play 

a significant role in shaping and constructing their language knowledge and then come 

up with the language production when conducting any kind of practice or activity in 

the classroom. Philp et al. (2013), citing Blum-Kulka and Snow (2009), demonstrated 

that talking among learners will give a "collaborative, multiparty, symmetrical 

participation structure." More importantly, interaction typically provides increasing 

chances for the student to talk, highlighting the quantity of speech rather than the 

quality. There is absolutely no doubt that in terms of language acquisition and 
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development, interaction makes remarkable contributions through peers, enhancing 

fluency due to having great opportunities to practice the language they have learned 

(Ellis & Shintani, 2014). The weight of evidence suggests that peer interaction in the 

L2 has been shown to play a significant role in fluency improvement. 

2.2.6. Communicative competence 

Communicative language teaching (CLT) and task-based language teaching 

(TBLT) have been extensively employed and embraced in the countries of Asia-

Pacific Region, with the vast majority of Asian countries essentially developing CLT 

and TBLT in their language learning curricula and teaching pedagogies as well as 

language education policies (Butler, 2011). This has happened because CLT was first 

promoted in the 1970s and is generally regarded as the specific response to "the 

shortcomings of previous approaches and the communication needs of a globalized 

world" (Littlewood, 2013, p.1). An aspiration for the promotion of CLT, TBLT, has 

emerged and is widely adopted by language instructors, which helps to motivate the 

students and focus the awareness of teachers and learners on meaning and 

communicative competence. 

One of the aims of CLT is to develop speaking fluency (Richards, 2006). There is 

some evidence that today's CLT, accepted as a norm, leads to improving learners' fluency 

and more confidence in L2 communication than other approaches that are primarily or 

even exclusively form-focused and metalinguistic in orientation (Lightbown & Spada, 

1990). Furthermore, in the realm of CLT, language is seen as a medium of 

communication, with an emphasis on communicative competence (CC), not just 

grammatical competence. As Savignon (2007) holds the view that "the essence of CLT is 

the engagement of learners in communication to allow them to develop their 

communicative competence." (p. 22). This also supports the interpretation of the fact that 

"the teaching of English that sacrifices fluency and accuracy practice does not lead to the 

development of communicative competence" (Canale & Swain, 1980, cited in Onoda, 

2014, p.121). In contrast with traditional methods, CLT contends that language can and 

should be taught through actual communicative acts that are conducted in real situations. 

On account of this, grammar instructions should not be taught separately but should be 

integrated through communicative tasks. CLT thus refers to the primary goal of language 

teaching as developing CC and through communication to get meaning across. 

CC refers to understanding and using language productively to communicate in 

authentic social and school contexts. The different models of CC are developed out of 
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the work of many researchers, involving Hymes (1967, 1972), Canale & Swain (1980), 

Canale (1983), Bachman (1990), Bachman & Palmer (1996), Celce-Murcia et al. 

(1995), and Celce-Murcia (2008). The first modern model of communicative 

competence was introduced in the 1980s by Canale and Swain. This dimension of 

communicative competence included three subcategories, and afterwards, a fourth 

category was added by Canale a few years later. Fluency can be related to Canale & 

Swain's (1980) well-known model of communicative competence. It comprises four 

components: grammatical competence, strategic competence, sociolinguistic 

competence, and discourse competence (Canale, 1983). 

(i) The grammatical competence perspective 

Grammatical competence refers to recognizing lexical, morphological, 

syntactic, and phonological features and manipulating these features to form words 

and sentences. This means the learners should demonstrate mastery of the linguistic 

code that accounts for their ability to produce sentences in the target language (e.g., 

parts of speech, tenses, phrases, clauses, sentence patterns) and how sentences are 

formed (J. C. Richards, 2006). Hence, grammatical competence assists L2 speakers in 

using and understanding English language structures accurately, paving the way to 

their spoken fluency (Richards & Renandya, 2002). 

From this perspective, fluency is more likely to refer to the "liquidity" of speech, 

as in the root meaning of the term (Riggenbach, 1989, p.9) or to the features of internal 

fluency, including "a speaker's clause or unit length, speech rate, and engagement in 

phonetic linking" (Ejzenberg, 1996, p.53). Although the ability to produce accurate 

linguistic features is the basis of fluency, priority given to teaching accuracy and 

overemphasis on monitoring speech accuracy impede the speakers' fluency. The 

researcher strongly agrees with Hieke (1985) and Yoshiaki (2018) that the domain of 

linguistic competence seems to be a reasonable solution to developing fluency. 

(ii) Strategic competence perspective 

Strategic competence plays a focal role in developing successful communication 

since it involves cognitive, metacognitive, and memory-related strategies. Students 

have to use logic and analysis, monitor and take note of their mistakes and help them 

recall the use of acronyms. As such, successful communication takes place. Referring 

to previous research in the expanding field of ELF, Kasper and Schmidt (1996) 

discovered that instruction appears to be important for pragmatics learning, i.e., it is 

not learned automatically through regular communicative activities in the classroom. 
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Again, one should be aware of the theoretical foundation for this research, which is 

psycholinguistics. What is meant is that the type of strategic competence input 

required may be difficult to obtain solely through oral exercises with peers in a 

classroom setting. In general, interaction with mediating tools (e.g., other people) is 

required for learning sociocultural theory. 

(iii) Sociolinguistic competence perspective 

Sociolinguistic competence enables learners to understand the social context in 

which communication takes place. It helps the learners know how to express a 

message appropriately within the overall social and cultural communication contexts. 

In other words, Celce-Murcia (2008) proposed the term "social competence," which 

refers to the speaker's pragmatic knowledge of how to express messages appropriately 

within the social and cultural context of communication. This combines the knowledge 

of language variation in association with the sociocultural norms of the target 

language. In fact, a social or cultural fault can be much more severe than a linguistic 

blunder when one participates in oral communication. This can explain why it is not 

termed sociolinguistic but sociocultural competence, as the participants need to be 

aware of the cultural context. From a sociolinguistic point of view, fluency is 

associated with the appropriateness of communicative acts, given the sociocultural 

contexts of communication and its participants. 

Segalowitz (2009) believed that social facets of communication, including 

appropriateness, naturalness, and identity, are more relevant to L2 fluency issues. 

Appropriateness in this situation emphasizes CC on knowing how to speak appropriately 

in a particular social context, and this intention has broad implications for fluency 

improvement. Once dealing with the varieties and norms of L2, a speaker has to find the 

expressions proper for the moment. Additionally, a communicatively competent person 

must know how to handle many types of social norms. For naturalness, Segalowitz 

(2009) demonstrated that "fluency depends on knowledge of culturally determined 

expressions" (p. 114). What is particularly noteworthy about the feature of naturalness is 

that it considers how cultural knowledge is picked up through social interaction with 

native speakers. The last social aspect refers to the speaker’s identity, which can be 

identified when using formulaic and fixed sequences in speech fluency. Segalowitz 

explained this by pointing out that "the process of acquiring a repertoire of formulaic 

sequences and of learning to use that repertoire to enhance fluency are intimately 

intertwined in the social exchanges that take place between interlocutors" (Segalowitz, 
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2009, p.118). This is exemplified in work undertaken by Dore (2015). The author has 

shown that learners who integrate lexical phrases or formulaic sequences into their 

communication are more fluent. Thus, there is a potential connection between 

sociolinguistic competence and L2 fluency, and obviously, social dimensions have a 

profound impact on fluency progress and development. 

(iv) Discourse competence perspective 

Discourse competence involves the organization and selection of words to 

convey messages. It is the core and hub where the speaker's intention, sociocultural 

knowledge, and linguistic resources are interrelated to achieve the communicative goal 

with a coherent and cohesive utterance. Thus, discourse competence plays a central 

role in the communicative model. Regarding discourse competence, fluency tends to 

be equated with articulateness and organizational skills such as cohesion and 

coherence (Ejzenberg, 1996). 

Another fundamental goal of CLT begins with attempting to develop fluency 

through communication and language use. In light of CLT, fluency is most likely to 

occur when a speaker participates in meaningful interaction and carries on 

comprehensible communication. Numerous researchers (Richards, 2006; Ryczek, 

2013) agree that fluency is promoted by providing learners with classroom activities in 

which they need to use communication strategies, deal with communication 

breakdowns, and negotiate meaning in peer interaction. On the whole, it is worthwhile 

noting that there is a strong relationship between CLT and oral fluency.  

2.2.7. Fluency development 

As stated previously, fluency development is one of the four strands proposed 

by Nation (2007). In order to fulfil a well-balanced course, each strand has its specific 

role, and they work jointly towards the same end to ensure the success of the learning 

process. It is said that fluency improvement tends to be a neglected strand in most 

courses, but it turns out that learners need this element to learn new language items 

and be able to access and use them fluently (Long, 2009). Nation further mentioned 

that fluency development would occur when being mingled with the four skills of 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing. So far, multiple attempts have been made to 

promote LOF in language learning and teaching. In recent years, several detailed 

analyses revealed speaking activities, especially the 4/3/2 activity, as potential tasks to 

promote oral fluency in the ESL classroom (Ryczek, 2013; Yang, 2014). This activity 

is carried out by language learners who deliver the same speech to three different 
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listeners in four-minute, three-minute, and two-minute increments. These are pyramid-

ranking activities in which learners work in pairs, then groups, and finally, as a whole 

class, to rank the same items. Similarly, Nation (2014) recommended a speaking 

procedure 4/3/2 for developing speaking fluency. As expected by the nation, it is 

necessary to produce the same speech again and again, so the 4/3/2 activity is well 

suited to this. As illustrated by Nation (2014), 

In the 4/3/2 activity, you speak on a very easy topic to a listener for 4 

minutes. The listener does not interrupt or ask questions but simply listens 

carefully. Then you speak on exactly the same topic again to a different listener, 

but this time you have only 3 minutes to complete the same talk. Once again, the 

listener does not interrupt the speaking but just listens. Finally, you speak on 

exactly the same topic again to a new listener, with only 2 minutes to complete 

the talk. The 4/3/2 activity contains the four requirements for fluency 

development - easy material (the topic is very familiar to you), pressure to go 

faster (because of the reducing time), and the quantity of practice (4+3+2 

minutes), and a focus on communication (three different listeners). In the early 

stages of proficiency, instead of 4/3/2, you might find it easier to do 3/2/1½. The 

decreasing time in the activity most affects fluency, and the repetition has a 

greater effect on improving accuracy and complexity. (p.40) 

According to Brown (2003), the author emphasizes the five points that can be 

seen as a more suitable option to help teachers promote fluency in an academic learning 

context. To start with, EFL teachers need to motivate learners to make constructive 

errors. Secondly, by creating more opportunities for learners to be exposed to the 

authentic language and have more practice using the target language. Next, learning 

activities should be designed in a way that requires students to get the message across in 

a timely manner. Following this, EFL teachers put a better focus on students’ fluency 

rather than their accuracy. Finally, communicate directly with students about fluency 

and persuade them to participate actively in the teaching methods. 

As highlighted by Thomson (2015), it is critical to enable the transfer of 

declarative knowledge to production memory for pronunciation instruction to promote 

fluency. This means that instructional activities should sync with phonological forms, 

displaying the same forms in communicative contexts. Some activities, for example, 

may encourage learners to intentionally focus on pronunciation, resulting in more 

accurate but less fluent speaking (Saito, 2013, cited in Thomson, 2015). After an 
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utterance has been delivered, corrective feedback can be used in other tasks because it 

does not stop the speech production process (Saito and Lyster, 2012a, 2012b, cited in 

Thomson, 2015). 

Nation (2014) explains the fluency activities for four language skills in greater 

detail as follows: 

(1) The learners’ focus is on receiving or conveying meaning. 

(2) All of what the learners are listening to, reading, speaking, or writing is 

largely familiar to them. That is, there is no unfamiliar language, and there are 

largely familiar content and discourse features. 

(3) There is some pressure or encouragement to perform at a faster than usual speed. 

(4) There is a large amount of input or output. 

(p.15) 

 Rossiter et al. (2010b) assert that five activities have been shown to build 

fluency, concluding: 

(1) consciousness-raising tasks, 

(2) rehearsal or repetition tasks, 

3) use of formulaic sequences, 

(4) use of discourse markers, and 

(5) communicative free-production activities 

2.2.8. Summary of Theoretical Framework 

In this research, fluency will be used to primarily refer to the utterance fluency 

reflected in temporal aspects of delivery such as speed, pausing, and repair. Cognitive 

fluency is related to the processing skill. It cannot be easy to observe in the everyday 

speaking context; however, this study does not cover cognitive fluency. Besides, fluency 

is equated to a component of oral proficiency, such as lexical proficiency. More 

important, fluency is one of the components of the language learning outcome of 

linguistic knowledge and language skills.  

Gardner's socio-educational model is based on the idea that learning a second 

language entails learning new grammar and vocabulary, adapting to the TL culture, 

and developing favourable attitudes about the TL. Motivation, attitude, anxiety, self-

confidence, learning tactics, and social influences are standard variables in his models. 

Gardner also considers motivation and attitude to be essential factors in SLA. 

Therefore, the factors discussed in this research framework are investigated regarding 

their impact on English speaking fluency. 
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The monitor theory of Krashen explains the L2 development process. The input 

hypothesis can be used as a theoretical framework in this study to explain how technology 

influences second language learners' oral fluency development. Learners can increase 

their speaking fluency and gain information by using technological devices and software 

programs. These devices provide learners with input in the form of speech and writing and 

output in the form of enhanced oral fluency and other communication skills. According to 

Krashen, learners acquire a second language by listening to and understanding it, and 

grammatical accuracy and speaking skills develop later (the input hypothesis). More 

importantly, the last hypothesis in this theory is the affective filter hypothesis, which 

includes three affective factors: anxiety, motivation, and self-confidence. According to 

Krashen, a student with high anxiety, low motivation, and low self-confidence has a high 

affective filter, which is a barrier to L2 learning. 

As the researcher worked on the data, both the questionnaires and the 

interviews, the researcher saw some speaker and external factors that the above 

researchers believe are the most important to include when analyzing this data. In 

chapter four's data analysis, the researcher would like to concentrate on eight 

characteristics that influence Vietnamese learners' English speaking fluency in 

Vietnam. These aspects are attitude, motivation, anxiety, task types, exposure to 

English, environment, class size, instructor, and technology variables. 

2.3. Previous studies  

In recent years, L2 oral fluency (LOF) has received a lot of attention and research 

(Ascione, 1993; Kormos & Dénes, 2004; N. Segalowitz & Freed, 2004; Wood, 2006; 

Segalowitz, 2010; Parish, 2011; Préfontaine, 2013; Yahaya & Kheirzadeh, 2015; 

Segalowitz, 2016a;). Likewise, some language researchers assert that speaker factors 

and speaker-external factors impact speaking fluency (Kopnická & Calgary, 2016; Milli 

Marie Antonia, n.d.). Furthermore, most studies focus on the factors of LOF in the 

second language (Préfontaine & Kormos, J., 2015; Huensch & Tracy-Ventura, 2017) 

and language fluency improvement during studies overseas (Hall & Burgess, 2000; 

Savicki, Arre, & Binder, 2013; Son, 2013; Kim et al., 2015; Leonard, 2015; Leonard & 

Shea, 2017). Additionally, students and teachers have different perspectives on L2 oral 

fluency (LOF) in English (He, 2013). However, how these factors contribute to the LOF 

of higher education, Vietnamese students has not yet been extensively studied. In 

particular, there is little research on the LOF of EFL students in Vietnam and the factors 

that may influence their learning process in terms of speaking fluency. This lack of 
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research is a concern because oral language competence is a significant feature of 

Western education. 

There is evidence from empirical research that is concerned with specific ways of 

presenting information and ideas, in which the construct of oral fluency pertains to 

utterance, cognitive, and perceived fluency (Préfontaine, 2010; Kahng, 2014; N. 

Segalowitz, 2016). Also, the factors influencing the LOF include affective factors and 

speaker-external factors (Kopnická & Calgary, 2016). The roles of these three aspects, 

as well as the contributing factors, have been reviewed, but this investigation has yielded 

the native speakers' perceptions (Derwing, Rossiter, Munro, & Thomson, 2004; Freed, 

Segalowitz, & Dewey, 2004; Ginther, Dimova, & Yang, 2010; Pinget, Bosker, Quené, 

& de Jong, 2014; Préfontaine & Kormos, 2016). There is a dearth of research 

concerning language teachers' perspectives in this current context. In light of this, what 

was unknown was how the language fluency of the Vietnamese students was influenced 

or related to the EFL teachers' perspectives on these aspects. Our concern here is to 

argue for a theoretical basis from language teachers' perspectives and students' ones. 

In deciding the focus for speaking teaching, EFL teachers may consider the 

more plausible teaching methods and strategies in the classroom after thoroughly 

understanding the crucial determinants influencing speaking fluency. For the purpose 

of speaking, EFL learners should use technology to support their learning of English 

and build a great sense of motivation. It appears that speaking fluency is extremely 

difficult for Vietnamese students since English is a foreign language. It takes time and 

other necessary factors, most notably an effective learning method (Tung, 2019). Its 

primary goals are also to identify some possible explanations for why efforts to exceed 

English-speaking fluency have failed, as well as to propose more feasible practices and 

approaches that can positively improve the current situation. By doing that, the 

student's oral fluency should be supported in compliance with these factors. 

Regarding fluency as proficiency, it is argued that one's personality or speaking 

style has an impact on fluency. For example, De Jong, Groenhout, Schoonen, and 

Hulstijn (2015) raised the question of whether L2 fluency assessments are valid 

markers of L2 competency in their study, Second Language Fluency: Speaking Style 

or Proficiency. The research was conducted with 24 native English speakers and 24 

native Turkish speakers. Their research focused on L2 utterance fluency (one of three 

components of fluency according to Segalowitz (2010)) to see if the corrected 

measures better reflect L2 cognitive fluency as markers of L2 speaking proficiency. 
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Then they divided it into two categories: uncorrected and corrected measures. Finally, 

the findings stated that both corrected and uncorrected fluency measures strongly 

predicted L2 proficiency except for silent pause time. 

Anderson-Hsieh and Venkatagiri (1994) investigated whether competence affects 

fluency in Chinese EFL speakers and found that the pause rate was three times higher in 

the intermediate proficiency group than in the highly proficient group. According to 

their findings, higher proficiency was linked to improved fluency in speakers. 

Baker-Smemoe et al. (2014) looked into the association between overall second 

language (L2) proficiency and utterance fluency measures for different L2s to 

determine whether utterance measures might be deployed to estimate L2 proficiency. 

The study was conducted with 86 native English speakers who spoke L2 French, 

German, Japanese, Arabic, or Russian. The research evaluated the speech rate, number 

of hesitations, number and length of pauses, number and length of runs, and number of 

false starts using excerpts from 126 ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPIs) 

spoken by 86 participants. The final results suggested that some L2 utterance fluency 

measures were associated positively with overall L2 proficiency for all L2s and that it 

might be feasible to use specific fluency measures to predict proficiency, particularly 

at higher levels. 

When it comes to L2 perceived fluency, academic experts and researchers have 

embarked on measuring fluency in many different ways, from different perspectives of 

listeners such as teachers (Riggenbach, 1991; Freed, 2000; Kormos & Denes, 2004; 

Rossiter, 2009), or other natives (Freed, 2000; Derwing et al., 2009; Bosker et al., 2013) 

or non-native (Rossiter, 2009) speakers to rate speech samples. These approaches may 

lead to raters using their ratings on different criteria (Leonard, 2015), which refers to 

fluency as a judgment made by the listener, not by the speaker. 

According to second language acquisition, Gardner's socio-educational model 

has been used in a number of motivational studies (Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993; 

Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Oxford, 1996; Gardner, 2004, 2010; Dörnyei, 2005; Deci & 

Ryan, 2012). There are a number of studies (Dörnyei, 2001; Brown, 2001; Irie, 2003; 

Bernaus, Masgoret, Gardner, & Reyes, 2004; Rothstein, Sutton, & Borenstein, 2005; 

Gardner, 2009; Yashima, 2009) that illustrate how students' motivation affects their 

ability to learn a second language. In addition, a large number of studies (Yang, 2014; 

Ahmadi & Mohamadi, 2017; Muhammad, 2019) have found a correlation between 

attitude and speaking proficiency, particularly fluency. Affective variables such as 
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attitudes, orientations, motivation, and anxiety are of paramount importance in 

contributing to foreign language learning. 

Regarding the educational context, English is learned as a foreign language in a 

language classroom. According to Hoang (2010), Vietnamese learners of English in 

Vietnam tend to fail have not met the demand for competent English-speaking people 

because opportunities to use English are limited. For example, for Vietnamese learners of 

English in Vietnam, in terms of natural contexts, "English is used as the medium of 

international communication and is the language of professional advancement" (Hoang, 

2010, p.17). In most Asian countries, such as Vietnam, "foreign languages" are equivalent 

to "second languages." They are taught as subjects in schools and universities, but they are 

not widely spoken or used outside the classroom. In such situations, instructors who make 

target language input comprehensible must be enhanced by "creating opportunities for 

output... where the learner is stretched to express messages clearly and explicitly" (Ellis 

and Shintani, 2014, p.25). However, because of the tight teaching timetable and the 

curriculum, the lack of sufficient teaching methods and resources, providing sufficient 

target language input and enough motivation strategies to students is not practically 

possible. This is the most significant obstacle to the successful acquisition of a second 

language and speaking fluency in Vietnam. 

In particular, Khong (2019) researched the internal and external elements that 

influence secondary school students' fluency development in Vietnam. The findings 

revealed that there were numerous issues with improving students' fluency, with many 

factors from both students and teachers being listed, including learning styles, students' 

habit of speaking in their mother tongue, students' low motivation, and students' low 

English level, which all contributed to poor vocabulary, structure, and pronunciation. 

Similarly, Dung and Ngoc (2020) look into the major factors that influence second-

year students' speaking fluency. The study used a combination of research methods, 

including a survey questionnaire and a semi-structured interview. 98 English non-majors 

who were enrolled in an English-speaking course in their second semester at a university 

took part in the survey questionnaire. The results show that affective factors are the most 

important, followed by automation, error correction, and performance factors that 

influence their oral fluency. 

On the one hand, prior studies analyzed the speaker factors influencing LOF, 

such as age, attitude, motivation, and anxiety. For instance, the relationship between 

age and LOF has been widely investigated in some studies, such as Muñoz, C. (2006), 
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Szpotowicz (2012), de Wolf, Smit, & Lowie (2017b). Their findings claimed a strong 

connection between age and LOF and included that age has a significant impact on 

fluency. This is supported by de Wolf et al. (2017), who investigated the fluency 

benefits of early foreign language teaching. The authors researched the participants, 23 

early-start language learners and 29 late starters, all 10–12 years old and in the final 

grade of a Dutch elementary school (Year 8). The results found a marginal advantage for 

early starters in terms of oral fluency. In line with this study, Bortfeld et al. (2001) 

research finding also points towards gender and age influence oral fluency. The finding 

is consistent with the literature that older speakers produced slightly higher disfluency 

rates than middle-aged or young speakers. Apart from that regarding gender, the study 

also suggested that men's performance was significantly more associated with disfluency 

rates than women's, as men produced significantly more non-lexical fillers such as Uhm, 

ah, ah, and er and repeated themselves considerably more often than women. On the 

other hand, others such as Derwing, Munro, Mulder, and Abbott (2010) argue that 

gender and age have only a little or no significant effect on fluency. 

The evidence of the effect of age on fluency can be clearly seen in the research 

of Lahmann (2015). Their statistical analyses displayed that the older the interviewees 

were at the interview, the more silent pauses and repairs occurred in their speech. This 

means that the ageing effect results from choosing the elderly speakers in their study 

and is regarded as a relevant factor affecting learning in general. 

Besides, a passive learning attitude in class identifies language teaching and 

learning approaches in Asian educational systems, such as rote memorization methods, 

grammar-oriented language learning, and teacher-centred activities (Bui, 2016). 

However, another research exhibited that Vietnamese students maintain positive 

attitudes towards English and are extrinsically and intrinsically motivated to learn 

English (Phuc, 2016). It is worth noting that they demonstrate their Vietnamese 

patriotism by maintaining linguistic and cultural identity, with nearly 60% desiring to 

learn Vietnamese well. Simultaneously, they acknowledge English status, with 40% 

indicating a choice to learn fluent English. It is likely to result in successful language 

learning as there is an attempt to support language learning with sufficiently positive 

language attitudes. 

Another significant aspect of motivation in the L2 is that it has been shown to 

play a crucial role in fluency development (Heyun, 1999; Loukriz, 2013; Dore, 2015; 

Nzanana, 2016; N. Segalowitz, 2016a). It is thus believed that socio-psychological 
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factors related to attitudes and motivation serve as fundamental sources of influence on 

LOF. The evidence of motivation in the L2 can be clearly seen in the study of N. 

Segalowitz (2016a), that proposed L2 motivation as one of the components in his 

framework of L2 fluency in terms of L2 fluency and the specific cognitive operations. In 

that case, this feature presents that motivation not only energizes learners to use the L2 

but also shapes the nature of the communicative situations in which learners use the L2, 

which may or may not be optimal for promoting fluency. He also holds the view that 

motivation consists of the "willingness to communicate, beliefs about communication, 

language and identity, and the concept of the L2-Self" (p.90). 

Heyun (1999) described LOF development from self- willing motivation based 

on Levelt's speaking model, Anderson's Adaptive Control of Thought, and de Bot's 

second language model. According to the logical theory, that thing is changing lies in 

their intrinsic motivation. The research discussed the relationship between self-willing 

motivation and some relevant factors. Ultimately, the author concluded that self-willing 

motivation is an original motivation in second language oral fluency and learning. In 

addition, Le (2001) added that it is worth considering that "learners need vary, 

depending on external exposure to the target language and personal motivation" (p.35). 

Loukriz (2013) revealed the evidence of the motivational strategies to increase 

learners' oral fluency. The research was conducted by using the descriptive method. The 

data were gathered through self-completion questionnaires administered to third-year 

learners and teachers who have taught Oral Expression at the Department of English, 

Mohamed KHEIDER University, Biskra. The findings displayed that motivational 

strategies are considered the ideal technique for increasing learners' motivation for 

language use in general and classroom oral in particular, which affects learners' oral 

proficiency or oral fluency. It appears that one major drawback of the method, however, 

is that these motivational strategies rely too heavily on the role of the teachers in the 

learning process. On balance, it would appear reasonable to conclude that motivation is 

a significant contributory factor to the development of LOF in particular and to the 

success of second language learning in general (Dörnyei, 1998). 

According to the above quotation, students who are motivated to talk are 

more effective in increasing their speaking skills, and students who are not 

motivated are less successful in achieving their speaking skills. As a result, one of 

the factors affecting students' English speaking skills and speaking fluency in the 

classroom is motivation. 



52  

As for anxiety factors, many studies have been undertaken in relation to L2 

Foreign Language Anxiety. Researchers have identified a type of anxiety specific to 

foreign language learning in recent years, and they have discovered a strong 

relationship between foreign language anxiety and foreign language achievement 

(Horwitz et al., 1986; Bailey, Onwuegbuzie, & Daley, 2003; Rand, 2007). This anxiety 

is not simply general performance anxiety because it is directly related to performing 

or speaking in the target language (Horwitz et al., 1986; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993). 

It is believed that foreign language anxiety has been identified as a distinct variable in 

the foreign language learning process that has specific, well-defined negative effects 

on learning (Horwitz et al., 1986; Rand, 2007). According to Burns and Joyce in 

Nunan (1999), Schwartz (2005), and Thornbury (2005), psychological problems such 

as nervousness or shyness, lack of confidence, lack of desire, and fear of making 

mistakes are common barriers to students speaking. Another study by Koichi Sato 

(2003) found that English students are not very good at speaking because they are 

afraid of making mistakes. Another study, done by Cable & Selatan (2012), came to 

the same conclusion. The study finds that students fail to speak in English class due to 

fear of making mistakes, shyness, and anxiety. Those factors, like fear of making 

mistakes, shyness, anxiety, lack of confidence, and motivation, are all issues people 

face. Dread of being laughed at was a prevalent cause of those factors, such as fear of 

making mistakes. The outcomes of this investigation are confirmed by the 

aforementioned findings, which will be detailed in part in the result findings. 

Many theories claim that fear of making a mistake is one of the key reasons why 

students are reluctant to speak English in the classroom (Tsui and Nunan, 1999; Yi 

Htwe, 2007; Robby, 2010). Aftat (2008) adds that the fear of making a mistake is 

connected to the issue of corrective and adverse feedback. Furthermore, the pupils' fear 

of being humiliated by their peers or punished by the teacher significantly impacts 

them. As a result, pupils frequently abandon the speaking task (Hieu, 2011). In other 

words, the findings of Neil (2016) imply that teachers are relatively attentive to 

differences in students' anxiety but that they have difficulty distinguishing students 

who self-report incredibly high levels of symptoms from the rest of the class. 

On the other hand, external factors including task type, environment-class size, 

exposure to English, instruction and technology have been mentioned in the previous 

research. In terms of task types, recent research indicates that tasks play an important 

role in our understanding of second language performance and educational 
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effectiveness. That way, task types would contain everything needed for sustained 

second language development (Skehan, Xiaoyue, Qian, & Wang, 2012). Considering 

the great importance of task types to the learners' speaking performance, Skehan 

(2009c) offered a different perspective on the impact of interactive tasks on 

performance, claiming that speaking with an interlocutor may make it more crucial for 

the speaker to use precise language and avoid making mistakes. In other regards, an 

interlocutor's involvement helps provide more specific information and may result in 

increased fluency and accuracy. 

Besides, the findings of some studies of first-year students indicate a link 

between shyness and motivation to speak English. Fear, anxiety, and a lack of self-

confidence can also be issues with monologue performance. However, some research 

has found that students value speaking and are willing to go through the necessary 

steps to comprehend it. In addition, to avoid negative consequences, students should 

be given detailed instructions on how to prepare for specific types of educational 

assignments. The interactive lecture provided detailed information on the requirements 

for the monologue speaking tasks. 

Moreover, significant factors involve the mode of speech and speaking fluency, 

which may involve monologue or dialogue (Son, 2013a; Davies, 2014; Tavakoli, 

2016; Thai & Boers, 2016; Karpovich, Sheredekina, Krepkaia, & Voronova, 2021). 

Davies (2014) investigated the study of fluency and its development in monologue and 

dialogue. His findings revealed that "speech in dialogue is generally more fluent than 

in monologue, so dialogue tasks are more likely to elicit optimal fluency levels from 

learners." (p. 284). His research results also encourage more naturalistic and 

spontaneous speech than typically occurs in monologues. Dialogues should, therefore, 

always be a feature in teaching, testing, and research into the spoken language. 

Thai & Boers (2016) focused their study on repeating a monologue under 

increasing time pressure: effects on fluency, complexity, and accuracy. Twenty 

Vietnamese EFL students participated in the study and were asked to give the same 

talk three times, with or without increasing time pressure. Their findings proposed 

that "fluency was enhanced most markedly in the shrinking-time condition, but no 

significant changes regarding complexity or accuracy were attested in that 

condition" (p.369). 

Tavakoli (2016) compared monologic versus dialogic task performance to 

investigate current models assessing second language fluency. He also provides a new 
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view into measuring the interactive features of dialogic performance. The findings 

reveal that dialogue is more fluent in terms of speed, length of the pause, and repair 

measures. They also show that the number and position of pauses are not different 

between the two modes. According to the examination of the dialogues, the interactive 

components of fluency impact the results of fluency assessments. 

Bosker et al. (2014) measured fluency in terms of topic. According to their 

findings, a speaker's ability to talk fluently is influenced by their chosen topic. They 

discovered that a more challenging topic encourages people to communicate more 

eloquently. In the most challenging assignment, speech samples produced by ten Dutch 

NNSs (5 English and 5 Turkish) were evaluated as the most fluent in this study. That is, 

samples from a speech task in which NNSs were expected to generate complex, formal, 

and argumentative speech were assessed as more fluent than samples from a speech task 

in which they were required to produce simple, formal, and descriptive speech. A study 

of communication between an air traffic controller and a pilot, on the other hand, 

discovered that the more tasks the speaker must complete concurrently (i.e., the more 

demanding the task), the lower the fluency (Farris et al., 2008). 

Dörnyei (2002) proposed that task motivation might not just be a composite of 

relatively stable traits and state task-related motivation but also a dynamic process 

called motivational task processing. With the help of this task processing system, L2 

learners analyze the provided learning task, perform it, and employ action control 

mechanisms to help them regulate their performance. 

Vesal, Vesal, & Tavakoli (2015) examine how task type affects the 

characteristics of complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) in Iranian EFL applicants' 

oral production in the IELTS Speaking test. According to the results, task type had a 

significant impact (p 0.05) on the complexity, correctness, and fluency of IELTS 

applicants' oral production during the speaking test. This research has theoretical and 

practical consequences in the disciplines of testing, education, and learning. 

Neira (2019) utilized a mixed-method approach to investigate how knowledge 

gap activities affect young English as a foreign language learners' oral fluency. The 

information gap activities used the communicative method and task-based learning. 

The results show improvement in oral fluency as well as a positive attitude toward the 

intervention technique. 

Kopnická & Calgary (2016) investigated the influence of classroom-based 

fluency training on intermediate-level German learners' ability to produce more fluent 
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utterances on a Picture Story description test and a monologue task. The results suggest 

that training had no impact on learners' fluency and that monologue performance 

outperformed Picture Story performance. Fluency assessments given by native German 

speakers were linked to speech rate, filled non-lexical pauses, filled lexical pauses, and 

repeats. The findings have significance for L2 classroom fluency instruction. 

Karpovich, Sheredekina, Krepkaia, and Voronova (2021) examined how 

academic achievement in this type of language activity might be improved. By 

working with monologue speaking activities, this study adds to the problem of first-

year students' academic performance in the context of studying a foreign language. A 

combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies was used to gather and 

analyze data for the study. A qualitative content analysis of monologue speaking tasks 

was included in the study. The study's findings suggest that using monologue speaking 

activities combined with peer engagement and peer assessment can help first-year 

students enhance their English skills. 

Os, Jong, and Bosker (2020) looked at characteristics of turn-taking behaviour as 

part of the fluency construct. They studied whether these aspects influenced the perceived 

fluency perspectives of native and non-native speech differently. As a result, the findings 

suggest that the acoustic aspects of the dialogue are considered part of fluency. 

In the context of second language learning in Vietnam, undoubtedly, there are 

multiple reasons for students' poor performance and negative attitudes: poor textbooks, 

a limited English-speaking environment, large class sizes, under-qualified teachers, 

outdated teaching methods, and outdated testing systems (Ngoc & Iwashita, 2012; H. 

T. Nguyen, Warren, & Fehring, 2014; H. T. Nguyen, Fehring, & Warren, 2015; N. T. 

T. Vu & Burns, 2014 cited in Truong, 2016). Learning a second language in higher 

education in Vietnam is still challenging due to the large class size. 

Aoumeur (2017) studied the effect of class size on teaching and learning 

English as a foreign language. The investigation was carried out at Abdelhamid Ibn 

Badis University's English department. The purpose of this study is to investigate the 

organizational and pedagogical challenges that teachers dealing with large classes 

frequently face and the effects on student learning. The survey results clearly show 

that large class sizes have a negative impact on the quality of teaching and learning. 

Regarding exposure to English, researchers found that exposure is an essential 

factor in language comprehension and acquisition. This is in line with the study 

conducted by Mahmoud Al-Zoubi (2018), which examined the impact of exposure to 
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the English language on language acquisition. The participants of this study were 42 

EFL students chosen randomly from the Department of English Language and 

Literature at Ajloun National University, Jordan. The results yielded the following 

results: Firstly, there was a strong impact of exposure to the English language on 

language acquisition as the overall mean was high (3.72). Secondly, there is a 

statistically significant correlation between exposure to language and developing the 

four language skills since the p-value is (0.228), which is greater than the significant 

level (p > 0.05). Finally, the researcher recommended that students be continually 

exposed to the English language through watching English movies and programs, 

surfing the internet, listening to the radio, reading English books, magazines, and 

newspapers, and practising the English language with native speakers on a daily basis 

to encourage them to overcome their weaknesses and improve their fluency as well as 

proficiency in acquiring the English language. 

Truong (2018), in Vietnam, exposure to different types of English, such as 

American English, British English, Australian English, and Singaporean English, is 

thought to improve students' communication abilities while dealing with different 

English uses. She also suggests that insufficient exposure to diverse types of English 

may cause learners to resist linguistic differences or generate ambiguous views when 

they face different types of English use and users in real-life situations. Similarly, with 

fewer opportunities for English exposure, students are less likely to want to improve 

their English skills, maintain their learning interests, and receive restricted knowledge 

reinforcement (Pham & Bui, 2019). Thus, this is also a severe obstacle to Vietnamese 

students' ability to improve their speaking skills. 

De Wolf et al. (2017a) mentioned that exposure outside of the classroom has a 

greater impact on oral fluency than early language teaching alone. The primary goal of 

their research is to investigate the fluency benefits of early foreign language 

instruction. The study included 23 early-start language learners and 29 late-start 

language learners aged 10–12 years old. One of the findings highlighted the 

importance of exposure outside of school, which has a more significant impact on 

speaking fluency than early childhood education. Likewise, many studies have 

emphasized the importance of out-of-school exposure, particularly in contexts where 

the L2 is predominant. However, the English level of the participants in their study 

was that of elementary school students. In our research, we focus on the influences on 

the oral fluency of university-level learners in the Vietnam context. 
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Naber and Lowie (2012) show that out-of-school exposure is more critical for 

L2 acquisition than classroom exposure. This is confirmed by Segalowitz (2006), who 

mentioned that "it is reasonable to assume that a person normally develops high levels 

of access fluidity and attention control only through extensive exposure to and practice 

with the target language in naturalistic communicative situations" (p. 184). 

Technological advances are a driving force for development. A large number of 

studies have been associated with the use of technology in informal and formal 

settings in EFL settings to enhance speaking fluency (Blake, 2009; Bahrani, 2011; 

Razagifard, 2013; Son, 2013; Wang, 2014; Nakaya & Murota, 2016;). As stated by 

these researchers, the language software to develop speaking performance is CALL 

(Computer-assisted Language Learning) and CMC (computer-mediated 

communication), which are indispensable in English teaching. According to research, 

CMC has more potential for use in foreign or second language classrooms. Computer-

mediated communication (CMC) generally refers to communication that a universal 

translator mediates (Kost, 2008, cited in Razagifard, 2013b). Traditionally, text-based 

CMC is divided into two categories: (1) asynchronous CMC and (2) synchronous 

CMC (Abrams, 2003, cited in Razagifard, 2013b). 

Bahrani (2011), technologies in the EFL context in Asian, was to explore the 

efficacy of audio/visual mass media exposure as a potential resource of language input 

in the EFL background on speaking fluency and social interaction as a resource of 

language input in the ESL background on speaking fluency. Forty participants for each 

context (Iran and Malaysia) were selected from 100 participants after they all had a 

speaking fluency pretest. After one year of the experiment, the participants exposed to 

audio/visual mass media technologies performed better than the other participants. 

This means that audio/visual mass media technologies have greater effects on speaking 

fluency and help promote language learning. 

Razagifard (2012) made his efforts to find the significant influence of 

synchronous and asynchronous text-based computer-mediated communication (CMC) 

on the oral fluency improvement of second language learners. The study was conducted 

with 63 intermediate-level ESL students at the University of Meshkin Shahr in Iran in 

2010. The participants in five class periods over five weeks were randomly allocated 

into one of three groups: the synchronous CMC group, the asynchronous CMC group, 

and the control group. The results showed that the synchronous CMC group developed 

the language learners' L2 oral fluency compared with their companions in other groups. 
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It appears that both Razagifard (2012) and Wang (2014) have based their arguments on 

the characteristics of synchronous CMC that emphasize real-time conversational 

exchanges via texts. In other words, language learners have more opportunities to 

communicate face-to-face in the target language and encourage a higher level of 

interaction, which is believed by the researchers to facilitate oral output and ultimately 

boost language learning in terms of the expansion of oral fluency. 

Son's (2013) finding is consistent with the previous study that explored how the 

language learners perceived the helpful interactive features in using the application 

technology-TELL ME MORE to accelerate speaking fluency. The research was 

conducted with both quantitative and qualitative methods, and 103 Korean students in 

higher education were involved in the investigation, which aimed to examine different 

types of interactive dialogue lessons in language software to promote the learners' 

speaking fluency. The study results proved that the learners experiencing the open-

ended dialogue version of the software considered the open-ended interactive dialogue 

features a powerful way to enhance their speaking fluency. 

Blake (2009) analyzed 34 English language learners’ oral fluency development 

by using the application technology—a text-based Internet chat environment in the 6-

week course. The author summarized that the speaking fluency had improved in the 

group assigned to a text-based Internet chat environment, different from those in a 

traditional face-to-face environment. 

Suro & Ono (2016) appraised the use of text-to-speech (TTS) technology to 

improve Japanese English learners' ability to speak fluently and accurately. The 

significant findings that came out of their research are that "the initial learning 

strategies are affected by the systembased speaking practice and are a sign of 

successful learners who can speak accurately and fluently with a wider variety of 

strategy use" (p.38). The technologies provide learners with different communication 

contexts and features to represent the authentic input materials (Bahrani & Shu Sim, 

2012). Consequently, it is believed that students actively engage in the technologies to 

learn and practice their language learning, which can be a superior tool to improve l2 

learners’ oral fluency (Razagifard, 2013, p.277). 

Schools in Vietnam, for example, are currently attempting to use technology in 

learning and teaching even though there are some barriers to accessing the internet 

(Dang, 2011). Similarly, according to Peeraer and Van Petegem (2010), Vietnam is 

just starting to integrate ICT into education, and there are lessons to be gained from 
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Western studies. ICT integration in education is a slow process, and observations 

reveal a certain path or set of stages along the way. In addition, in recent years, the 

Vietnamese government has called for teaching innovation through the integration of 

technology into the classroom to improve the quality of education in general and EFL 

education in particular. A rising amount of research in the post-modern, high-tech 

period has demonstrated the effectiveness of computers as tools to support and 

promote language learning. 

When it comes to interaction with a native speaker or living in a spoken English 

country, it appears that significant differences exist between the research. Segalowitz 

and Freed (2004), Segalowitz and Freed (2004), and Magnan and Back's (2007) 

studies revealed the same findings on linguistic gain during study overseas. Their 

studies revealed that living with native or non-native speakers did not differentiate 

speakers who improved from those who did not. However, their study reported that it 

is essential for L2 learners to interact either with NSs or with L2 speakers who speak 

better than they do to develop oral proficiency. On the other hand, Rossiter, Derwing, 

Manimtim, and Thomson (2010) mentioned that the communicative competence and 

fluency of L2 learners would develop if they had more opportunities for further 

interaction with English speakers in the community. It should be noted that peer 

interaction significantly influences LOF development. 

This has been seen in the case of Zhang's (2009) study. This research was 

affiliated with research in SLA with its reliance on the role of input, interaction, and 

output in the development of oral fluency in the EFL context from both a theoretical 

point of view and a case study. The finding provided evidence that non-native oral 

fluency could be obtained through efficient and practical input, interaction, and output 

in EFL. The second significant finding suggested answers to the question of why most 

Chinese English learners failed to speak English fluently, namely: lacking practical 

input and output, having no real need for interaction, and attaching too much 

importance to language forms and written tests. 

When it comes to interaction with a native speaker or living in a spoken English 

country, it appears that significant differences exist between the research. Segalowitz 

and Freed (2004), Segalowitz and Freed (2004), and Magnan and Back's (2007) 

studies revealed the same findings on linguistic gain during study overseas. Their 

studies revealed that living with native or non-native speakers did not differentiate 

speakers who improved from those who did not. However, their study reported that it 
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is essential for L2 learners to interact either with NSs or with L2 speakers who speak 

better than they do to develop oral proficiency. On the other hand, Rossiter, Derwing, 

Manimtim, and Thomson (2010) mentioned that the communicative competence and 

fluency of L2 learners would develop if they had more opportunities for further 

interaction with English speakers in the community. It should be noted that peer 

interaction has a significant. 

As for a task-based language affecting LOF, Albino (2017) published an 

innovative study on improving speaking fluency by applying this teaching approach. 

The primary purpose of this study is to assess how EFL learners promote their 

speaking fluency in a TBLT approach. The participants in the study comprised a group 

of 40 learners ranging from 16 to 18 years old and attending ninth-grade learners at 

PUNIV- Cazenga, a high school in Luanda. Moreover, the research method was 

conducted with the case study design in which audio-recorded picture descriptions and 

audio-recorded interviews served as research instruments. The results of the research 

emphasized the relevance of the TBLT approach in teaching oral fluency. The findings 

further displayed that the learners felt encouraged to speak, believed in their potential 

to use the target language, and expanded their vocabulary when taught with the TBLT 

approach. On the other hand, oral fluency is more closely associated with and takes 

place to maintain CLT effectiveness. 

Yang (2014) surveyed the implementation of speaking fluency in 

communicative language teaching by observing the use of 4/3/2 activities in high 

schools in China. The primary aim of this study was to look at whether speaking 

fluency is well enhanced and a trainable skill through CLT in the EFL class in China. 

The participants consisted of 152 male and 150 female students between 16 and 18 at 

the small number of senior high schools in mainland China. Besides, 35 EFL teachers 

have at least five years of experience teaching EFL, applying correct communicative 

language teaching, and doing 4/3/2 activities in the classroom. The researchers 

observed the class being taught with the 4/3/2 activity implemented throughout the 

period of 14 weeks. The study highlighted the significant long-term achievements of 

the speaking fluency practice and justified that speaking fluency is a trainable skill in 

the context of CLT. 

Most, if not all, Asian countries' two typical constraints in EFL teaching and 

learning are grammar-translation learning and examination-driven teaching, resulting 

in limiting the development of communicative language teaching (Gavran, 2013; 
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Kustati, 2013; Yang, 2014; Huang, 2016). Yang (2014) has presented an investigation 

into whether the speaking fluency strand is necessary for college students to develop in 

the EFL class in China. The author indicated two common factors that conclude 

grammar-focused and examination-driven strategies fail to produce proficient 

speakers. Here is another example of the Korean educational context (Gavran, 2013). 

The ministry of education in Korea acknowledged the incredible importance of 

communicative competence over linguistic competence in English language learning 

and teaching, so there was a modification made to the national curriculum. However, 

the reality behind these changes was only limited because of the impact of the pressure 

of the university entrance exam taken every year. Obviously, explicit teaching of 

grammar does not result in fluency, as proved by many researchers who have 

exemplified that language teaching cannot be limited solely to grammar teaching. 

Current studies on the factors that influence LOF have focused on English for 

native speakers and the ESL environment (e.g. Kormos & Dénes, 2004b; Housen, 

Kuiken, & Vedder, 2012; Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014) and have neglected EFL, 

despite the fact that EFL teaching and learning differs from English for Second 

Language teaching and learning. In addition, we anticipated that EFL teachers’ 

perspectives on factors influencing LOF in EFL would align with those of EFL 

students but would differ significantly from those identified in expert literature for 

general English. Furthermore, factors influencing LOF, such as exposure factors, task 

type factors and instructional factors, may differ in relation to teachers’ and students’ 

perspectives. Therefore, all of the points mentioned above contribute to the research 

gap that can be filled through this research study. Because there is a gap in research on 

the factors impacting Vietnamese L2 learners’ speaking fluency in higher education 

from the perspectives of students and teachers, the goal of this quantitative and 

qualitative study was to determine the students’ and teachers’ perspectives on the 

factors influencing the LOF of Vietnamese English major university students. 

2.4 The Gaps in the Literature 

In the previous sections, the researcher provided an overview of current research 

into the teaching approaches related to oral fluency(e.g., Gavran, 2013; Kustati, 2013; 

Yang, 2014; Huang, 2016; Albino, 2017) and affective factors such as motivation, 

attitude, anxiety in second language learning with a particular emphasis on the 

contribution to oral fluency (e.g., Horwitz et al., 1986; Heyun, 1999; Bailey, 

Onwuegbuzie, & Daley, 2003; Rand, 2007, Loukriz, 2013; Dore, 2015; Nzanana, 2016; 
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N. Segalowitz, 2016a), and external factors such as class size, task types, exposure to 

English, in relation to oral production with a focus on oral fluency (e.g., Ngoc & Iwashita, 

2012; Son, 2013a; Davies, 2014; H. T. Nguyen, Warren, & Fehring, 2014; H. T. Nguyen, 

Fehring, & Warren, 2015; Tavakoli, 2016; Thai & Boers, 2016; De Wolf et al., 2017a; 

Karpovich, Sheredekina, Krepkaia, & Voronova, 2021). Many of the insights and the 

focus on speaking performance have been integrated into Vietnamese higher education 

classrooms, contributing to a gradual shift toward communicative language teaching. 

There is also evidence concerning the effectiveness of oral fluency (e.g., Khong, 2019; 

Dung and Ngoc, 2020). However, there are still research gaps to be addressed in order for 

such insights to influence EFL learners in higher education in Vietnam.  

First, little research into the perspectives on L2 fluency as applied to oral 

production has been conducted in the Vietnam context. Given the centrality of 

speaking skills and the need to improve oral production skills in Vietnamese students, 

this area needs to be investigated.  

Second, to date, there has been no research focusing on these given factors 

impacting oral fluency experienced by Vietnamese students in the English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) context in Vietnam. This research aims to address this important gap 

in research. Research into the factors influencing oral fluency has focused on L2 

development in study abroad settings (e.g., Wood, 2010, Leonard, 2015) or the effects 

of repeated practise on fluency (e.g., Arevart & Nation, 1991). However, in an EFL 

environment where speaking like a fluent native speaker might not necessarily be a 

realistic goal, there are some contributing factors to the students' speaking 

development that provide another important avenue to investigate oral fluency factors. 

Third, little research has been conducted exploring the relationship between 

internal and external factors and oral fluency in the Vietnam context. Research into 

fluency has focused on the acquisition of formulas in study abroad settings (e.g., 

Wood, 2010) or the effects of repeated practise on fluency (e.g., Arevart & Nation, 

1991). Although in an EFL environment where speaking like a fluent native speaker 

might not necessarily be a realistic goal, some of the key factors influencing students' 

oral fluency in English speaking performance should be taken into consideration, 

which provides another important avenue to investigate oral fluency development. 

Finally, despite using technology for English language learning and the role of 

technology in developing oral fluency (e.g., Blake, 2009; Bahrani, 2011; Razagifard, 

2013; Son, 2013; Wang, 2014; Nakaya & Murota, 2016), few researchers have 
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explored the use of technology by EFL learners in Vietnam to support fluency 

development with EFL contexts in mind. 

2.5. Summary 

This chapter began with an overview of the teaching of oral English at 

universities in Vietnam and the research on the main factors that influence LOF in 

Vietnam and other educational settings. It presented a theoretical framework based on 

Gardner's socio-educational model, the monitor theory of Krashen, and internal and 

external factors influencing LOF, as well as teachers' and students' perspectives. 

Reviewed previous studies by foreign and Vietnamese scholars suggested that there 

have been some research gaps concerning the influence of factors on the learning of 

learners in the Vietnamese educational context. As a consequence, this study aims to 

address a gap in the research literature by exploring the EFL fluency speaking skills of 

Vietnamese students. It also examines the factors (e.g., behaviour and attitude, 

motivation, anxiety, task types, instruction, environment, exposure, and technology) 

that impact the students' speaking fluency. Furthermore, the current work covers 

research gaps and contributes significantly to the field. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter discusses the research paradigm and how it influenced the choice 

of instruments used in this study. This also describes the design of the study. It starts 

with a recap of the research objectives from Chapter 1, then details the research 

design, participants, sampling procedures and sample size, research instruments, pilots, 

data collection methodologies, and data analysis for seeking an answer to the 

following questions: 

1. What are the students' and the teachers' perspectives on oral fluency? 

2. What are teachers' and students' perspectives on the factors influencing the 

oral fluency of tertiary English majors? 

3.1. Research Paradigm 

As suggested by Myers (2000), paradigms provide a philosophical, theoretical, 

instrumental, and methodological approach for conducting research; moreover, they 

describe a researcher’s "worldview" (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006), covering the 

perspective, or thinking, or school of thought, or set of shared beliefs, which informs the 

meaning or interpretation of research data. In other words, the term "research paradigm" 

can be described in a variety of ways, including worldview (Creswell, 2013b), research 

technique (Neuman, 2006), and epistemologies and ontologies (Crotty, 1998). In this 

study, a paradigm is defined as a system that directs how a researcher conducts research 

and establishes a set of actions. Thus, understanding the chosen paradigm helps in the 

selection of appropriate data collection methods, procedures for analyzing and 

interpreting the collected data, and the selection of a study sample. 

Candy (1989), one of the leaders in the field, proposed that paradigms can be 

divided into three main taxonomies, namely: Positivist, Interpretivist, or Critical 

paradigms. Additionally, Maxwell (2012) mentioned that "paradigms are philosophical 

positions such as positivism, constructivism, realism, and pragmatism, each 

embodying very different ideas about reality and how we can gain knowledge of it" 

(p.224). Quantitative research might be integrated into the post-positivist paradigm, 

whilst qualitative research could fit into both the critical and interpretivism paradigms. 

On the other hand, a pragmatist paradigm is believed to be generally associated with 

mixed- methods or multiple methods (Biesta 2010; Creswell and Clark 2011; Johnson 

and Onwuegbuzie 2004; Maxcy 2003; Morgan 2014a; Teddlie and Tashakkori 2009), 

where the focus is on the consequences of research and on the research questions 
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rather than on the methods. In particular, pragmatism emphasizes finding a solution to 

any research topic by employing all accessible methods (Creswell, 2013b). In other 

words, pragmatism uses pluralistic approaches to derive knowledge about a problem 

(Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2018; Creswell, 2013b). 

The current study adopts the Interpretivist Paradigm/Constructivist Paradigm as 

its research approach to interpret the participants' constructions and beliefs about the 

concept of "oral fluency," specifically on the factors influencing students' oral fluency 

in the context of higher education schools in Vietnam. This is due to the fact that the 

purpose of research differs significantly between post-positivist and interpretivist 

perspectives. Postpositivism seeks the "truth" through attributing universality to study 

outcomes, whereas interpretivist research seeks understanding (Willis, Jost, and 

Nilakanta, 2002). "Truth" conveys more control over the research process, but 

"understanding" signifies knowledge production in context. 

According to the interpretivist approach, the key tenet is that reality is socially 

constructed (Husserl, 1965; Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; Kelliher, 2005). Besides, three 

characteristics can be used to describe the spirit of interpretivism in educational research. 

The first is multivocality: interpretivism provides for a variety of perspectives and voices 

on educational research and practice. In particular, this study aims to discover the 

participants' subjective beliefs about the responsible factors influencing the oral fluency of 

EFL students in Vietnam through the eyes of those who live them and how the 

participants construct fluency in those natural settings. The second component is 

contextualization. Interpretivism places high value on local and authentic realities rather 

than the "one size fits all" approach that is prevalent in educational practice. In doing that, 

the researcher tried to get to know the particular setting of English teaching at universities 

and see it from the point of view of the students and teachers through questionnaires and 

interviews. The third component is interpretation. Interpretivism permits meaning to 

emerge through the researcher's and practitioner's interpretations and insights. 

Furthermore, the study's research design was based on constructivism (Brandon 

& All, 2010), a widely utilized model of educational psychology around the world. 

Constructivism claims that active participation in the learning process helps people 

generate meaning and learn more efficiently. In particular, the current study adopts the 

constructivism paradigm as its research approach with the purpose of examining the 

factors of LOF in students in the context of higher education schools in Vietnam and 

their potential solutions. 
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3.2. Research design 

The term "research design" refers to a procedure that consists of four interrelated 

aspects (see Figure 3.1). According to Crotty (1998), there is an existent interaction 

between these factors, which is shaped by the researcher's particular theoretical viewpoint. 

 

 
 

 

Figure 3.1. Four elements of research design 

The selection of an appropriate research paradigm, also known as a philosophical 

worldview (Creswell, 2009; Mertens, 2010), or an epistemologically philosophical 

attitude, is the most essential stage in study design (Neuman, 2000; Gray, 2004). 

Researchers typically use a research paradigm to guide their research methods and select 

specific research methodologies or procedures (Creswell, 2009; Mertens, 2010). In this 

study, interpretivism/constructivism is the most appropriate research paradigm and the 

theoretical perspective that best summarizes the three theoretical frameworks established 

in the previous chapter (Gray, 2004; Creswell, 2009). 

The third component of the research design is research methodology. The 

methodology connects the process of designing the research to the main research question 

and also the design methods to the choice of methods. Thus, research design plays a 

crucial role in bridging the gap between research questions and research methods. For 

example, mixed methods research addresses both the "what" and the "how" or "why" 

types of research questions, which is essential if the goal of the study is to comprehend the 

different explanations of outcomes in diverse ways (Cohen et al., 2018). Qualitative and 

quantitative research methods have been prominent in the research community, each with 

a separate research paradigm. Nevertheless, mixed methods are increasingly becoming 

common in educational and psychological research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, 2010; 

Mertens, 2005, 2010; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; Creswell, 2009; Yin, 

2009; Ross, Richards, & Seedhouse, 2011; Creswell & Clark, 2013). Mixed methods 

research entails mixing techniques, approaches, and language of both quantitative and 

qualitative traditions (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Using both methodologies in one 

study has sparked a dispute among researchers about whether the two paradigms can 

coexist in one study. As a result, the mixed methods community has two opposing 

viewpoints (Tashakkori & Creswell, 2007; Creswell & Clark, 2011). 
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To begin with, many academics agree that integrating or mixing paradigms is 

impossible since qualitative research is inductive and quantitative research is 

deductive. Furthermore, the primary distinction between the two is that qualitative data 

frequently consists of words, whereas quantitative data frequently consists of numbers; 

as a result, some academics believe that one is superior (or more scientific) than the 

other. On the other hand, many other researchers believe that the approach used 

reflects the interests of those doing or benefiting from the research as well as the goals 

for which the findings will be used. When deciding on the methodological approach to 

be used in the study, researchers should consider the concept of "fit for purpose" 

(Gray, 2004, p.17), the researcher's own experience and preferences, the population 

being studied, the proposed audience for findings, time, money, and other resources 

available (Hathaway, 1995). For the current study, the latter viewpoint is most 

appropriate. More importantly, to acquire a representative and broad overview of the 

key elements impacting the oral fluency of Vietnamese students in higher education, 

the researcher has opted to use mixed methods to draw assumptions from both 

quantitative and qualitative types of research. 

The researcher employed a mixed-methods strategy with both quantitative and 

qualitative data gathering phases for three reasons. First, the mixed methods design 

allows the researcher to address research problems with a broader and more reliable set 

of evidence than a single method could provide (Yin, 2009). Second, because the 

strengths of one approach can be combined with the strengths of the other, the mixed 

methods design allows a researcher to acquire a more profound knowledge of a 

complicated phenomenon (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010; Creswell, 2013). Finally, the 

results of one method may serve as a framework for designing a subsequent step in the 

research using a different method or may prompt questions for a different method of 

study (Greene et al. 1989). For example, the current study's researcher is interested in 

addressing the issues and oral fluency factors raised by participants to improve oral 

fluency. In short, the quantitative method used in this study assisted the researcher in 

determining the most common factors with spoken fluency that students had 

encountered, whereas the qualitative study assisted the researcher in reinforcing and 

expanding the research findings. 

Mixing quantitative (typically measured in numbers) and qualitative (commonly 

measured in transcripts and visuals) data can happen at any point during the process: 

data collection, data processing, and interpretation, or all three (Creswell, 2009). In 
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this study, quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed separately in a 

concurrent mixed methods design before being compared and contrasted in the 

research's interpretation phase (Prada, 2015). The purpose of using concurrent 

triangulation is to validate the findings generated by each method through evidence 

produced by the other. 

The data for this study was gathered using a mixed-methods approach, with 

questionnaires and a semi-structured interview being used simultaneously. A 

descriptive survey was designed to explore factors contributing to LOF from teachers' 

and students' perspectives at the Department of Foreign Languages at universities in 

Vietnam. The purpose of this descriptive survey, which included a questionnaire and 

interviews, was to find out what affective and external factors play in speaking fluency 

and how English-majored students and teachers consider these factors as contributing 

elements to oral fluency. 

Questionnaires were instruments that provided participants with a series of 

questions or statements and their responses by marking each statement with a tick 

using a 5-point Likert Scale rating system as follows: Strongly Agree = 5, Agree = 4, 

and No opinion = 3, Disagree = 2, Strongly Disagree = 1 for negative statements and 

vice versa for positive statements. The teachers and students that put a tick under the 

numbers 5 and 4 (Strongly Agree and Agree) confirmed that they had positive 

attitudes based on the frequency of their responses and the total percentage of teachers 

and students who highly agreed. Questionnaires were cost-effective, rapid, and 

practical for a large-scale study. They could help the research obtain longitudinal data 

from individuals in a short amount of time (Mackey & Gass, 2005). They were thought 

to be a valuable tool for acquiring information. One set of questionnaires was used to 

collect data from students in this study. 

Meanwhile, interviews were used as supplementary and helped to explain and 

gain a deeper understanding of the quantitative findings (Creswell & Clark, 2007). 

Likewise, interview responses could be developed and clarified to find more in-depth 

information on the themes (Bell, 1993). Thus, interviews were used to acquire quality 

data for the research to gain a thorough and comprehensive view of teachers’ and 

students’ influencing factors and their understanding of the importance of LOF. The 

adaptability of the interview was a key benefit, as it allowed the interviewer to follow 

up on ideas and examine responses. One set of semi-structured interview 

questionnaires was prepared for the descriptive survey. 
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3.3. Participants 

To investigate factors preventing the LOF of students in Vietnam, the 

participants of the study consist of two groups: the student participants and the teacher 

participants. The participation of EFL teachers and students was considered essential 

to reflect independent, possibly differing, perspectives on the exact impact of speaking 

fluency. EFL teachers and students were chosen as the participants because they are 

the most deeply involved in the daily teaching and learning of EFL and thus most 

closely related to the issues addressed in this study. 

The student participants (N = 115) were sophomores majoring in English 

language, aged 19–22 years old, from Foreign Language universities in Vietnam. 

Since they are foreign language universities, the student participants in this research 

were from the same backgrounds as the foreign language programmes. They all 

participated in the questionnaire survey in the second semester of the school year 

2020–2021. Furthermore, the students were considered appropriate participants for the 

study for the following reasons: 

 All the participants first started to learn English when they were in grade 3 at 

primary school. This means that students have received approximately ten years of 

EFL education (three years in primary school, four years in secondary school, and 

three years in high school). Therefore, students had sufficiently appropriate levels for 

the nature of the instruction implemented in this study. 

 The previous studies that I investigated indicated that factors that influence 

their oral fluency development could be well observed in EFL students who have 

studied English for more than seven years. 

 Students had experienced and practised speaking, which is one of the skills 

tested during the first three semesters of Vietnamese University. Additionally, oral 

fluency features have been taught to these students in the speaking courses. 

 The participants were doing a Bachelor's degree in English and had already 

completed their first-year foundation studies such as the "English Grammar and 

Composition" and "English Comprehension and Composition" basic and intermediate 

level English courses. Thus, these students would benefit from at least a year of 

involvement in speaking skills to familiarize themselves with a new learning 

environment that was significantly different from their past studies and to gain a better 

understanding of what they were learning and would learn in the future. 
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Table 3.1. Summary of the student participants’ personal information 

Personal 

information 
Content 

Number 

(N=115) 

Percentage  

(%) 

 

Gender 

Male 14 12.2% 

Female 101 78.8% 

 18-20 years old 109 94.8% 

Age 21 – 22 years old 6 5.2% 

 23 - 25 years old 0 0% 

The second participant group is EFL teachers. The teacher participants (N = 45) 

were aged 27 to 55, with between 5 and 25 years of teaching experience, and were 

awarded the habilitation required for EFL teachers at the tertiary level in Vietnam. For 

a clear representation, the demographics of all participants in the study are presented in 

Figure 3.3 below. 

Table 3.2. Summary of the teacher participants’ personal information  

Personal 

information 
Content 

Number 

(N=45) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Gender 
Male 7 16% 

Female 38 84% 

Age 

22-25 years old 3 7% 

26 – 30 years old 5 11% 

31 - 35 years old  5 11% 

36 - 40 years old  15 33% 

More than 40 years old 17 38% 

Years of teaching 

English  

(English teaching 

experiences) 

Below 1 year 0 0% 

From 1 - 3 years 1 2% 

From 4 - 6 years 4 9% 

From 7 - 10 years 10 22% 

More than 10 years 30 67% 

The selection of participants was conducted through convenience sampling as 

the main criterion for selecting the sample related to accessibility (Lavrakas, 2008). 

The foreign language of the universities owned by the state government was chosen as 

the medium in which to conduct the study because the supervisor introduced it. Hence, 

it was convenient to gain access and contact the key person in charge (i.e., the dean of 

the English Department). The head of the English department assigned the speaking 
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classes, and the research easily connected with the teacher participants. As there were 

three classes in one university and one in the other, the student participants were 

expected to comprise 30 students in each class. Thus, the target participants were 120 

students. However, five students in two classes did not submit the survey, and thus the 

researcher had to disregard the student data from the study. Consequently, there were 

only 115 student participants in the current study. 

Furthermore, the COVID-19 pandemic in Vietnam is part of a global 

coronavirus disease pandemic that began in 2019 and affects various people in 

different ways. As a result, the situation was subjected to more severe restrictions, 

including social distancing requirements. Accordingly, it was easy and convenient for 

the researcher to invite the participants by sending a link to a Google form with the 

prepared questionnaire to both participants. 

3.4. Data collection instruments 

Whether qualitative or quantitative, Chadron (1988) emphasized the importance 

of accurate description and interpretation of variables and their relationships in second 

language research. The research findings should be "meaningful, significant, and 

applicable" (p. 23) to justify further investigation. That is, they should convey the 

generalizability of the researchers' interpretations. 

The study adopted two instruments, including questionnaires for students and 

teachers of English and semi-structured interviews for teachers and students. 

Specifically, a mixed-method approach was used, with a classic triangulation approach 

of interview and questionnaire data. According to Richards and Schmidt (2003, p. 

565), triangulation is defined as "the process of collecting data from several different 

sources or in different ways in order to provide a fuller understanding of a 

phenomenon." In this research, triangulation is used through interviews and surveys 

with questionnaires. All questionnaires and interviews are aimed at obtaining detailed 

responses to achieve accurate and convincing qualitative data. 

Formulating a conceptual framework, drafting and sequencing the questions, 

optimizing graphic design components, and technically executing electronic 

questionnaires are all steps in the questionnaire design process. In order to achieve 

validity and reliability of the responses, a translation task is necessary, which prevents 

misinterpretation of the construct effectively. Because the questionnaire was initially 

in English, a Vietnamese version of the instrument was created, and the translations of 

the questions or questionnaires must be functionally equivalent. 
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Two instruments were employed to collect data in this research, including a 

questionnaire (see Appendix 1 & 2 - English Version) and semi-structured interviews 

(see Appendix 3 - English Version). These instruments are believed to be 

complementary to each other, increasing reliability. 

Table 3.3. Show how data were collected for this study. 

Research 

Instruments 

Research Aim Elicitation 

Format 

Response 

Format 

Research 

Method 

Questionnaire Exploring the teachers' and 

students' perspectives on 

the factors influencing 

speaking fluency in 

Vietnamese universities 

47 items 

with a five-point 

Likert scale type 

with closed-ended 

questions. 

Written Quantitative 

and 

qualitative 

approaches 

Semi-

structured 

Interview 

Exploring the teachers' and 

students' perspectives on 

the factors influencing 

speaking fluency in 

Vietnamese universities. 

6 opened- ended 

questions 

Verbal Qualitative 

approach 

3.4.1. Questionnaires for teachers and students 

Questionnaires were used to collect teachers' and students' perspectives on the 

factors and conditions focusing on social context, learner characteristics, and learning 

condition variables, mainly affective factors and external factors influencing oral 

fluency. These factors might be linked with their learning of English language skills at 

higher education institutions in Vietnam. 

Based on the existing second language acquisition literature and previous studies 

and the researcher's experience and understanding of the current context of Vietnam, it 

is suggested that the following factors would have significant correlations with the 

learning of English as EFL: attitudes, motivations for learning English, exposure to 

English, the teaching of English at schools, task types, learning environment, and 

technology. These provided the basis for the content of the questionnaire. 

After studying some language survey questionnaires and relevant literature on 

prior empirical research (Alsulami, 2016) related to factors influencing speaking 

fluency, the questionnaire format was developed. Importantly, surveys contained 

specific questions about common factors related to oral speaking fluency as described in 

the previous literature. A Likert-type scale questionnaire was created because it was 

simple to administer and appeared to be the most appropriate perception scale for use in 
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a group-testing situation. It also generated quantitative data, which the study required. A 

Likert-type scale was comprised of five response ratings strongly agree (5), agree (4), 

neutral (3), disagree (2), and strongly disagree (1). 

The study selected student questionnaires as they were the best instruments to 

gather information about student opinions and attitudes, were efficient in collecting 

factual data and were clear to administer (Baker and Westrup, 2003). The student 

survey questionnaire was considered the data collection method utilized to examine 

students' perceptions of the affective and external factors that might be associated with 

their oral fluency. 

The questionnaires for teachers were also important to capture educators’ 

thoughts on a whole host of topics. This survey enables the researcher to gain valuable 

insight into the affective and external factors influencing students’ LOF. 

Surveys contained specific questions about common factors related to oral 

speaking fluency as described in the previous literature. Based on the participants and 

the cultural context of this study, the researcher will develop a questionnaire to obtain 

the information needed for the research. The literature review guides the development 

of the questionnaire, and Likert scales are used in different educational backgrounds. 

The questionnaires are designed to identify the participants' awareness (teachers and 

students) of the responsible factors and long-term impacts according to the students' 

speaking fluency outcomes and adopt different approaches to limit such constraints to 

enhance remarkable language communication. 

The questionnaire in this research was categorized into two main sections. The 

first section contains respondents’ demographics (i.e., gender, age, year of study, and 

year of teaching). The second one, with 47 closed-ended items, was also designed with 

the five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, 

(4) agree, (5) strongly agree. The variables with the highest factor loading were used to 

name the factors in the study. All factor structures have been investigated, and data has 

been gathered from that investigation, which has been evaluated for structure validity. 

The first group has been named "affective factors," considering most variables, 

including anxiety, motivation, and attitude factors. The second group of factors covers 

the class size, exposure, instruction, technology, and task type factors. Each theme 

factor is made up of five items, except for the importance of LOF, which includes 

seven items. In particular, the attitude factor theme is questions numbers 8, 9, 10, 11, 

and 12 in the questionnaire table. Next, the motivational factor consists of questions 
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numbers 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17. The anxiety factor theme includes questions 18, 19, 

20, 21, and 22; the type factor covers questions numbers 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27. 

Furthermore, the instructional factor theme includes questions numbers 28, 29, 30, 31, 

and 32. The next factor is the environment-class size factor theme (questions numbers 

33, 34, 35, 36, and 37). The following factor is exposure to English (question numbers 

38, 39, 40, 41, and 42). The final factor theme is the technology theme (question 

numbers 43, 44, 45, 46, and 47). 

Table 3.4. Summary of the Questionnaire Instrument with closed-ended items for 

quantitative data 

Themes Items 

1. The importance of LOF 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 

2. Student Behavior And Attitude Factors 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 

3. Motivational Factors 13, 14,15, 16, 17 

4. Anxiety Factors 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 

5. Task Type Factors 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 

6. Instruction Factors 28, 29, 30, 31, 32 

7. Environment – Class Size Factors 33, 34, 35, 36, 37 

8. Exposure Factors 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 

9. Technology Factors 43, 44,45, 46, 47 
 

3.4.2. Semi-structured interviews for teachers and students 

To consolidate the findings and triangulate the data collection method, the 

researcher also conducted an interview with the participants. Semi-structured interviews 

were employed as the data collection method. Qualitative researchers commonly use 

interviews to discover and portray the multiple views or realities of a case (Stake, 1995). 

In other words, it is a valuable way to see how people interpret the world around them 

(Merriam, 1998). Moreover, qualitative interviews are a typical way to collect data and 

are generally depicted as a discussion (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). "Interviewing is 

crucial when we cannot witness behavior, feelings, or how people understand the 

environment around them," Merriam (1998, p. 72) remarked. Therefore, interviews are 

appropriate and applicable for this study because it is better to know what Vietnamese 

teachers and students understand and interpret the concept and effects of LOF. 

Three types of interviews are widely used concluding structured, semi-structured, 

and unstructured (Hancock & Algozzine, 2006; Johnson & Christensen, 2012; Merriam, 
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1998). The first method is used to collect general socio-demographic information from 

respondents. The second method allows the researcher to deal with situations, the 

respondent's emerging worldview, and new ideas on the particular subject. The final 

method is rarely used as a sole method because the researcher may not know enough 

about a phenomenon to ask crucial questions during the interview. The researcher used 

semi-structured interviews to achieve the particular purpose of this research. 

Semi-structured interviews were employed in this study to "understand more 

thoroughly" (Kuş, 2009, 87) EFL teachers' and students’ perspectives on the factors 

impacting speaking fluency. In other words, the interviews are semi-structured, with 

leading questions that allow us to dig deeper or follow up as needed to extract more 

information from the participants' responses (Alvesson, 2011). A semi-structured 

interview design with six open-ended questions was created for this aim. Two field 

educators from a state university's Department of Foreign Languages were consulted 

to assess the content validity of the questions. One specialized in educational 

assessment and evaluation, while the other specialized in teacher professional 

development. We attempted to create a safe environment for the interviews. The 

participants were told that their identities would be kept private. More importantly, 

their consent was obtained before the recording of the interviews. Interviews were 

carried out by phoning participants on the Zalo social network, which took about 25–

30 minutes. This was due to the fact that the Zalo social network is widely used and 

convenient in Vietnam and the COVID outbreak in cities in central Vietnam. 

Certain factors are thought to be considered when the researcher sets up and 

conducts an interview. For example, the social interaction between interviewers and 

interviewees may result in bias (Wellington, 2000). Unfortunately, due to the COVID- 

19 pandemic, the researcher had to arrange the interview through Viber messengers for 

the current research. According to Reosa, M., Mwamba, C., Meghani, A., West, N. S., 

Hariyani, S., Ddaaki, W., Sharma, A., Beres, L. K., & McMahon, S. (2021), "we 

champion the value and necessity of rapport building, empathy, open and honest 

dialogue, and a sense of closeness between research teams and interview respondents." 

However, they also suggested that using phone interviews to gather qualitative data 

resulted in a lack of nonverbal data, contributing to limited knowledge of context. In 

this research, interviewing via telephone is a must in this situation. On the other hand, 
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several others emphasized the advantages of phone interviews in providing richer 

discussions on sensitive topics due to increased perceptions of privacy and 

confidentiality. Furthermore, telephone interviews improved access to difficult-to-

reach respondents and settings that may be considered unsafe for research. 

Given the focus of the current study in terms of observing the change in 

teachers' and students' understanding, the interview was aimed at comparing the 

teachers' and students' views on the questionnaire phrase and the interviewing phase of 

the study. A qualitative comparison of each teacher's and students' responses to the 

questionnaires allowed the researcher to identify different degrees of change in the 

way different teachers and students defined and understood fluency. This comparison 

also demonstrated variability among the participants in the extent to which they drew 

on the new concepts and definitions understood by them. Moreover, the interviewing 

method is used to examine the factors of LOF from EFL teachers at the universities in 

Vietnam when implementing the appropriate teaching methods to meet the fluency 

learner outcome. Finally, this approach also improves the evaluation of major English 

students toward the appropriate teaching and learning methods of EFL teachers and the 

capacity to meet the course's fluency learning outcomes and that of the school's 

curriculum. We will use the results to make the interview survey better and clarify the 

status in accordance with the objectives of the research study. 

The current article is heavily based on quantitative analysis data. Although the 

findings of this qualitative study cannot be directly generalized to other contexts, a 

detailed description of the findings may provide readers with an experience that they can 

then generalize appropriately to their own experience (Stake, 1978). According to Stake 

(1995, p. 37), qualitative researchers have "pressed for explanation and control" and 

"understanding the complex interrelationships among all that exists." More than that, the 

sources gathered through qualitative data verify or reject results from quantitative data. 

Table 3.5 shows the key questions that were raised during the interview. Table 3.6 

shows the teachers who took part in the interviews and the questions they were asked, 

whereas table 3.7 shows the students who took part in the interviews and the questions 

they were asked. 
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Table 3.5. Interview questions for teachers and students 

1. How often do you/ your students communicate in English in class and 

outside of class? 

2. What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

3. Do you think speaking fluently is important for you/students when learning 

a foreign language? 

4. Of the following factors, which influence most students' oral English 

fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

 h. Technology Factors 

5. Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

 h. Technology Factors 

6. Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If so, 

why? If not, why not? 
 

Table 3.6. Coding for interviewing teacher participants 

Participants Identification numbers Interview dates 

Teacher 1 T1 09 May 2021 

Teacher 2 T2 11 May 2021 

Teacher 3 T3 14 May 2021 

Teacher 4 T4 18 May 2021 

Teacher 5 T5 18 May 2021 

Teacher 6 T6 18 May 2021 

Teacher 7 T7 21 May 2021 

Teacher 8 T8 21 May 2021 

Teacher 9 T9 21 May 2021 

Teacher10 T10 26 May 2021 

Teacher 11 T11 26 May 2021 

Teacher 12 T12 26 May 2021 
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Table 3.7. Coding for interviewing student participants 

Participants Identification numbers Interview dates 

Student 1 S1 07 May 2021 

Student 2 S2 07 May 2021 

Student 3 S3 12 May 2021 

Student 4 S4 12 May 2021 

Student 5 S5 21 May 2021 

Student 6 S6 24 May 2021 

Student 7 S7 24 May 2021 

Student 8 S8 24 May 2021 

Student 9 S9 25 May 2021 

Student 10 S10 25 May 2021 

Student 11 S11 25 May 2021 

Student 12 S12 26 May 2021 
 

3.5. Data collection procedure 

The information was gathered from primary and secondary sources. The 

primary data sources were questionnaires distributed to students and teacher educators. 

Documents collected while visiting each site served as secondary data sources. These 

documents were among curriculum guidelines, course texts, and conference and 

seminar proceedings. 

The researcher is the primary data collector and analyst (Creswell, 2012). For 

this current study, the method of qualitative research and quantitative surveys are used 

with objects during the school period. In other words, two instruments were employed 

to collect data in numeric and non-numeric forms for this study. The procedures for 

data collection consisted of piloting and administering the instruments. 

3.5.1. Piloting the questionnaires 

According to Cohen (2007, p.341), a pilot has several functions and is described 

as a way "principally to increase the reliability, validity, and practicability of the 

questionnaire." A pilot study is also a small-scale trial of research that is conducted 

before a full-scale experiment (Gay et al., 2011). This means that piloting is done 

primarily to verify that the research instruments can be used successfully in the actual 

study. According to Bryman (2012), "piloting makes it simple to identify elements that 
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are ambiguous or unlikely to be of importance in the topic because they do not form a 

variable." Thus, piloting the instruments is critical for ensuring content validity 

(Creswell, 2014). For the present study, the questionnaire, which included 47 open-

ended items, was piloted with 12 EFL students and 12 EFL teachers who were similar 

to the planned population of our study. In this research, the first step was to collect 

survey research to evaluate the reliability and validity of this questionnaire instrument. 

Before being applied, the "LOF" questionnaire was thoroughly prepared and translated 

into Vietnamese. Before piloting the questionnaire, two qualified and experienced 

professors were asked to provide feedback on their understanding of the question items 

to prevent the drawbacks of the instruments. The recommendations of these two 

experts in terms of word choice, format, and grammatical structures were taken into 

consideration. Finally, during the piloting stage, the researcher submitted the English 

questionnaire versions to 12 EFL students and 12 EFL teachers by using an online 

survey on Google Form. 

The data from the piloted questionnaire was then encoded and analyzed using 

IBM SPSS Statistics 18. Suppose the Cronbach's alpha (α) value is 0.7 or higher. In 

that case, it indicates that the piloted questionnaire is a reliable tool that can be used to 

collect data for actual research (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994, p. 265). 

The results for the Cronbach’s Alpha (as shown in tables 3.8 and 3.9) revealed 

that the internal consistency of the entire questionnaire was 0.885 for teachers and 

0.721 for students, indicating an acceptable and high level of reliability for items in the 

instrument. Hence, the items of the questionnaire conducted in the research were 

validated and were reliable for data collection in the next phase. 

Table 3.8. The reliability of teachers’ pilot questionnaire 

Administering 

the questionnaire 

Number 

of teacher participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Pilot questionnaire 12 0.885 

 

Table 3.9. The reliability of students’ pilot questionnaire 

Administering 

the questionnaire 

Number 

of student participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Pilot questionnaire 12 0.721 
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3.5.2. Piloting the semi-structured interview 

The researcher's supervisor proofread and revised the semi-structured questions 

before they were officially used. The researcher conducted interviews with EFL 

teachers and students who were chosen from the samples based on their willingness to 

participate in order to acquire a better understanding of their understanding through 

their responses. 

The researcher contacted the teacher and student participants in the questionnaire 

survey by email, Zalo social network, messenger, or phone calls after they were selected 

on the basis of their voluntariness. The responders were given advance notice of the time, 

location, and form of communication. Interviews were conducted in English to ensure the 

dependability and comprehensibility of questions, as well as to provide interviewees 

confidence in providing as much information as possible. Finally, the researcher was able 

to reach into their ways of teaching in their class in relation to the second study topic by 

asking meaningful questions because the privacy issues associated with each teacher's 

teaching methods are quite sensitive. In summary, three pilot interviews enabled the 

researcher to develop the interview instrument, allowing her to collect a huge amount of 

qualitative data for the research findings. 

3.5.3. Administering questionnaires 

Firstly, the questionnaire's reliability and validity were tested using SPSS version 

18.0. It suggests that the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 18.0 

was used to examine the quantitative data collected from the questionnaire. Following the 

pilot, a 47-item questionnaire was distributed to gather information on EFL teachers' and 

students' perspectives on the importance of LOF for EFL students and potential factors 

contributing to the LOF. After that, a scale test was used to determine the whole 

questionnaire's dependability. The questionnaire's reliability coefficient (as stated in Table 

3.10 and 3.11) is high (=.868) for teacher participants and (=.822) for student participants, 

according to the results. As a result, the items in the research questionnaire were validated 

and were reliable for data collection. 

Table 3.10. The reliability of the official questionnaire- Teachers 

Administering 

the questionnaire 

Number 

of participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Official questionnaire 45 .868 
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Table 3.11. The reliability of the official questionnaire- Students 

Administering 

the questionnaire 

Number 

of participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Official questionnaire 115 .822 

Then, scale tests were also conducted to assess the reliability of teacher and 

student questionnaires as themes, typically the reliability coefficient of nine themes (as 

shown in Table 3.12), including the reliability coefficient of the importance of LOF 

(the cluster of theme 1 of the official questionnaire), the reliability coefficient of 

student behavior and attitude factors theme (the cluster of theme 2 of the official 

questionnaire), the reliability coefficient of anxiety factors theme (the cluster of theme 

4 of the official questionnaire), that of task type factors theme (the cluster of theme 6 

of the official questionnaire), that of Environment—class size factors theme (the 

cluster of theme 7 of the official questionnaire), that of exposure factors theme (the 

cluster of theme 8 of the official questionnaire), and that of technology factors theme 

(the cluster of theme 9 of the official questionnaire). 

Table 3.12. The reliability of the theme - Teachers 

Administering  

the questionnaire 

Number 

of participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Theme 1 45 .758 

Theme 2 45 .652 

Theme 3 45 .719 

Theme 4 45 .842 

Theme 5  45 .784 

Theme 6 45 .784 

Theme 7  45 .668 

Theme 8  45 .660 

Theme 9 45 .901 

 As can be seen from Table 3.12, the reliability of nine themes of teacher 

questionnaires were acceptable (α =.758, α =.652, α =.719, α =.842, α =.784, α =.784, 

α =.668, α =.660and α =.901). Besides, Table 3.13 showed the Cronbach alphas for 

those of students were above.65 and ranged from.655 to.860. Consequently, these tests 

were sufficiently reliable to be applied as instruments for the current study. 
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Table 3.13. The reliability of the theme - Students 

Administering  

the questionnaire 

Number 

of participants 

Reliability 

(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient) 

Theme 1 115 .813 

Theme 2 115 .661 

Theme 3 115 .661 

Theme 4 115 .860 

Theme 5  115 .754 

Theme 6 115 .739 

Theme 7  115 .813 

Theme 8  115 .655 

Theme 9 115 .720 

3.5.4. Administering the semi-structured interview 

To guarantee the reliability and validity of the interview instrument, the 

researcher conducted interviews with three EFL teachers and three EFL students who 

were selected from the samples based on their willingness to participate in order to 

acquire a better understanding of their comprehension through their responses. The 

researcher was able to improve the interview instrument attributed to the following 

pilot interviews. First, the researcher gained an understanding of the perspectives of 

the participants on the research topic. Next, the researcher looked into the difficulty 

level of the interview questions, changing them to make them simpler in order to 

fully exploit the information for research topics." what are the key factors 

influencing students' oral fluency?" the researcher, for example, used to ask. The 

interviewees could not give you proper answers in such a limited amount of time, 

and this question is tricky. The researcher then tried to elicit what they think about 

the factors, such as "Of the following factors, which influence the most students' oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why?". In short, three 

pilot interviews allowed the researcher to develop the interview instrument, allowing 

her to collect a substantial amount of qualitative data for the research findings. 

Before they were formally used, the semi-structured questions with interviewing 

suggestions were sent to the researcher's supervisor for proofreading and revision. 

More than that, the researcher revised her interview questions with the guidance of 

her supervisor and another professor. 
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The researcher then proceeded to conduct nine interviews, each of which lasted 

20 to 25 minutes and was meticulously recorded by the researcher with the 

participants' agreement. Following that, the original English transcripts of the 

interviews were meticulously transcribed. The contents of the interviewees' English 

transcriptions were then evaluated for topics and themes related to the research goals. 

Semi-structured interviews (see Appendix 3) with main questions and sub-questions 

were conducted one-on-one and over the phone to discover more about participants' 

perspectives on the importance of "LOF" for university students, as well as EFL 

teachers' and students’ perspectives on factors influencing "LOF." 

3.6. Data analysis procedures 

As there were two types of instruments used to collect the data for this present study: 

questionnaires and interviews, the data would be analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. 

The study of field data as it is acquired in order to detect emergent themes is a 

feature of qualitative research. The results of qualitative data analysis can be analyzed 

in various ways (Merriam, 2009). In addition to the qualitative data acquired, 

quantitative data can give insight, support, and context (Saldana, 2011). 

In order to analyze and interpret the data obtained from the questionnaire, the 

data will be entered and managed via the software Epidata 3.1 and processed and 

statistically analyzed via SPSS 18.0. 

The researchers will analyze the material acquired during the interview by using 

the general steps of the theme analysis approach. According to the definition, "a 

strategy for detecting, evaluating, and reporting themes within data", it organizes and 

defines your data set in great depth, at a minimum (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 79). 

The current study's descriptive survey was done in the second semester of 2020– 

2021. The questionnaire was distributed to students in speaking classes during the second 

semester. In addition, teacher and student interviews were conducted in order to obtain 

more detailed information for data analysis. The questionnaire was given to students in 

speaking classes in the second semester of the academic year to get a holistic view of the 

role of technology in providing opportunities for students to improve their English 

speaking fluency. In the second semester of the school year, students were given a 47- 

item questionnaire, including parts A and B. Online survey questionnaires were created by 

using Google Forms, and their links were sent via email to 120 English-speaking 

respondents and 45 teachers. The teachers of the class involved in the survey explained 

that students' anonymity would be kept safe and confidential. Also, they helped explain all 
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items thoroughly to ensure that all students understood before making a choice and also to 

ensure a 100% response rate. The respondents were given 20 minutes to complete the 

questionnaire. The online survey questionnaires were then collected by downloading the 

excel file. The survey was completed with the support and collaboration of the teacher, 

who was responsible for the selected speaking classes successfully. The survey was 

completed and recorded in an SPSS version 18 datasheet for further analysis to determine 

the current state of the impact of factors on boosting speaking fluency in the Faculty of 

Foreign Languages at universities in Vietnam. 

Following that, the collected survey data were analyzed using SPSS to calculate 

the means and standard deviation, total number of participant responses, frequency, 

and percentage marking on each response for each statement. This quantitative data 

was organized into nine clusters in order to be combined with qualitative data. The 

second phase of data analysis was the translation and transcription of interview data 

On the other hand, semi-structured interviews were the second study approach used 

to gather data. Twelve full-time teachers and twelve students participated in the interview, 

which lasted around 20 minutes for each. Due to the COVID-19 epidemic, the participants 

were instructed to answer the questions through Google meet or Zalo. At first, these 

researchers described the goal of the interviews so they knew what they were doing. The 

interviews were recorded and transcribed, and the transcriptions were used in the qualitative 

analysis of the study. The qualitative data acquired during the interview is analyzed using 

three techniques. First, listen to the interview via online recording and note down ideas for 

each question; second, read all the statements and categorize each interviewee's responses; 

third, check over all of the responses for each topic. To summarize, the researcher has 

thoroughly examined the data collected through questionnaires and interviews with 

respondents to determine its importance in light of the study's objectives. Also, the online 

survey questionnaire and the interview data were analyzed separately before the findings 

were brought together to answer the research question. 

3.7. Reliability and Validity 

Regarding the concepts of generalizability, validity, and reliability, this thesis is 

associated with Cohen et al.'s (2011) and Oppenheim's (1992) notions; in addition, other 

perspectives on validity and reliability in mixed method research will be discussed in 

relation to the learning studies conducted. According to Cohen et al. (2011), internal validity 

means that the findings must accurately describe the phenomenon under investigation. For 

example, the reliability of attitude statements, such as those in the questionnaire, was 
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attempted using a set of 47 items relating to eight groups of LOF by Vietnamese learners 

because sets of statements have been shown to give more consistent results. Besides, 

Cronbach's Alpha indicates the scale's reliability, which should be at least within the range 

of.8 to.9 (see appendix IV). As for the questionnaire design, the research used balanced 

framing, for example, using a combination of positive and negative frames and making 

every effort to balance the question wording to avoid bias. This means that unbalanced 

questions concentrate on only one side of a debate. Respondents may be less likely to 

oppose the question if it is phrased in a specific way. It is best practice to provide a 

counterargument within the question as well. More than that, randomization applied in this 

current research entails presenting the same questionnaire to each respondent but with 

different question orders. More importantly, two experienced educators from a university's 

foreign language faculty were consulted to assess the content validity of the questions. Also, 

the variables with the highest factor loading were used to name the factors in the study. All 

factor structures have been investigated, and data has been gathered from that investigation, 

which has been evaluated for structure validity. Finally, in order to achieve validity and 

reliability in the responses, a translation task is necessary. 

Furthermore, according to Cohen et al. (2011), the issue of reliability as it is 

understood in quantitative research (replicability over time, instruments, groups of 

respondents, and consistency) is primarily answered by issues of validity. It should 

include the fidelity to real life, in-depth descriptions, honesty, and specificity described 

in the validity sections of this text. 

Concerning the interview questions, the teacher's questionnaire combined 

factual and opinion questions. A set of six statements was used to assure reliability. 

Furthermore, reliability and validity were additionally determined by interviewing a 

sample of respondents face-to-face. Additionally, the researcher transcribed herself to 

ensure that all meanings were obtained exactly and the validity of the data was 

ensured. The main themes of the interviews were closely related to the research 

question: factors affecting the oral fluency of Vietnamese students. 

Merriam (1998) also proposed that triangulation of multiple data sets, multiple 

research methods, awareness of positionality, discourse with research questions, 

dialogue with literature review, and deep interaction with study participants would 

establish validity. The researcher established the study's trustworthiness by conducting 

member checks, reviewing the process, and maintaining the study's reliability, 

transferability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Objective friends also 

validated the methods and research process. 
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The limitations that are fundamental in all questionnaires were also present here. 

The results could have been corrupted by copying, and the need for simplicity meant 

that the questions were straightforward. Because the number of participants involved 

in the study was small (N = 160), the results obtained represent the sample rather than 

the population of L2 learners as a whole. 

3.8. Ethical Considerations 

Research in education involves working with human beings as participants and 

their learning organizations as the location where the collection of data is taken and 

carried out (Wellington, 2015). In order to do research, the researcher must respect the 

participants and study sites, as well as admit that their rights will be maintained 

throughout the process (Creswell, 2013b). As a result, before conducting educational 

studies, official permission from the institution where the research will be conducted and 

consent from those who will be involved should be taken seriously (Cohen et al., 2018). 

In this present study, formal procedures were taken into consideration and were 

followed strictly. Since this research focuses on the language university, this institution is 

under the authority of the Ministry of Education. However, the university is considered a 

statutory body and is controlled independently by the institution itself. Consent for ethical 

approval was obtained from two deans of universities in the regions of Vietnam before 

data collection took place for dissertation research purposes. Additionally, the teachers of 

the student participants helped the students acknowledge the purpose of the research and 

get their agreement on their participation in the questionnaires. They also explain the 

study in detail to the students, stating that they will be asked to complete questionnaires 

and submit them via the Google form. Meanwhile, the research also informed the teachers 

and students who would be selected to be interviewed. 

3.9. Summary 

This chapter discussed the methodology and methods of the present research. 

The research paradigm and design of the study were outlined and followed by the 

participants involved in this study. The instruments and the procedures were also 

thoroughly described. The pilot study and changes to the main study were also 

reported, and the data collection procedures for the quantitative and qualitative data 

were also explained. Finally, the processes used to assure the study's ethical conduct 

were detailed. The methodology for data analysis and the study's conclusions are 

presented in the following two chapters, Chapters four and five. 
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter presents findings and discussions that address the two research 

questions by clarifying teachers' and students' perspectives on LOFs and the elements 

that influence Vietnamese students' oral fluency. 

Data for the quantitative phase was gathered from a survey of 115 

undergraduate university students and 45 teachers at universities in central Vietnam. In 

contrast, data for the qualitative phase was gathered from semi-structured interviews 

with 12 student and 12 teacher volunteers who had participated in the qualitative phase 

survey. The results were found and discussed separately in terms of LOF and the 

factors of LOF that affect students, from both students’ and teachers’ perspectives. 

4.1. Findings 

4.1.1. The quantitative analysis of teachers’ and students’ perspectives on LOF  

The goal was to determine what teachers and students think about the oral 

fluency of English students in higher education through examining teachers' and 

students' perspectives. In order to demonstrate this, for the first part of the survey, 

including seven questions (in appendix 1), the participants' responses are analyzed and 

interpreted to get their perspectives on the importance of LOF in English learning 

based on their experience in learning and teaching speaking fluency. This also 

demonstrated their perspectives on the most and least factors contributing to the 

fluency in speaking skill which is needed for in second language acquisition. More 

than that, as language learners, how can participants tell if someone is fluent? Also, in 

terms of teachers, they consider what language fluency means. 

The perspectives of EFL teachers and students on LOF for major English 

students were investigated using a Descriptive Statistics Test. Table 4.1 displays the 

participants' responses to items about EFL students' and teachers' perspectives on LOF 

for majoring English students, as well as the overall mean score. 

Table 4.1. EFL students’ and teachers’ perspectives towards LOF 

  The perspectives of speaking fluency 

No Participants N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 

1 Teachers 45 3.78 4.69 4.24 0.22 

2 Students 115 3.60 4.31 4.11 0.21 

The table 4.1 summarized EFL teachers’ and students' responses to each item in 

this cluster related to LOF. As can be seen from the table, the mean score for the 
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perspective on LOF ranged from 1 to 5. Therefore, it could be inferred that both teachers 

(M = 4.24, SD = 0.22) and students (M = 4.11, SD = 0.21) scored highly on their levels 

of this variable. These total mean scores of EFL students’ and teachers’ perspectives 

about LOF are higher than the scale 3.5, the medium level on the five-degree scale. This 

means that EFL students’ and teachers’ perspectives on LOF were higher than the 

medium level. It can be inferred that EFL students’ and teachers’ perspectives on the 

importance of LOF majored English students are significantly high. 

 The findings of the qualitative data, which are consistent with the findings of the 

quantitative data, show that teachers and students were aware of the essential parts of LOF 

for university students and defined LOF as their knowledge. In addition, the teacher 

participants praised the importance of teaching LOF in learning a second language. 

4.1.1.1. The descriptive analysis of teachers’ perspectives on LOF 

Table 4.2. EFL teachers’ perspectives towards the importance of LOF 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

1 Teaching speaking fluency is important in learning a 

second language. 

45 4.42 0.50 

2 Students are aware of the importance of speaking 

fluency in their learning the second language. 

45 3.78 0.82 

3 It is necessary to increase students’ speaking to 

improve their oral English fluency. 

45 4.38 0.49 

4 Teachers often make use of different instructional 

methods to improve students’ speaking fluency. 

45 3.80 1.18 

5 There are some factors affecting students’ speaking fluency. 45 4.69 0.47 

6 To develop communicative competence for language 

learners, speaking fluency plays a very important role. 

45 4.53 0.50 

7 In communicative language classroom, oral fluency is 

very essential for developing qualified language 

learners in the light of the communicative approach 

45 4.09 

 

0.51 

 

 

Descriptive statistics for the 7 items belonging to the importance of LOF from 

teachers’ perspectives are reported in Table 4.2. It indicated that most of the teacher 

respondents expressed highly favorable and positive attitudes towards the importance 

of LOF in the process of learning and teaching foreign languages, with the mean value 

ranging from 3.78 to 4.69. The majority of the respondents agreed that speaking 

fluency plays a very important role in developing communicative competence for 

language learners (M = 4.53, SD = 0.50) and that LOF is very essential for developing 
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qualified language learners in the light of the communicative approach (M = 4.09, SD 

= 0.51). Thus, they believed that teaching speaking fluency is important in learning 

speaking skill (M = 4.42; SD = 0.50), although they strongly agreed that there are 

some factors affecting students’ speaking fluency (M = 4.69; SD = 0.47). It meant that 

LOF, which was praised for bringing enormous benefits to students’ development of 

speaking skills, was emphasized in speaking classes in universities in Vietnam. 

Interestingly, all of the items about LOF for majoring English students were 

highly appreciated. As observed in Tables 4.2, a large number of participants, 

including students and teachers, recognized the importance of fluency. For example, 

they strongly agreed that teaching and learning LOF helps university students develop 

communicative competence and language learning. Besides, they claimed there are 

some factors that influence LOF. 

4.1.1.2 The descriptive analysis of students’ perspectives on LOF  

Table 4.3. EFL students’ perspectives towards the importance of LOF 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

1 Teaching speaking fluency is important in learning a second language. 115 4.31 0.57 

2 Students are aware of the importance of speaking fluency in 

their learning the second language. 

115 3.83 0.78 

3 I It is necessary to increase students’ speaking to improve 

their oral English fluency. 

115 4.31 0.58 

4 Teachers often make use of different instructional methods to 

improve students’ speaking fluency. 

115 3.60 0.92 

5 There are some factors affecting students’ speaking fluency. 115 4.22 0.57 

6 To develop communicative competence for language 

learners, speaking fluency plays a very important role. 

115 4.29 0.65 

7 In communicative language classroom, oral fluency is very 

essential for developing qualified language learners in the 

light of the communicative approach 

115 4.19 0.59 

Descriptive statistics for the 7 items belonging to the importance of LOF from 

students’ perspectives are reported in Table 4.3. It is indicated that most respondents 

maintained a positive attitude towards the importance of LOF, with the mean value 

ranging from 3.60 to 4.31. The two highest scores, with a mean score of M = 4.31 and 

SD = 0.57, are that it's critical to teach speaking fluency in order to learn a second 

language and to improve their oral English fluency. Students should speak more (M = 

4.31, SD = 0.58), followed by the fact that speaking fluency plays a very important 
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role. In order to develop communicative competence for language learners, speaking 

fluency plays a very important role (M = 4.29, SD = 0.65), and oral fluency, which is 

very essential for developing qualified language learners in the light of the 

communicative approach (M = 4.19, SD = 0.59), the neutral level of agreement (M = 

3.60; SD = 0.78) found in item 4 on the different instructional methods given by 

teachers on ways to improve students’ speaking fluency, was not conducted by all. 

Similarly, the majority of student respondents had a neutral attitude, with a mean score 

of 3.83 (SD = 0.36), indicating that the potential value of speaking fluency in learning 

a second language is well understood among students. 

4.1.2. The qualitative analysis of teachers’ and students’ perspectives on LOF  

Interview question three: LOF  

The third interview question included, “Do you think speaking English fluently 

is important for you/your students when learning speaking skill?”. The participants’ 

responses revealed positive themes toward the significance of LOF. Table 4.2 below 

presents the summary of emergent themes from teachers’ responses. 

Table 4.4. Summary of the Themes for Interview Question One - Teachers 

No. (sequence by the most 

frequently to least cited) 

Positive Themes/Yes Negative 

Themes/No 

1 Saying that oral fluency is crucial 

in speaking skill. 

 

2 Saying that oral fluency aids 

students in improving their 

communication skills. 

 

3 Saying that the learners are aware 

of the benefits of oral fluency in 

developing their communication 

 

4 Saying that LOF is the purpose of 

learning speaking skill. 

 

5 Saying that LOF is believed as an 

indicator of L2 proficiency. 

 

From most frequently to least frequently cited, themes included: stating that 

LOF is crucial in speaking skills; aiding students in improving their communication 

skills; stating that the learners are aware of the benefits of oral fluency; saying that 

LOF is the purpose of learning speaking skills; and believing that it is an indicator of 

L2 proficiency. Among these themes, the most frequently reported ones were that 

participants felt that speaking fluently overall was positive, significant, helpful, and 
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purposeful for speaking performance. For example, one participant (T1) said, "For 

example, the students need to communicate well in the future working environment 

and for their further studies abroad." So, I think oral fluency is significant in learning 

English these days. The second most frequently reported theme was that oral fluency 

aids students in improving their communication skills. For instance, one participant 

(T4) said, "I think this helps students improve their speaking performance." The third 

most commonly reported theme was that participants felt that the learners were aware 

of the benefits of oral fluency in developing their communication. For example, one 

participant (T1) responded, "[... oral fluency has been an important criteria of the 

speaking test. So, I think it is necessary for students to have sufficient fluency to 

master basic speaking skills. 

Nevertheless, not all of these participants revealed negative opinions toward the 

importance of LOF in speaking performance, since they thought that LOF helped them 

and improved them well in English speaking. Quoting from one of these participants' 

responses (T5), she said,"... it allows the speaker to produce continuous speech without 

difficulty for the listener and to maintain communicative ideas more effectively." 

Table 4.5. below presents the summary of emergent themes from students’ responses. 

No. (sequence by the most 

frequently to least cited) 

Positive Themes/Yes Negative Themes/No 

1 Saying that oral fluency plays a 

very important role in learning 

English. 

 

2 Saying that oral fluency is 

advantageous in developing their 

communication. 

 

 

Categorizing students’ responses resulted in recurring themes about the 

students’ perspectives on the importance of LOF, including only two themes: When 

studying English skills, oral fluency is really crucial, and oral fluency is advantageous 

in developing their communication. For instance, quoting from two participants' 

responses, which featured these themes, one said (S9), "speaking English fluently 

means a lot to me since I used to struggle to get people to understand my English." 

Another participant said (S3), "3. Fluency in speaking plays a very important role in 

learning English. Good speaking skills will make you more confident, thereby helping 

you learn English more effectively. " 

  



92  

Interview question one: The definition of oral fluency  

Now that we have established a basic concept of fluency and the means to 

measure it, then we consider the factors that facilitate fluency development. 

Participants were also asked the following interview questions: "What does the term 

"oral fluency" mean to you? In this question, teachers and students were asked to 

define the meaning of fluency in a foreign language. Table 4.4 below presents a 

recurring theme in the explanation of oral fluency. 

Table 4.6. Summary of the Themes for Interview Question One - Teachers 

No. (sequence by the 

most frequently to 

least cited) 

Positive Themes/Yes 

 

Negative 

Themes/No 

1 Saying that LOF is considered as a 

component of proficiency. 

 

2 Saying that speaking fluency is the 

ability to speak a foreign language 

quickly and efficiently. 

 

3 Saying that speaking fluency is the 

learner's ability to speak freely, 

without unnecessary pausing 

 

4 Saying that oral fluency means able to 

speak a language very well. 

 

Classifying students’ responses resulted in recurring themes about the definition 

of oral fluency, including considering LOF as a component of proficiency, the ability 

to speak a foreign language quickly and efficiently, the learner's ability to speak freely 

without unnecessary pausing, and the learner's ability to speak a language very well. 

When giving answers to the question related to the definition of oral fluency, three 

participants (T2, and T5) said that "well, oral fluency is considered not only a component 

of communicative competence but also an element of oral proficiency during speaking" 

and "[... It is often used as one component of language proficiency. Another participant 

said that speaking fluency is defined as the capacity to communicate rapidly and 

effectively in a foreign language. For example, T8 said that "I think that oral fluency 

refers to the ability to speak a foreign language easily and efficiently." In this sense, "this 

refers to the ability to interact by responding and initiating appropriately and at the 

required speed and rhythm to fulfill the task requirements" (Cambridge University Press, 

2006, p. 48). For example, teacher 2 (T2) stated, "the term oral fluency means the ability 

to talk for long periods of time with few pauses [...]." 
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On the other hand, the other participants defined LOF as abilities involved in 

language production and communication. In this sense, LOF represents the ability to 

speak quickly and accurately. This is relevant to the definition in the Cambridge 

Online Advanced Learner's Dictionary. That is, "a person is fluent when they can 

speak a language easily, well, and quickly." It is argued that this definition links 

fluency with speed. According to one of the participants (T4), [...] oral fluency refers 

to the ability to speak a foreign language quickly and efficiently, as well as the ability 

to understand those who speak that language. 

Table 4.7. Summary of the Themes for Interview Question One - students 

No. (sequence by the 

most frequently to 

least cited) 

Positive Themes/Yes 

 

Negative 

Themes/No 

 

1 Saying that oral fluency as the ability to 

speak a language fluently. 

 

2 Saying that oral fluency as the ability of 

speaking a foreign language easily and 

effectively. 

 

3 Fluency refers to the ability to 

communicate naturally and without pause. 

 

 Table 4.7 presents a summary of the categorized themes concerning interview 

question 1. First, some students mentioned that oral fluency is the ability to speak a 

language fluently. For example, two participants (S6, S9) said, "Oral fluency to me is 

about using verbal language coherently. When you reach the standard of "oral fluency," I 

believe you don't have to put in as much effort to have an effective conversation" and "[... 

it means that oral fluency is defined as the ability to speak a language fluently." 

The second theme raised by several participants was the belief that oral fluency 

is defined as the ability to understand and effectively communicate in a foreign 

language. For instance, one participant (S8) said, "I think that oral fluency is known as 

the ability to understand and communicate in a language well." Similarly, S11 

mentioned that "I think it describes the ability to speak a foreign language easily and 

effectively." The third theme that emerged from several participants’ responses was 

that they stated that oral fluency refers to the ability to communicate naturally and 

without pause. For instance, one participant (S3) said, "in my opinion, fluency means 

speaking naturally without interruption in communication." 
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4.1.3. The overall analysis of teachers’ and students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Table 4.8. EFL teachers’ and students’ perspectives towards factors influencing LOF 

  Teachers Students 

Cluster 

No 

Content N Mean SD N Mean SD 

1 Technology factors 45 4.12 0.22 115 4.21 0.21 

2 Instructional factors 45 3.71 0.20 115 3.91 4.04 

3 Student behavior and attitude factors 45 3.74 0.25 115 3.90 0.35 

4 Motivational factors 45 3.83 0.22 115 3.83 0.40 

5 Environment – class size factors 45 3.37 0.39 115 3.38 0.35 

6 Anxiety factors 45 3.32 0.35 115 3.46 0.66 

7 Exposure factors 45 3.11 0.15 115 3.37 0.32 

8 Task type factors 45 3.03 0.34 115 3.37 0.50 
 

Table 4.8 shows the rank orders of the cluster factors in line with the decreasing 

order of means. This suggests that for the students, the key factors contributing to LOF are 

technology factors, which had a mean score of > 4.0. According to the students and 

teachers, among the top reasons for ESP speaking anxiety are also instructional factors, 

student behavior and attitude factors, and motivational factors, which had mean scores 

from 3.71 to 3.91. Giving the moderate factor of LOF, three factors had a 3.37–3.11 mean 

score: Environment – class size factors, Anxiety factors, and Exposure factors. Giving the 

least important factor of LOF (item 6) had a 3.6 mean score. At the end of the list, task 

type factors had a mean score of 3.03, which was the least important factor. 

Besides, as depicted in table 4.8, it is evident that the results from the student 

questionnaire were quite similar to those of the teachers in terms of instructional, 

technological, and motivational factors. The combination of the two phases of the 

research displayed a close association among these factors of LOF.  

In support of these facts, the qualitative data from the interviews and the one 

from the questionnaire showed that most of the participants recognized that affective 

factors, such as motivation, attitude, behavior, etc., play a significant role in foreign 

language learning. When we mean "affective factors" (Gardner & MacIntyre 1992), 

we mean "empirically significant qualities of the individual that determine how he or 

she will respond to any scenario. The respondents from the interview statistics 

(participants 3, 6, and 1) emphasized as follows: 
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4.1.3.1. The overal analysis of teachers’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Table 4.9. EFL teachers’ perspectives towards factors influencing LOF 

  Teachers 

Cluster 

No 
Content N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

1 Student behavior and attitude 

factors 

45 3.04 4.09 3.74 0.25 

2 Motivational factors 45 3.33 4.31 3.83 0.22 

3 Anxiety factors 45 2.56 3.82 3.32 0.35 

4 Task type factors 45 2.4 3.6 3.03 0.34 

5 Instructional factors 45 3.27 4.20 3.71 0.20 

6 Environment – class size factors 45 2.76 3.67 3.37 0.39 

7 Exposure factors 45 2.78 3.51 3.11 0.15 

8 Technology factors 45 3.78 4.69 4.12 0.22 

 

Figure 4.1: EFL teachers’ perspectives towards factors influencing LOF 

Investigating the factors (both affective and external) affecting the LOF of 

learners, the results show that teachers pointed to a variety of factors that they believed 

do have an effect. The respondents were supposed to identify their degree of 

agreement with the mentioned factors. All items in Table 4.9 received a mean rating of 

above 3.5. As indicated in Table 4.9, eight major factors were suggested to the 

participants, which could probably predict the likelihood of factors contributing to 

LOF. The significant factor (M = 4.12, SD = 0.22), in which teachers were in favor of 

technology influencing learners’ oral fluency in English. A second factor (M = 3.83, 
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SD = 0.22) is the effect of motivation towards LOF. This is known as one of the 

"affective factors," in which most of the teachers thought that learners’ motivation has 

an impact on LOF. This is followed by a third salient factor (M = 3.74, SD = 0.25), 

which is student behavior and attitude factors. As showed in the table, Instructional 

factors got the highest relative rate (M = 3.71, SD = 0.20), this factor has got the 

fourth. The other factors were Environment – class size factors (M = 3.37, SD = 0.39), 

Anxiety factors (M = 3.32, SD = 0.35), Task type factors (M = 3.03, SD = 0.34), 

Exposure factors (M = 3.11, SD = 0.15). 

4.1.3.2. The overal analysis of students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Table 4.10. EFL students’ attitudes towards factors influencing LOF 

  Students 

Cluster 

No 
Content N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

1 Student behavior and 

attitude factors 

115 3.38 4.28 3.90 0.35 

2 Motivational factors 115 3.35 4.21 3.83 0.40 

3 Anxiety factors 115 3.12 3.86 3.46 0.66 

4 Task type factors 115 3.25 3.59 3.37 0.50 

5 Instructional factors 115 3.65 4.12 3.91 4.04 

6 Environment – class size 

factors 

115 3.07 3.90 3.38 0.35 

7 Exposure factors 115 2.86 3.93 3.37 0.32 

8 Technological factors 115 2.55 4.24 4.13 0.12 
 

 

Figure 4.2. EFL students’ perspectives towards factors influencing LOF 

0 1 2 3 4 5

Student behavior and attitude factors

Motivational factors

Anxiety factors

Task type factors

Instructional factors

Environment – class size factors

Exposure factors

Standard Deviation

Mean



97  

Investigating the factors (both affective and external) affecting the LOF of 

learners, the results show that students have pointed to a variety of factors that they 

believe do have an effect. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 4.10. The 

results found that all factor means were significantly different from each other, except 

for task type factors and exposure factors. The mean participant rating for 

technological factors was significantly higher than for other factors. In particular, the 

most important factor (M = 4.13, SD = 0.12) is that students had positive attitudes 

towards the use of technology in teaching and learning. This is followed closely by 

another major factor (M = 3.90, SD = 0.35), in which respondents rated that attitudes 

had a great impact on developing LOF. Regarding the next potential factor influencing 

LOF, instructional factors (M = 3.91 and SD = 4.04) were figured out as the third 

important factor related to LOF. A fourth salient factor, motivational factors (M = 

3.83, SD = 0.35) was classified, and is known as the most significant factor that 

educators can target in order to facilitate learning (Olson, 1997). The survey 

participants reported that they considered the environment and class size factors quite 

neutral (M = 3.38, SD = 0.35). It is worth noting that the two least factors linked to 

LOF were task type factors (M = 3.37, SD = 0.50) and exposure factors task (M = 

3.37, SD = 0.32). 

4.1.4 The quantitative analysis of teachers’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

The eight groups of factors (40 questions) are analyzed to display the teachers’ 

evaluation of the factors (in appendix 1) that impact LOF. This section is structured 

into eight parts: (1) personality and attitude factors; (2) motivational factors; (3) 

anxiety factors; (4) task type factors; and (5) instructional factors; (6) Environmental – 

class size factors; (7) of exposure factors; (8) technological factors. 

To determine the best items for each cluster of the influencing factors of LOF, 

factor analysis of this 5-item measure was conducted (Noels et al., 2000). Eight main 

themes emerged from the data using the SPSS software, analyzing the data, running 

statistical tests, and generating the results. The eight themes are presented as follows: 
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4.1.4.1. Behavior and attitude factors 

Table 4.11. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Student Behavior and Attitude factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

8 Learning speaking English fluently is the most difficult part to 

many students. 

45 3.51 0.84 

9 Students often have an interest in learning speaking English 

fluently. 

45 3.04 0.60 

10 A positive attitude to language learning is seen as a crucial 

factor in speaking English fluently. 

45 4.00 1.00 

11 Students wish they could speak the English language fluently. 45 4.04 0.60 

12 Students keep a positive attitude towards the language 

that is necessary to become fluent in English. 

45 4.09 0.29 

Table 4.11 illustrates the results of the behavior and attitude factors from the 

perspectives of the teachers. As demonstrated from Table 4.11, teachers were asked to 

affirm viewpoints about student behavior and attitude factors towards speaking 

fluency. The descriptive table indicates that teachers report that speaking English 

fluently is the most difficult part to many students (M = 3.51, SD < 1). However, more 

than half of the teacher participants do not believe that students often have an interest 

in learning speaking English fluently. (M = 3.04, SD = 0.60). The mean value for the 

next item (M = 4.00, SD= 1) suggested that teachers believed that a positive attitude 

towards language learning is seen as a crucial factor in speaking English fluently. This 

positive attitude could enhance the students’ speaking fluency. Besides, teachers 

confirmed that students wish they could speak the English language fluently (M = 

4.04, SD <1). More than that, teachers think maintaining a positive attitude towards 

the language is necessary to become fluent in English (M = 4.09, SD = 0.29). 
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4.1.4.2. Motivational Factors 

Table 4.12. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Motivational factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

13 Students are motivated to speak English fluently. 45 3.73 0.72 

14 Teachers often implement motivational strategies to 

make students talk. 

45 4.08 0.67 

15 Motivation is important when talking about 

improving the speaking skill, specifically in the oral 

fluency. 

45 4.02 0.62 

16 Motivation in the English language classes is good 

for students. 

45 4.22 0.64 

17 Teachers often have enough interest to motivate the 

students in English classes. 

45 3.82 1.00 

Table 4.12 demonstrates the results of the motivational factors from the 

teachers' perspective. Teachers were questioned about their thoughts on what 

motivates students to speak a second language and how that affects LOF. As can be 

seen from table 4.12, the teachers highly rated motivational factors influencing 

speaking fluency. Most of the teachers claimed that motivation in the English language 

classes is good for learners (M = 4.22; SD = 0.64). Also, they found that Teachers 

frequently use motivating tactics to get students to speak up (M = 4.08; SD = 0.67). 

They asserted that when it comes to increasing speaking skills, particularly oral 

fluency, motivation is crucial (M = 4.02; SD = 0.62) and are assisted by teachers who 

frequently have enough enthusiasm to motivate students in English lesson (M = 3.82; 

SD = 1.00). However, teachers partly agreed that Students are encouraged to speak 

fluent English (M=3.73, SD= 0.72).  
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4.1.3.3. Anxiety factors 

Table 4.13. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Anxiety factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

18 Students feel scared when they talk to teachers in English. 45 3.67 0.67 

19 Students feel scared when their classmates talk to them in 

English. 

45 2.80 0.79 

20 Students feel scared when they talk to foreigners in English. 45 3.78 0.79 

21 Students feel scared when they talk to their classmates in English. 45 2.56 0.62 

22 Students worry that they’ll make a mistake if they speak 

English. 

45 3.82 0.94 

Table 4.13 represents the findings of the teachers' perspectives on the anxiety 

elements of students. As demonstrated from table 4.13, teachers were questioned about 

their thoughts on what prevents students from speaking a second language and how 

that affects oral speaking. The descriptive table indicates that the three top reasons for 

speaking anxiety reported by the EFL teachers were: they’ll make a mistake if they 

speak English (item 22) with a 3.82 mean score; when they talk to foreigners in 

English (item 20) with a 3.78 mean score; and when they talk to teachers in English 

(item 6) with a 3.67 mean score. At the end of the list, there are two reasons for 

speaking anxiety in EFL with the lowest frequency: when their classmates talk to them 

in English (item 19) with a 2.80 mean score and when they talk to their classmates in 

English (item 21) with a 2.56 mean score. 

4.1.4.4. Task Type Factors 

Table 4.14. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Task Type Factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

23 The most difficult task for many students is using a 

monologue. 

45 3.89 0.78 

24 The most difficult task for many students is a dialogue. 45 4.02 0.81 

25 The most difficult task for many students is using a 

narrative. 

45 3.93 0.78 

26 The most difficult task for many students is 

choosing a topic for speaking. 

45 4.22 0.64 

27 The most difficult task for many students is 

choosing information gap activities. 

45 3.91 0.85 
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Table 4.14 shows the types of factors influencing speaking fluency. As 

indicated in the table, whether task types, including a monologue, a dialogue, and a 

narrative, have an impact on speaking fluency is not yet known. The majority of the 

respondents disagreed that the most difficult task for many students is using a 

monologue (M = 3.89; SD = 0.78). Similarly, teachers reported that they did not 

believe that the most difficult task for many students is choosing information gap 

activities (M = 3.91; SD = 0.85). The average level of agreement (M = 3.93; SD = 

0.78) on using a narrative was considered the most difficult task. Choosing a topic for 

speaking in speaking activities might be linked to various elements impacting speaking 

fluency. This value seems to match with the result that the teachers confirmed that the 

most difficult task for many students is choosing a topic for speaking (Mean = 4.22; 

SD = 0.64). An average number of teachers (M = 3.44; SD = 0.76) admitted that the 

most difficult task for many students is choosing a topic for speaking. 

4.1.4.5. Instructional Factors 

Table 4.15. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Instructional factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

28 Speaking fluency is taught in language classrooms. 45 3.62 0.75 

29 Students are provided with sufficient and balanced 

fluency activities in the speaking skills. 

45 3.27 0.75 

30 Students are given the opportunity to speak in class. 45 3.96 0.56 

31 Using only target language in the classroom can be 

very effective for students’ fluency speaking. 

45 3.49 0.76 

32 The teaching activities are necessary to develop 

speaking fluently. 

45 4.20 0.46 

Table 4.15 summarizes the findings of the teachers' perspectives on instructional 

factors. Teachers were asked if oral fluency is affected by teaching elements. The mean 

values for the first two items (M = 3.62 and M = 3.27, SD 1.0) indicated that teachers 

agreed that speaking fluency is taught in language classrooms and that students are 

given sufficient and balanced fluency activities in speaking skills. Besides, teachers 

believed that students are given the opportunity to speak in class (M = 3.96, SD = 0.56). 

Teachers also strongly believed that teaching activities were necessary for developing 

fluency in speaking (M = 4.20, SD = 0.46). One positive point that emerged was that 

teachers admitted that using only target language in the classroom can be very effective 

for students’ fluency in speaking (M = 3.49, SD = 0.76). 
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4.1.4.6. Environment – Class Size Factors 

Table 4.16. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Environment – Class Size factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

33 The class environment for oral fluency practice is noisy. 45 3.69 0.90 

34 Teachers are satisfied with their class size. 45 3.42 0.69 

35 The class environment is not equipped with teaching aids. 45 3.73 0.84 

36 Smaller classes allow more time for teachers to spend 

on speaking skills which can increase students’ 

speaking skills. 

45 3.31 0.85 

37 Larger class sizes contribute to a decrease in the 

student achievement, especially in speaking skills. 

45 3.84 0.85 

As presented in table 4.16, investigating the factors (environment – class size) 

affecting learners' speaking skills, especially speaking fluency, the results show that 

teachers have pointed to this factor that they believe has an effect. The most critical 

value (M = 3.84, SD = 0.85) is that teachers thought that larger class sizes contribute 

to a decrease in the student achievement, especially in speaking skills. This is 

followed closely by another significant value (M = 3. 73, SD = 0. 84), in which 

teachers agreed that the class environment was not equipped with teaching aids. A 

third value (M = 3.69, SD = 0.90) is that teachers thought that the noise interference 

affects the learning performance of students' speaking tasks. A fourth salient value 

(M = 3. 42, SD = 0. 69) is that teachers are content with the size of their classes. That 

is also why teachers thought that larger class numbers result in worse student 

accomplishment, particularly in speaking skills. (M = 3. 31, SD = 0.85). Teachers 

thought that the classroom setting in terms of class size was vital for speaking 

English learning development. In contrast, if the class environment is not equipped 

with teaching aids and is not small enough, the opportunities and challenges of 

teaching speaking fluency will be relatively affected. 
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4.1.4.7. Exposure Factors 

Table 4.17. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Exposure factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

38 Students effort to improve their speaking fluency by 

speaking English outside of the school. 

45 2.80 0.63 

39 Students effort to increase their English speaking 

fluency by watching English videos on the Internet. 

45 3.51 0.82 

40 Students effort to enhance their English speaking 

fluency by reading an English book or magazine. 

45 2.98 0.54 

41 Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by watching an English movie with 

subtitles. 

45 3.47 0.55 

42 Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by speaking with the foreigners. 

45 2.78 0.56 

The findings of the teachers' perspectives on exposure variables are summarized 

in table 4.17. Teachers were asked if exposure to the target language could support 

oral fluency. 

It is indicated that most respondents showed moderately favorable attitudes 

towards exposure factors influencing speaking fluency, with the mean value ranging 

from 2.78 to 3.51. Regarding the exposure to English, as could be seen from the 

table, most of the teachers showed their preference for exposure to English by 

watching English videos on the Internet to enhance their English speaking fluency 

with a mean value (M = 3.51; SD = 0.82). Teachers believed Learners generally have 

adequate opportunity outside of school to practice speaking English and improve 

their fluency (M = 3.47; SD = 0.55). However, teachers did not think students 

frequently read English books or magazines to improve their English speaking 

fluency (M = 2.98; SD = 0.54). Similarly, teachers disagreed that learners often 

speak English with foreigners to improve their fluency in the language (M = 2.78; 

SD = 0.56). They agreed that Learners rarely have enough opportunity to practice 

speaking English outside of the classroom in order to enhance their fluency (M = 

2.80; SD = 0.63). 
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4.1.4.8. Technology Factors 

Table 4.18. EFL teachers’ attitudes towards Technology factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

43 Students can learn best with the help of technologies. 45 4.00 0.71 

44 Technologies supported teaching makes learning oral 

fluency more effective. 

45 4.18 0.68 

45 Technologies are helpful for improving the language 

students’ ability specifically in the oral fluency. 

45 4.07 0.65 

46 Technologies motivate students to get more involved 

in speaking fluency activities. 

45 4.22 0.64 

47 Technologies are helpful for keeping track of speaking 

fluency learning progress. 

45 4.16 0.82 

Table 4.18 represents the findings of the teachers' perspectives on technological 

factors that affect speaking fluency. It is indicated that most respondents maintained a 

positive attitude towards technological factors contributing to LOF, with the mean 

value ranging from 4.00 to 4.22. The mean value for item 47 (M = 4.16, SD 1.0) 

suggests that teachers strongly agreed that technology can help you keep track of your 

progress in learning to speak fluently. Teachers also showed a positive attitude toward 

the fact that learning oral fluency is more effective (M = 4.18, SD = 0.68) when it is 

accompanied by technology. That is why teachers shaped attitudes towards using 

technologies to help improve the language learners’ ability, specifically oral fluency 

(M = 4.07, SD = 0.65). In addition, the participants’ responses (M = 4.22, SD = 0.64) 

indicated that students are encouraged to participate in more speaking fluency 

activities as a result of technological advancements. That is why teachers agreed that 

learners could learn best (M = 4.00, SD = 0.71) with the help of technology. 

4.1.5.The qualitative analysis of teachers’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Interview questions four and five included, "Of the following factors, which 

influence the most or least students’ oral English fluency?" You can choose up to 3 

factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 
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f. Factors Affecting Class Size 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors " 

The participants’ responses revealed some recurring positive themes toward 

these factors. There was a significant difference in reporting the primary factors of 

LOF among the teacher interviewees in terms of the eight factors given. Concerning 

the factors that influence the most students’ oral English fluency among the eight 

factors, the interviewees have reached a consensus on the group of affective factors. In 

addition, there is a connection between technology and motivation factors, task types, 

and instruction related to the development of LOF. Some of them indicated the 

affective factors that mainly influence students' speaking ability. Another one 

identified the effects of technology and instructions as the vital factors of LOF. The 

others suggested that the frequency of using technological devices has the most 

significant influence on LOF. The reasons for their selection and preference for these 

factors were either their beliefs in SLA notions (T3), or their beliefs in input 

hypothesis theory (T6), or a lack of opportunities to practice English (T1).For 

example, it seems that affective factors have a powerful influence on students' 

speaking ability. Social psychology and education have acknowledged the importance 

of motivation for successful language learning […].  

(Teacher 3) 

For me, technology and instructions are important factors in oral fluency. 

According to the theory of input hypothesis, […] learners are exposed to 

comprehensible input, and through understanding the spoken language input, they gain 

linguistic competence. […].                                                                 

(Teacher 6) 

I believe that exposure to English inside and outside of the classroom helps 

facilitate students' oral fluency development and these other factors, and I consider this 

one of the main factors of oral fluency and […].  

(Teacher 1) 

Regarding the least influential factor contributing to LOF, the following teacher 

participants evaluated as below: 

I know that exposure to English inside and outside of the classroom helps 

facilitate students' oral fluency development and these other factors, but I consider this 

one of the least influential factors of oral fluency and […].  

(Teacher 1) 
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I think students should stop underestimating themselves and worrying so much 

about mistakes. Instead, they should think positively about their abilities and turn 

negative experiences into motivation to improve. 

          (Teacher 7) 

4.1.6. The descriptive analysis of students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

The eight groups of factors (40 questions) are analyzed to display the students’ 

evaluation of the factors (in appendix 2) that impact LOF. This section is structured 

into eight parts: (1) personality and attitude factors; (2) motivational factors; (3) 

anxiety factors; (4) task type factors; and (5) instructional factors; (6) Environmental – 

class size factors; (7) of exposure factors; (8) technological factors. 

To determine the best items for each cluster of the influencing factors of LOF, 

factor analysis of this 5-item measure was conducted (Noels et al., 2000). Eight main 

themes emerged from the data using the SPSS software, analyzing the data, running 

statistical tests, and generating the results. The eight themes are presented as follows: 

4.1.6.1. Behavior and attitude factors 

Table 4.19. EFL students’ attitudes towards Behavior and Attitude Factors 

Item 

No 

Content N Mean SD 

8 Learning speaking English fluently is the most difficult 

part to many students. 

115 3.55 0.94 

9 Students often have an interest in learning speaking 

English fluently. 

115 3.38 0.81 

10 A positive attitude to language learning is seen as a 

crucial factor in speaking English fluently. 

115 4.28 0.73 

11 Students wish they could speak the English language 

fluently. 

115 4.27 0.65 

12 Students keep a positive attitude towards the language 

that is necessary to become fluent in English. 

115 4.01 0.68 

Table 4.19 illustrates the results of student behavior and attitude factors from 

the perspectives of the students. As demonstrated from Table 4.19 above, students 

were asked to explain their viewpoints on behavior and attitude factors towards 

speaking fluency that they have. The students highly rated student behavior and 

attitude factors as influencing speaking fluency. The range of the mean was from 3.38 

to 4.28. Most of the students claimed that having a good attitude about language 

acquisition is viewed as critical (M = 4.28; SD = 0.73) when it comes to speaking 
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English fluently. Furthermore, students strongly agreed that they would like to become 

fluent in English (M = 4.27; SD = 0.65), if they kept a positive attitude towards the 

language (M = 4.01; SD = 0.68), and thanks to those comments, the most difficult 

component is learning to speak English fluently for many students (M = 3.55; SD = 

0.94). By some means, they did not strongly agree that they were interested in learning 

English (M = 3.38; SD = 0.81). Likewise, the majority of the teacher respondents 

showed the lowest attitude, with a mean score of students’ awareness of speaking 

fluency in their learning a second language (M = 3.83, SD = 0.36). 

4.1.6.2. Motivational Factors 

Table 4.20. EFL students’ attitudes towards Motivational Factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

13 Students are motivated to speak English fluently. 115 3.68 0.77 

14 Teachers often implement motivational strategies to 

make students talk. 

115 3.76 0.83 

15 Motivation is important when talking about improving 

the speaking skill, specifically in the oral fluency. 

115 4.21 0.66 

16 Motivation in the English language classes is good 

for students. 

115 4.16 0.74 

17 Teachers often have enough interest to motivate the 

students in English classes. 

115 3.35 0.96 

Table 4.20 demonstrates the results of the motivational factors from the 

students' perspectives. Students were questioned about their thoughts on what 

motivates students to speak a second language and how that affects oral speaking, as 

shown in table 4.20 above, for motivational factors. The descriptive table indicates that 

students reported that motivation is essential when improving their speaking skills, 

specifically in oral fluency (M = 4.21, SD 1). This is because motivation is founded on 

constructed beliefs and attitudes about learning and speaking the language. Mainly, 

students believed that motivation in the English language classes was good (M = 4.16 

SD = 0.74). This leads to students' beliefs in their teachers, who implement 

motivational strategies to make them talk in class (M = 3.76, SD = 0.83). Moreover, 

they confirmed that they are motivated to speak English fluently (M = 3.68, SD = 

0.77). Thus, they did not quite agree that teachers often have enough interest to 

motivate the students in English classes (M = 3.35, SD = 0.96). 
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4.1.6.3. Anxiety factors 

Table 4.21. EFL students’ attitudes towards Anxiety factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

18 Students feel scared when they talk to teachers in English. 115 3.54 0.93 

19 Students feel scared when their classmates talk to them in 

English. 

115 3.21 0.84 

20 Students feel scared when they talk to foreigners in 

English. 

115 3.58 0.95 

21 Students feel scared when they talk to their classmates in 

English. 

115 3.12 0.91 

22 Students worry that they’ll make a mistake if they speak 

English. 

115 3.86 0.87 

Table 4.21 represents the findings of the students' perspectives on the anxiety 

elements of students. As demonstrated in Table 4.21, students were questioned about 

their thoughts on what prevents students from speaking a second language and how 

that affects oral speaking. The student participants did not highly rate anxiety factors 

influencing speaking fluency. The range of the mean was from 3.12 to 3.86. Most of 

the students worried that they would make a mistake if they spoke English (M = 3.86; 

SD = 0.87). Also, students feel scared when talking to foreigners in English (M = 3.58; 

SD = 0.95); likewise, students feel scared when they talk to teachers in English (M = 

3.54; SD = 0.93). In contrast, students did not feel scared when their teacher talked to 

them in English (M = 2.87; SD = 0.92). Also, they asserted that they did not feel 

worried when their peers talked to them in English (M = 3.21; SD = 0.84). Likewise, 

they did not feel scared when they talked to their classmates in English. This is since 

peer interaction typically provides increasing chances for the student to talk and less 

anxiety.  
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4.1.6.4. Task Type Factors 

Table 4.22. EFL students’ attitudes towards Task Type factors 

Item 

No 

Content N Mean SD 

23 The most difficult task for many students is using a 

monologue. 

115 3.59 0.80 

24 The most difficult task for many students is a 

dialogue. 

115 3.25 0.94 

25 The most difficult task for many students is using a 

narrative. 

115 3.39 0.72 

26 The most difficult task for many students is 

choosing a topic for speaking. 

115 3.35 0.80 

27 The most difficult task for many students is 

choosing information gap activities. 

115 3.27 0.92 

 

Table 4.22 represents the findings of the students' perspectives on attitudes 

towards task-type factors. Students were asked whether task types such as monologue, 

dialogue, and narrative decreased oral fluency. The student participants did not highly 

rate task-type factors influencing speaking fluency. As illustrated in table 4.22, 

investigating task types affecting the speaking fluency of learners, the results show 

that students pointed to a variety of types that they believe affect speaking fluency. 

The most significant finding (M = 3.59, SD = 0.80) is that students agreed that the 

most difficult task was a monologue, whereas the least significant finding (M = 3.25, 

SD = 0.94) is that the most difficult task for many students was a dialogue. This is 

followed closely by another significant value (M = 3.39, SD = 0.72), in which learners 

confirmed that the most difficult task is a narrative. A third salient value (M = 3.35, 

SD = 0.80) is that students believe the most difficult task is choosing a topic for 

speaking. The next value (M = 2.87, SD = 0.78) is that students consider the most 

difficult task to be choosing information gap activities. 
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4.1.6.5. Instructional Factors 

Table 4.23. EFL students’ attitudes towards Instructional factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

28 Speaking fluency is taught in language classrooms. 115 3.97 2.83 

29 Students are provided with sufficient and balanced 

fluency activities in the speaking skills. 

115 3.65 0.77 

30 Students are given the opportunity to speak in class. 115 3.90 0.74 

31 Using only target language in the classroom can be 

very effective for students’ fluency speaking. 

115 3.92 0.69 

32 The teaching activities are necessary to develop 

speaking fluently. 

115 4.12 0.66 

Table 4.23 summarizes the findings of the students' perspectives on instructional 

factors. Students were asked if oral fluency is affected by teaching elements. The mean 

value for the first item (M = 3.97, SD > 2.0) suggested that students believed oral 

fluency was a focus in language classrooms. They are provided with sufficient and 

balanced fluency activities in speaking skills (M = 3.65, SD < 1.0). In addition, 

learners felt they were allowed to speak in class (M = 3.90, SD < 1.0). Students also 

thought that it was very effective for their speaking fluency if they used the only target 

language in the classroom (M = 3.92, SD <1.0). One positive point that emerged was 

that students felt that if they got the necessary teaching activities (M = 4.12, SD = 

0.66), their speaking fluency could be developed. The importance of teaching activities 

is one of the things about which students feel satisfied most. 

4.1.6.6. Environment – Class Size Factors 

Table 4.24. EFL Students’ attitudes towards Environment – Class Size factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

33 The class environment for oral fluency practice is noisy. 115 3.07 0.87 

34 Teachers are satisfied with their class size. 115 3.23 0.65 

35 The class environment is not equipped with teaching aids. 115 3.34 0.89 

36 Smaller classes allow more time for teachers to spend on 

speaking skills which can increase students’ speaking skills. 

115 3.90 0.65 

37 Larger class sizes contribute to a decrease in the student 

achievement, especially in speaking skills. 

115 3.37 0.75 
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The results of the students’ perspectives on the environmental (class size) 

aspects are summarized in Table 4.24. Teachers were asked if class size had an impact 

on LOF. As depicted in table 4.24, examining the external factors affecting the 

speaking fluency of learners, the results show that students pointed to environmental 

and class size factors that they believed have an effect. The most important value (M = 

3.90, SD = 0.65) is that students confirmed that smaller classes allow more time for 

teachers to spend on speaking skills, thus improving learners’ speaking skills. This is 

followed closely by another value (M = 3.37, SD = 0.75), in which learners were 

satisfied with larger class sizes, contributing to a decrease in student achievement, 

especially in speaking skills. A third value (M = 3.34, SD = 0.89) is that the class 

environment is not equipped with teaching aids. However, students agreed to some 

extent that the class environment for oral fluency practice is noisy (M = 3.07, SD = 

0.87). It is worth noting that they partly agreed that their teachers are satisfied with 

their class size and the class environment (M = 3.23, SD = 0.65). 

4.1.6.7. Exposure Factors 

Table 4.25. EFL Students’ attitudes towards Exposure factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

38 Students effort to improve their speaking fluency by 

speaking English outside of the school. 

115 3.00 0.79 

39 Students effort to increase their English speaking 

fluency by watching English videos on the Internet. 

115 3.82 0.72 

40 Students effort to enhance their English speaking 

fluency by reading an English book or magazine. 

115 3.23 0.73 

41 Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by watching an English movie with subtitles. 

115 3.93 0.67 

42 Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by speaking with the foreigners. 

115 2.86 0.85 

The findings of the students' perspectives on exposure variables are summarized 

in Table 4.25. Students were asked if exposure to the target language could help them 

improve their oral fluency. The descriptive table indicates that students reported that 

they watched an English film with subtitles in order to improve their English speaking 

fluency (M = 3.93, SD 1). However, more than half of the students–participants 

confirmed that they do not make an attempt to improve their English speaking 

fluency by conversing with foreigners (M = 2.86, SD = 0.85). Similarly, students 
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agreed to some extent that they often speak English outside of school (M = 3.00, SD = 

0.79). Another important value is that it indicated that students use the Internet to 

improve their English speaking fluency by watching English videos (M = 3.82, SD = 

0.72) and often reading English books or magazines to improve their English speaking 

fluency (M = 3.23, SD = 0.73). 

4.1.6.8. Technology Factors 

Table 4.26. EFL students’ attitudes towards Technology factors 

Item 

No 
Content N Mean SD 

43 Students can learn best with the help of technologies. 115 4.25 0.98 

44 Technologies supported teaching makes learning oral 

fluency more effective. 

115 4.18 0.56 

45 Technologies are helpful for improving the language 

students’ ability specifically in the oral fluency. 

115 4.22 0.57 

46 Technologies motivate students to get more involved 

in speaking fluency activities. 

115 4.17 0.58 

47 Technologies are helpful for keeping track of speaking 

fluency learning progress. 

115 4.23 0.58 

Table 4.26 represents the findings of the students' perspectives on 

technological factors that affect fluency in speaking. Students in this survey were 

asked if technologies could support oral fluency. Investigating whether technology 

affects the speaking fluency of learners, the results show that students showed 

positive attitudes that they believe do have an effect. The greatest value (M = 4.25, 

SD = 0.98) is that students strongly agreed that they can learn best with the help of 

technology. This is followed closely by another significant value (M = 4.23, SD = 

0.58), in which learners agreed that technologies are helpful for keeping track of 

their language learning progress. A third value (M = 4.22, SD = 0.57) is that 

technologies are helpful for improving the language students’ ability, specifically in 

oral fluency. In fact, technology can be used to boost students’ motivation. A fourth 

salient value (M = 4.18, SD = 0.56) is that students believe that learning oral fluency 

is more effective when it is accompanied by technology. The last value (M = 4.17, 

SD = 0.58) is that students are more engaged in speaking fluency activities as a result 

of technological advancements. 
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4.1.7. The qualitative analysis of students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Interview question four. The first interview question included, “of the 

following factors, which influence the most students’ oral English fluency?” and “You 

can choose up to 3 factors and explain why?” The participants’ responses revealed 

some recurring positive themes toward influencing factors related to LOF. Table 19 

below presents the summary of emergent themes from teachers’ responses.  

Table 4.27. Summary of the Themes for Interview Question four - students 

No. (sequence by the most 

frequently to least cited) 

Positive Themes/Yes 

 

Negative Themes/No 

 

1 Saying that motivational factors 

are one of the most influencing 

factors related to LOF 

 

2 Saying that technological factors 

are one of the most influencing 

factors related to LOF 

 

3 Saying that behavior and attitude 

factors are one of the most 

influencing factors related to LOF 

 

4 Saying that instructional factors 

are one of the most influencing 

factors related to LOF 

 

From most frequently to least cited, themes included feelings that the most 

influential factors related to LOF were motivational factors, instructional factors, 

technology factors, behavior and attitude factors, and instructional factors. Among 

these themes, the most frequently mentioned ones were that 6 participants believed 

that motivational factors are one of the most influential factors related to LOF. For 

example, one participant (S8) said, "From my perspective, if we are motivated to learn, 

it will be easier to absorb and understand. Even when faced with difficulties, they still 

try to overcome them. "Likewise, S7 said that "about motivational factors and 

behavior, attitude factors, I think people need more than just for school to practice 

speaking English fluently." It also depends on the attitude of the people toward 

English, whether they like it enough to make it their second language. " 

The second most frequently reported theme was that one of the most important 

influencing variables in LOF is technological considerations. For instance, one 

participant (S3) said, "[... Finally, learning software or devices will be essential 
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equipment for you to learn in many good ways. In the same way, S11 mentioned that” 

[…]. In addition, having the support of technology is also a positive factor” The third 

most commonly reported theme was that participants felt that one of the most 

important influencing variables in LOF was behavior and attitude. For example, one 

participant responded, "to develop improved English pronunciation fluency, behavioral 

and attitude factors are the most important factors for everyone when starting to learn 

English." You cannot improve your English pronunciation when you are too 

superficial, distracted, and do not practice hard." 

4.2. Discussions 

According to fluency research, oral fluency can be influenced by learner variables 

(e.g. motivation, anxiety, attitude) and learning variables (e.g. task type, class size, 

instructions). This chapter discusses the ways in which Vietnamese students’ oral 

fluency significantly affected by these factors. Furthermore, qualitative findings from 

one-on-one interviews between the researcher and teacher and student participants 

addressed participants' perspectives toward LOF and influencing factors of LOF. This 

chapter discusses the findings of these quantitative and qualitative analyses. In 

particular, the discussions provided the answers to two research questions that related to 

EFL teachers' and EFL students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF and their 

perspectives of the factors that have the most and least influential role in LOF. The first 

research question was, "What are the students' and the teachers' perspectives on Foreign 

oral fluency?" The second research question was, "What are teachers' and students' 

perspectives on the factors influencing the oral fluency of tertiary English majors?" 

4.2.1. Discussion on LOF from EFL students’ and teachers’ perspectives  

 Both sets of data on teachers and students confirm the importance of LOF. The 

results indicate that all of the items related to the significance of LOF for majoring 

English students were highly appreciated. As observed in Tables 4.1 and 4.2, a large 

number of participants, including EFL students and EFL teachers, recognized the 

importance of fluency. For example, they strongly agreed that teaching and learning 

LOF helps university students develop communicative competence and language 

learning in the context of the present investigation. Previous studies and research 

(Yang, 2013; Tavakoli, 2020) in fluency development have pointed out the importance 

of LOF on the development of students’ oral performance. 

 The findings of the qualitative data, which are consistent with the findings of 

the quantitative data, show that teachers were aware of the essential parts of LOF for 
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university students and defined LOF as their knowledge. In addition, the teacher 

participants praised the importance of teaching LOF in learning a foreign language. 

The findings on the importance of speaking fluency are similar to those of Herder and 

Sholdt (2014) and Dzugaeva and Djumabaev (2019) from Chapter 2, who agree that 

LOF is necessary in a foreign working environment and consider how to incorporate 

fluency-building activities into our classroom teaching. 

 On the other hand, the other participants defined LOF as abilities involved in 

language production and communication. In this sense, LOF represents the ability to 

speak quickly and accurately. This is relevant to the definition in the Cambridge Online 

Advanced Learner's Dictionary. That is, "a person is fluent, they can speak a language 

easily, well, and quickly." It is argued that this definition links fluency with speed. 

 With respect to the teaching LOF, six interviewees reported that they strongly 

agreed that oral fluency should be taught in language classrooms. However, three out 

of six interviewees said more accurate activities than fluency in the classroom. The 

lessons give opportunities for students to develop their accuracy and less fluency. The 

reasons were that tertiary students were only able to practice their English for the 

purpose of the tests, they gave the slightest attention to speaking tasks in the textbooks, 

and they might find few speaking tasks to promote LOF in the textbooks. As a 

consequence, the attention should be paid on promoting LOF and fluency development 

strands for the communicative competence. 

4.2.2. Discussion on teachers’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

The results of an investigation into the elements (both affective and external) that 

influence learners' LOF show that teachers identified a variety of factors that they believe 

have an impact. Teachers' support for technology was a significant factor in influencing 

students' oral fluency in English. The effect of motivation toward LOF is a second 

element. This is regarded as one of the "affective elements," and most teachers believe 

that learner motivation influences LOF. After that, there is a third important component, 

which is student behavior and attitude. The largest relative rate was for instructional 

components, and this factor came in fourth. Environment - class size factors, anxiety 

factors, task type factors, and exposure variables were the other components. 

The findings from the teacher's perspectives are similar to the findings from the 

students' perspectives, who believe that technology is the most significant contributor 

to LOF. This is also in line with the findings of the earlier study reported in Chapter 2. 

The EFL teachers, on the other hand, believe that exposure variables are less important 
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than other ones. This is because, when learning English in an EFL context, the 

classroom environment takes precedence over the relevance of out-of-school 

experience. Despite existing evidence on the benefits of early English language 

education on oral fluency, experience outside of the classroom has a bigger impact on 

oral fluency than early language teaching alone (De Wolf et al., 2017a). 

4.2.3. Discussion on students’ perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Investigating the factors (both affective and external) affecting the LOF of 

learners, the results show that students have pointed to a variety of factors that they 

believe do have an impact. Except for task type and exposure variables, all factor 

means were determined to be significantly different from one another. For 

technological factors, the average participant rating was much higher than for other 

categories. The most crucial element was that students had favorable attitudes toward 

using technology in teaching and learning. Another key component that respondents 

rated as having a significant impact on the development of LOF is attitudes. In terms 

of the next possible component influencing LOF, instructional elements were 

identified as the third most critical factor. A fourth important aspect, motivating 

variables, has been identified as the most important factor that educators may address 

to help students learn more effectively (Olson, 1997). The atmosphere and class size 

criteria were regarded as neutral by the survey participants. It is worth mentioning that 

task type variables and exposure factors were the two least significant factors 

connected to LOF. 

4.2.4. Discussion on teachers' and students' perspectives on factors influencing LOF 

Regarding the problems L2 students face in contributing to their oral fluency, 

the current study was carried out to investigate the perspectives of teachers and 

students on the roles of eight factors in leading to English oral fluency. The 

quantitative and qualitative data analysis revealed a statistically significant result of 

the eight factors of LOF among participants. This part presents the highest and lowest 

influencing factors of LOF from teachers' and students' perspectives and explains these 

different factors by averaging these influencing factors together. In addition, there are 

discussions on the findings of eight elements in detail. 

It is evident that the results from the student questionnaire were quite similar to 

those of the teachers in terms of instructional, technological, and student behavior and 

attitude factors. The combination of the two phases of the research displayed a close 

association among these factors of LOF. In support of these facts, the qualitative data 
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from the interviews and the one from the questionnaire showed that most of the 

participants recognized that affective factors, such as motivation, attitude, behavior, 

etc., play a significant role in foreign language learning. When we mean "affective 

factors" (Gardner & MacIntyre 1992), we mean "empirically significant qualities of 

the individual that determine how he or she will respond to any scenario.  

The technological factors 

Regarding the factors that mostly affect EFL students’ oral fluency, EFL 

teachers and students admitted that technological factors carry out positive results 

since they motivate students to get more involved in speaking activities, which results 

in the development of the LOF. It could have been interesting to determine the 

importance of its role in students becoming fluent L2 speakers. 

The Internet is becoming ever more critical in allowing everybody to acquire 

new skills or connect with distant and near-distant friends and family. Compared to 

other developed countries, Vietnamese students have more opportunities to access 

digital devices, despite fewer than half of all students accessing the Internet (OECD, 

2017). The students in Vietnam are aware of trends in the access and use of new 

technologies to help them learn, as indicated by their reports that they know that 

technology helps improve their second language ability, specifically in oral fluency. 

That is why learners think they can learn best with the help of technology. In such 

circumstances, the students are visual learners; this modern approach using technology 

has a significant impact. 

As for technology, this finding from the current research is associated with the 

informal language learning idea, which states that language learners can increase their 

speaking fluency by being exposed to mass media outside of the classroom. As also 

pointed out by Bahrani (2011), it is believed that "greater exposure to audio/visual 

mass media as a source of authentic language input improves speaking fluency in an 

EFL context more than in an ESL context." In other words, technology can foster 

learners' social and social problem-solving skills and enhance their fluency in speaking 

a foreign language as they are engaged in tasks on the computer.  

Although it is not clear what software may be helpful, technology is helpful 

for language learning, including speaking skills (Son, 2013). Nonetheless, by 

experiencing one of the learning software, second-language students might 

significantly gain oral fluency. This may come up with the idea that all students have 

the same opportunities to be exposed to technology and how teachers effectively 
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integrate technology into their teaching to support students' oral fluency. Besides, a 

number of empirical studies (for example, Kormos & Dénes, 2004; Bahrani, 2011; 

Alsulami, 2016) have confirmed that technology is one of the most essential factors 

contributing to success in EFL learning. As technology offers modern educational 

tools for learning English as a foreign language, which can clearly be effective in 

improving the students’ language and communication skills, especially LOF, as in an 

EFL context like Vietnam, language learning can occur outside the classroom setting 

unconsciously through interaction with native speakers or exposure to authentic 

language input through technology. 

The instructional factors 

When analyzing the salient problems that affect EFL students' LOF, EFL 

teachers and students believe that the prevailing challenge is the instructional factors. 

In line with this, Ali Dincer and Savas Yesilyurt (2013) studied teachers' beliefs on 

speaking skills based on motivational orientations. The findings of their research 

revealed that "the teachers had negative opinions about speaking instruction, though 

they believed that it was of great significance in speaking skills." However, Leong & 

Ahmadi (2017) indicated that "giving instructions had a good position in taking part in 

speaking tasks." The survey results also support this; most teachers believe that the 

teaching activities are necessary to develop fluent speaking. 

Concerning instruction factors, most teachers and students who believe in 

instructional approaches in teaching speaking are likely to be more concerned with 

effective teaching and seek to teach more effectively. These results suggest that the 

students are provided with sufficient and balanced fluency activities in speaking skills, 

helping build LOF. It appears that getting more classroom language input in the CLT 

classroom benefits students' L2 speaking fluency more at the beginning levels.to Krashen 

(1987), increased language input contributed to more language acquisition, whereas 

increased language output had no effect on language acquisition. Ray and Seely (2004) 

agreed with Krashen that comprehensible language input, not language output, leads to 

increased language acquisition. This also supports the arguments made by Segalowitz, 

Gatbonton, and Trofimovich (2009), who indicated that instruction remains a critical 

component in promoting fluency. Because many EFL programs in Vietnamese 

universities rely primarily on textbooks, instructional resources support the development 

of oral fluency in the EFL classroom and suggest fluency tasks that teachers might use to 

enhance current materials. This is consistent with the findings of previous research 
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conducted by DeKeyser (2012). However, in addition to adequate instruction, there 

should be an emphasis on the criteria instructional activities. Therefore, in agreement with 

DeKeyser (2012), the researcher suggested focusing more on what criteria instructional 

activities should meet to develop L2 fluency instead of only instructing learning. 

Following this point, Liu (2003) believes that the ultimate goal of language instruction is 

to equip learners with the ability to use the language for their communication. 

Motivational factors 

It is amazing that motivation has a detrimental impact on pupils' oral fluency 

when examining the affective components that influence their oral fluency. EFL 

teachers and students at higher education in Vietnam have a greater inclination to 

acknowledge that these variables have an impact on learners' spoken English fluency, 

which was ranked as the fourth significant factor among others. 

Regarding the instructional factor, this finding from the current research agrees 

with Abda (2017) that motivation in the L2 is the third factor for fluency development. 

In other words, motivation in the L2 has been found to be important in the 

development of fluency studies (Heyun, 1999; Loukriz, 2013; Dore, 2015; Nzanana, 

2016; N. Segalowitz, 2016a). Interestingly, self-willed motivation appears to be the 

original motivation in second-language oral fluency and learning, according to earlier 

studies (e.g., Spangler, 1993; Heyun, 1999). 

When it comes to the motivational factors related to LOF, the perspectives of 

teachers and students are the same, and it is believed that this helps speak fluently. In 

support of this result from the questionnaire survey, examining the teachers' 

perspectives (which were in English, not their mother tongue) toward key factors 

having the most significant influence on students' speaking fluency in a second 

language reveals a similar view on this effect.  

Similarly, the literature suggests that target language learners may have a 

motivation that implies they are learning English to achieve speaking fluency. As noted 

by N. Ellis (1996), "Although the intention to learn is not always crucial to learning, 

attention to the material to be learned is." Students with robust and self-willed 

motivation can focus on target language learning for extended periods and achieve 

greater fluency and accuracy. On the contrary, the learner lacks self-willed motivation, 

and any outside subject can quickly distract his attention. The present research results 

verified a claim that motivation in the L2 is essential for fluency development (Heyun, 

1999; Loukriz, 2013; Dore, 2015; Nzanana, 2016; N. Segalowitz, 2016a). 
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Attitude and Behavior factors 

When considering the affective factors that influence students' oral fluency, it is 

remarkable that attitude and behavior have an impact on students' oral performance. 

There is a strong tendency on the part of EFL professors and students to admit that 

these phenomena affect learners' oral fluency in English. So, students' failure, in part, 

is due to these factors. However, a positive attitude towards language learning is seen 

as the crucial factor. That is why teachers reported that students should become aware 

of their attitudes toward language and keep a positive attitude if they wish to speak 

English fluently. Teachers, in general, saw more evidence of students' willingness to 

learn a language. In that way, teachers noticed students' high motivation, which could 

have far- reaching consequences beyond simply influencing the likelihood of language 

learning and learning specific details about speaking fluency. 

Noticeably, the findings from this result showed that students were similar to 

the teachers’ perspectives regarding student behavior and attitude factors influencing 

speaking fluency. However, while teachers thought students could speak English 

fluently, the opposite was true for the students. Students did not think they could speak 

English fluently. Students saw themselves as more interested in learning English, 

showing a positive attitude towards language learning. 

Given the focus on positive attitudes in language learning, these results can be 

seen to indicate that the students’ willingness to learn English is positive, and that 

they, in general, are willing to participate in speaking learning to help promote LOF. 

Concerning behavior and attitude factors, the findings of the research suggest 

that their attitude towards learning English is positive and plays a crucial role in 

learning English. In other words, if attitudes toward learning, as well as the 

perceptions and beliefs that underpin them, have a "profound influence on... learning 

behavior" (Cotterall, 1995, p. 195) and on learning outcomes (Reid & Hresko, 1982; 

Weinert & Kluwe, 1987), it seems reasonable to expect that a positive attitude toward 

language learning would be regarded as important. In much the same way, Krashen 

(1981, p. 21) explains that "attitudinal factors encourage acquirers to communicate 

with speakers of the target language, and thereby obtain the necessary input, or intake, 

for language acquisition." He also proposes that not only by practicing but also by 

understanding input by listening and reading can help learners acquire spoken fluency. 

Therefore, if the learners are eager to learn and want to learn, they can gain fluency. 

Actually, the literature section confirms this argument. 



121  

Environment – class size factors 

Given that the mean score was 3.30, it is probable that class size may not be deeply 

involved in the LOF of Vietnamese higher education students. However, it seems that 

class size is a common problem in the Vietnamese second language (Nguyen, Warren, & 

Fehring, 2014). This could mean that "large classes are the norm and a cause for concern 

for many language teachers" (Todd, 2012, p.80). Studies have shown that when the class 

size decreases, it positively affects speaking performance, according to Filges, 

SonneSchmidt, and Nielsen (2018). However, for major English students in Vietnam, the 

large class size has decreased in recent years for the purpose of better education quality. 

Anxiety factors 

Regarding anxiety factors, the current research finding helps to confirm 

Brown’s (1994) argument. The students did not feel anxious or nervous when speaking 

the second language, even though some of the previous research confirmed that 

situational anxiety might be produced by the need to communicate in a target language 

and the hope of making positive impressions on partners. However, so far, anxiety is 

not clear and convincing. Many theories claim that fear of making a mistake is one of 

the key reasons students are reluctant to speak English in the classroom (Nunan, 1999; 

Yi Htwe, 2007; Robby, 2010). 

Students saw themselves as less anxious about learning English when 

interacting with their peers, reducing speaking anxiety and developing speaking 

fluency. However, there was higher anxiety between teachers and students, which 

inhibits learners from performing well in speaking. To a certain extent, these results 

can indicate that peer interaction plays a role in reducing anxiety and enhancing 

fluency due to the great opportunities to practice the language they have learned. 

Exposure factors 

In terms of exposure, the current study's findings appear to be one of the aspects 

that make up oral fluency, which is near the bottom of the list of the factors associated 

with LOF. This factor is closely connected with fluency development and is supported by 

the literature. Social traits, beliefs, and attitudes about the language are linked to the 

amount of effort language learners put forth in learning, which influences the amount of 

exposure a learner receives and leads to fluency development. However, according to 

several studies, it still depends on the differential forms of exposure to language 

acquisition and oral fluency. Furthermore, the finding from the current research also sheds 

more light on Krashen (1981) claims that exposure to language through social interaction 
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in informal language learning settings in an ESL context. In addition, it is also associated 

with the studies conducted by Brinton and Gaskill (1978), Cauldwell (1996), and 

Mackenzie (1997) regarding the effect of exposure to mass media on improving different 

language skills. More than that, speaking fluency appears to develop with increased 

exposure to second language (L2) input (Al-Sibai, 2004). Thus, to achieve good speaking 

fluency in EFL contexts, much work must be done not only by the students but also by the 

instructors, who would assist and guide the students in using and being exposed to 

authentic and appropriate materials inside and outside the classroom. 

Task types factors 

Regarding the factors that have the least impact on students' oral fluency, both 

EFL teachers and students agree that the kinds of tasks (for example, dialogues and 

monologues) have little consequence on the LOF performance. 

Regarding the similarity of the least influencing factor on oral fluency as 

presented in table 4.36, most teachers and students shared the same viewpoint that the 

task type was the least concerning oral fluency. This also resonated with the study of 

Ellis (2009, p.474), presenting in the literature review that "all three types of task 

planning have been shown to have a beneficial effect on fluency, but the results for 

complexity and accuracy are more mixed, reflecting both the type of planning and also 

the mediating role of various factors, including task design and implementation 

variables and individual difference factors." It can be assumed that task type is one of 

the minor elements in the curriculum and teaching approach. However, this finding 

from the current research differs from previous research mentioned in the literature 

review. Another finding of the current research indicated that dialogue is better than 

monologue in terms of teaching LOF, which confirms Professor Hu Zhianglin at the 

Fourth International Conference on ELT in China (cited in Heyun, Y.,1999). In brief, 

if the teacher creates a task that is acceptable and appropriate for the learners' language 

learning levels, the knowledge can be recalled quickly and fluently. Perhaps, this 

finding also gives rise to identifying teaching tasks and the type of management 

activity required for effective teaching. Explaining these findings, qualitative data 

from the semi-structured interviews was illustrated by some interviewees as follows: 

Regarding the most difficult for you to teach speaking skills, all the participants 

indicated using the task type (a monologue, a dialogue, or a narrative) to be associated 

with oral second language production and oral fluency. The interviewees also mentioned 

that the monologic task is challenging for students, while the dialogic task is more likely 
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to produce oral fluency. Among other factors, task type is supposed to play a significant 

role in oral production. However, the teachers did not confirm the most challenging 

teaching task instead of depending on teaching strategies and lesson aims. 

4.3. The summary 

This chapter found and discussed on the factors that contribute to the oral 

fluency of English students in higher education through examining teachers' and 

students' perspectives. Besides, the findings of influencing factors were discussed with 

the reference of the studies in the literature review. For the first part of the survey, 

including seven questions, the participants' responses are analyzed and interpreted to 

get their general perspectives on the LOF based on their experience in learning and 

teaching speaking fluency. Next, the eight groups of factors (40 questions) are 

analyzed to display teachers' and students' perspectives of the factors that impact LOF. 

Simultaneously, the research questions were inclusively answered in the qualitative 

phase. Regarding the first research question, the findings imply that students' L2 

proficiency in speaking and other macro skills benefits greatly from the vital 

importance of English language fluency. Thereby, becoming fluent in a language is the 

ultimate aim of learning and teaching a foreign language. Consequently, fluency 

development activities are one of communicative activities where we involved in 

understanding and producing messages. 

In the second research question, the results reveal that influencing factors, 

including affective factors and external factors, would be associated with the speaking 

fluency of EFL students. There was a large and statistically significant similarity in 

mean results between teachers' and students' perspectives on LOF factors. 

Significantly, the affective groups of factors were in absolute agreement with previous 

studies, for example, Finch (2014), who found a strong correlation between attitude 

change and the development of fluency. Besides, the present research found positive 

correlations between teachers and students on the factors, but these were significantly 

weaker than for students or statistically non-significant. Besides, it also displayed that 

technology, instructional factors, exposure to English, and motivational factors would 

be the most influential factors. However, the findings suggest that the most tentative 

LOF factors are technology, instruction, and motivation. Besides, there is a higher 

percentage of teachers than students voting on the effects of these three factors. 

Overall, these findings from mixed methods suggest that instructional techniques and 

motivational strategies should be considered and focused on the current educational 
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pedagogy for speaking a second language. In addition, students who desire to speak 

fluently in the second language should have enough motivation to learn independently. 

As a result, the less these factors influence speaking performance, the more 

students benefit from oral development. However, the current study aimed not to 

examine correlations between these three most contributing factors, but rather to 

understand how these factors impact one another. This will also shed light on how 

these factors, significant components of second language learning, are. Moreover, 

findings in data and factor analysis suggest that the EFL students and teachers draw 

attention on the importance of LOF in learning and teaching EFL. Like other Asian 

countries, English is decided as the main foreign language which given more 

importance than any language that taught in Vietnam. To assist students in improving 

their speaking skills, researcher must identify to find solutions to overcome students’ 

difficulties in speaking ability including LOF. Thus, it is associated to the necessity of 

relevant pedagogical instructional and the EFL learners are strongly encouraged to put 

efforts on learning strategies. Such considerations are necessary to be involved in the 

EFL teaching and learning LOF in Vietnam context. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

 

This final chapter presents the conclusion of the present study. The summary of the 

study and findings are presented first, followed by the limitations of the study and its 

contribution to knowledge. The chapter concludes with suggestions for future research. 

5.1. Summary of the Study 

This study aims to investigate the effects of affective and external factors, 

namely motivational factors, anxiety factors, student behavior and attitude factors, task 

type factors, instructional factors, environment (class size factor), exposure factors, 

and technology factors on students’ LOF. The rationale behind the present study was 

derived from the students’ low level of speaking performance and their lack of fluency 

in speaking English. This was hypothesized to be the result of the mentioned factors in 

a context where English is mainly focused on school classrooms. 

The study adopted a mixed-method design. The participants were 45 EFL 

teachers (aged 25 to 55) and 115 EFL undergraduate students (aged 19 to 21) from 

foreign language universities in central Vietnam. The instruments of this study 

involved both quantitative and qualitative methods. Specifically, the quantitative study 

aided the researcher in determining the most influential aspects that students had faced 

in contributing to spoken fluency, whereas the qualitative study aided the researcher in 

reinforcing and broadening the research findings. This research examined the 

perspectives of teachers and students on LOF as well as the factors that affect students' 

speaking fluency. Teachers’ and students’ perspectives on LOF factors were elicited 

through the use of questionnaires; in addition, semi-structured interviews were 

conducted for teacher participants. The purpose of the interview conducted was to 

learn the students’ opinions, behaviors, experiences, and phenomenon toward the 

contributing factors of LOF in the real teaching and learning process. The interview is 

very important to find factors that affect students’ speaking fluency from experienced 

teachers. The instruments were administered all at once 

5.2. Summary of the Findings 

Becoming fluency in speaking English is a critical goal for any English 

language learners. Accordingly, identifying the variables with fluency and the factors 

that cause these concerns will help learners achieve this goal. In order to fulfill the aim 
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of the study, the researchers used a questionnaire and interviews with participants to 

answer the research question. 

With regard to the first research question, the findings of this study revealed that 

most teachers and students agree that technology is an important factor influencing the 

students’ oral fluency as they are a modern educational tool to assist and motivate 

students to learn English speaking skills as well as promote English speaking fluency 

as a foreign language. 

When it comes to the affective factors that impact students' oral fluency, it is 

worth noting that student behavior and attitude, as well as motivational factors, have a 

favorable impact on students' LOF. The data analyses revealed that both groups 

including university professors and students have a strong tendency to acknowledge 

that these phenomena have an effect on learners' verbal fluency in English. As a result, 

the LOF of students’ failure, in part, is due to these factors. Besides, regarding 

instructional factors, both EFL teachers and students believe that instruction has a 

significant impact on students' oral fluency because it is a common tool for letting 

students know what to do and how to do it while also guiding them in the right 

direction to achieve their objectives. 

However, when considering the importance students give to their oral fluency 

when they carry out an oral task, it is remarkable that the task type factor has a 

negative impact on students' oral fluency. There is a weak tendency on students' part to 

admit that it is really important for them to pay attention to oral fluency while 

performing a speaking activity. 

The results from the interview analysis indicated that the teacher’s perspectives 

on components of LOF, especially in providing the comprehension of the importance 

and influencing factors of LOF, were the main reasons why students in higher 

education were challenged in their English speaking. 

As for the second research, the findings of this study revealed that the 

participants (university EFL teachers and students in central Vietnam) highly reckoned 

the significance of LOF in teaching and learning EFL for higher education students. 

These participants appraised that LOF is able to contribute considerably to improving 

EFL learners’ speaking proficiency in acquiring the English language and in the 

context of communicative language teaching. In other words, LOF has a great 
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influence on language development in the case where the learners overcome the 

obstacles, namely affective and external factors. 

5.3. Limitations of the study 

There are some obvious limitations to the studies carried out to date. One of the 

main limitations of this study appears to be sample size. A small sample of participants 

was in the questionnaire due to the shortage of time for collecting the data. Although 

there is no reason to suppose that the small sample size (115 students and 45 teachers 

for the questionnaire, with 12 of each for the interview) invalidates the findings in any 

way, a larger sample size would be better. Hence, to have a valid result for the further 

analysis of factors contributing to oral fluency development, the researcher should 

obtain more samples and more time. Another shortcoming of this investigation was 

probably the method chosen for this study. Although there is no denying that this was 

an empirical method, it is pretty restrictive when it comes to collecting the data 

information. This gave rise to the authors' only focusing the final findings on the 

questionnaire survey and semi-structured interview. Based on the limitations, a few 

recommendations are suggested for further research on the factors influencing the LOF 

of students in Vietnam in the following section. 

5.4. Implications and contributions of the study 

In the current research, LOF is considered one of the components of speaking 

competence. Learners of English in Vietnam need to consider enhancing their English 

oral communicative competence in academic, personal, and social practices. Besides, 

the results of this research suggest that Vietnamese learners consider a wide range of 

LOF factors to solve their English oral communication problems and develop their oral 

fluency. Two main factors, affective factors and external factors, are examined in 

contributing LOF. This is important for teachers and educators in acknowledging LOF 

factors by learners of English in Vietnamese contexts. The current research provides a 

framework for factors influencing LOF that can be used to inform practice and further 

research in this field. 

The importance of this research could help students enhance their English 

speaking fluency in the teaching and learning process. It can assist students in 

understanding the aspects that influence their ability to speak fluently so that they can 

prepare accordingly. It can provide new information on the factors that influence a 
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student's ability to speak. Students could use this new understanding to develop 

awareness of elements that affect their ability to speak in order to improve and grow 

their competency. 

As previously stated, while the participants in this study had positive attitudes 

toward the role of speaking fluency and believed in the value of speaking fluency, 

their actual practices were heavily influenced and constrained by instructional factors 

in the classroom. It is possible for instructors to focus on developing curricula and 

rubrics for second language learning in general and speaking skills in particular, which 

should take into account the features and factors related to instructional strategies of 

LOF. What’s more, if teachers provide clear instructions and adequate guidance for 

oral fluency tasks, students will have more opportunities to improve their speaking 

practices in terms of fluency. These two implementations might have a significant 

impact on how teachers conduct their instruction, which was shared by the teachers in 

the interviews and in the literature review as well, and would definitely help develop 

the students’ oral fluency. 

Another important finding of the current study is that the learners are aware of 

using technological resources, traditional text-based materials, and face-to-face 

educational support to facilitate their English language learning and promote LOF in 

the Vietnamese EFL environment. This demonstrates that Vietnamese students 

recognize the value of technology and use it to optimize the learning platform when 

internationalization and higher education are becoming increasingly essential and well- 

known worldwide. Their ability to use technology to achieve communication goals 

supports the belief of combining the motivational factors and the learning outcomes. 

The findings showed that students' oral fluency can be improved with the support of 

technology; therefore, they could be encouraged to create their own learning facilitated 

by technology. As for the language teachers, the findings indicate that the use of 

technology has resulted in the support of language skills in terms of oral fluency. The 

findings may imply that technological tools could be used as a supplement platform 

for students to practice their language skills outside of the classroom, particularly in 

contexts in which English is spoken as a foreign language and explicit grammar 

instruction is common (V. C. Le, 2012; G. V. Nguyen, 2014b). By doing so, teachers 

can provide more opportunities for students to practice using technical tools outside of 
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the classroom and interact with their peers. This is also supported by Krashen's (1985) 

hypothesis that students could gain more language input by listening to and reading 

more internet resources. 

5.5. Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research should examine the effects of age and peer interaction on 

fluency development to support the findings presented here. Hence, these contributing 

factors to the investigation may be to receive perspectives from the students and 

teachers on other fluency factors such as peer interaction in and outside of class and 

learners’ age, which could affect oral fluency. Consequently, one of the contributing 

factors to the investigation could be obtaining perspectives from students and teachers 

on other fluency activities through peer interaction in and out of class, as well as 

measures of their age that may affect oral fluency. 

Due to the lack of a target language environment for EFL learners in Vietnam, 

most Vietnamese EFL learners’ speaking and listening skills are far behind their 

reading and writing abilities. It is suggested that other factors beyond those of the 

current empirical study could be investigated in speaking skills in Vietnamese 

universities in order to promote and develop EFL learners’ oral fluency. 

For ESL/EFL students, oral fluency is one of the most apparent signs of 

English competency; nevertheless, the idea of adding technology into fluency 

education is relatively new. As a result, empirical and longitudinal studies on the 

impact of intensive technological fluency teaching are lacking. As a result, it is 

believed that technology activities can be effectively integrated into lesson plans in 

speaking classes using the traditional presentation-practice-production approach. 

Instructors and researchers could collaborate to analyze the effects of technological 

education on learners' oral fluency using the method presented in this study. In 

addition, future research might look at the factors that teachers face when applying 

this training in order to get the best results from technological instruction in the 

Vietnamese environment. 

Last but not least, future research should focus on finding ways to explore 

tentative factors that affect testing context and reflect the ability to talk fluently and 

efficiently, rather than factors that only reflect the LOF of students in general. It is 

clear that oral fluency is a part of the scoring guide for speaking skills and is assessed 
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in every speaking test. It is possible for students to be aware of problems hindering 

their oral fluency during the testing period and ensure that they have sufficient fluency. 

5.6 Conclusions 

The design of the study, the instruments utilized in the investigation, and the 

findings of the quantitative and qualitative data analysis were all summarized in this 

chapter. The chapter also explored the study's shortcomings as well as its contribution 

to empirical evidence in the field of explicit instruction within tasks. Finally, 

recommendations were given for future research into the effect of peer interaction on 

students’ speaking performance and oral fluency. 

This study confirmed previous research concerning the factors influencing LOF 

from teachers' and students' perspectives. First, the research question presented the 

perspectives of teachers and students on oral fluency in terms of the importance of its 

role in learning and teaching speaking fluency. Next, the research question revealed 

the students' eight oral fluency problems, which varied from the most significant to the 

most minor, including attitude, motivation, anxiety, exposure to English, task types, 

instructional methods, environment (class size), and technological aspects. More 

importantly, the factors causing these problems were revealed as a result of data 

analysis. The group of affective factors, particularly motivation, was identified as the 

most important by the majority of the participants. Then, a smaller proportion of them 

were influenced by anxiety and attitude factors. On the other hand, a number of the 

students were affected by external factors, in which instructional and technological 

factors were among the most prominent factors. Overall, the study's findings show that 

there are some factors that influence learners' oral fluency and are consistent with 

previous research.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I 

QUESTIONAIRE FOR TEACHERS 

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 

TEACHERS 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE ON FACTORS INFLUENCING FLUENCY 

FROM PERSPECTIVES OF EFL TEACHERS 

Teacher’s name: ............................................................ Place of work: .........................  

Gender:  male  female Age: ……………………. 

A. The importance of L2 Oral Fluency 

Directions: The questionnaires aims to investigate what Vietnamese 

tertiary EFL teachers think about general perspectives on speaking fluency. 

It consists of 5 questions. Please put a tick in the box beside the option(s) 

you choose. 

 1 = Strongly disagree (SD) 

 2 = Disagree (D) 

 3 = Neutral (N) 

 4 = Agree (A) 

 5 = Strongly agree (SA) 
 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

(1) 

D 

(2) 

N 

(3) 

A 

(4) 

SA 

(5) 

1. Teaching speaking fluency is important in 

learning the second language. 

     

2. Students are aware of the importance of 

speaking fluency in their learning the second 

language. 

     

3. It is necessary to increase students’ speaking to 

improve their oral English fluency. 

     

4. Teacher makes use of any instructional method to 

improve students’ speaking fluency. 

     

5. There are some factors affecting students’ 

speaking fluency. 

     

6. To develop communicative competence for 

language learners, speaking fluency plays a very 

important role. 

     

7. In CLT classroom, oral fluency is very essential 

for developing qualified language learners in the 

light of the communicative approach. 

     



 

B. TEACHERS’ PERSPECTIVES ON FACTORS INFLUENCING 

ORAL FLUENCY 

Directions: The questionnaires aims to investigate what Vietnamese tertiary 

EFL teachers think about factors influencing fluency. It consists of 40 

questions printed into four pages. Please put a tick in the box beside the 

option(s) you choose. 

 1 = Strongly disagree (SD) 

 2 = Disagree (D) 

 3 = Neutral (N) 

 4 = Agree (A) 

 5 = Strong agree (SA) 

After reading each statement/question, tick the number (1, 2,3, 4 or 5) that best 

applies to you using the 5-degree scale provided 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

(1) 

D 

(2) 

N 

(3) 

A 

(4) 

SA 

(5) 

8. Learning speaking English fluently is the most 

difficult part to many students. 

     

9. Students often have an interest in learning speaking 

English fluently. 

     

10. A positive attitude to language learning is seen as 

a crucial factor in speaking English fluently. 

     

11. Students wish they could speak the English 

language fluently. 

     

12. Students keep a positive attitude towards the 

language is necessary to become fluent in English. 

     

13. Students are motivated to speak English 

fluently. 

     

14. Teachers often implement motivational 

strategies to make students talk. 

     

15. Motivation is important when talking about 

improving the speaking skill, specifically in the oral 

fluency. 

     

16. Motivation in the English language classes is 

good for students. 

     



 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

(1) 

D 

(2) 

N 

(3) 

A 

(4) 

SA 

(5) 

17. Teachers do not have enough interest to 

motivate the students in English classes. 

     

18. Students feel scared when they talk to teachers 

in English. 

     

19. Students feel scared when their classmates talk 

to them in English. 

     

20. Students feel scared when they talk to their 

teacher in English 

     

21. Students feel scared when they talk to their 

classmates in English. 

     

22. Students worry that they’ll make a mistake if 

they speak English. 

     

23. The most difficult task for many students is a 

monologue. 

     

24. The most difficult task for many students is a 

dialogue. 

     

25. The most difficult task for many students is a 

narrative. 

     

26.The most difficult task for many students is not a 

monologue. 

     

27. The most difficult task for many students is not 

a dialogue. 

     

28. Speaking fluency is taught in language 

classrooms. 

     

29. Students are provided with sufficient and 

balanced fluency activities in the speaking skills. 

     

30. Students are given the opportunity to speak in 

class. 

     

31. Using only target language in the classroom can 

be very effective for students’ fluency speaking. 

     

32. The teaching activities are necessary to develop 

speaking fluently. 

     



 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

(1) 

D 

(2) 

N 

(3) 

A 

(4) 

SA 

(5) 

33 The class environment is noisy.      

34. Teachers are satisfied with the class size.      

35. The class environment is not equipped with 

teaching aids. 

     

36. Smaller classes allow more time for teachers to 

spend on speaking skills which can increase 

students’ speaking skills. 

     

37. Larger class sizes contribute to a decrease in the 

student achievement, especially in speaking skills. 

     

38. Students effort to improve their speaking fluency 

by speaking English outside of the school. 

     

39. Students effort to increase their English speaking 

fluency by watching English videos on the Internet. 

     

40. Students effort to enhance their English speaking 

fluency by reading an English book or magazine. 

     

41. Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by watching an English movie with subtitles. 

     

42. Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by speaking with the foreigners. 

     

43. Students can learn best with the help of 

technologies. 

     

44. Technologies supported teaching makes learning 

oral fluency more effective. 

     

45. Technologies are helpful for improving the 

language students’ ability specifically in the oral 

fluency. 

     

46. Technologies motivate students to get more 

involved in speaking fluency activities. 

     

47. Technologies are helpful for keeping track of 

speaking fluency learning progress. 

     

 



 

APPENDIX II 

QUESTIONAIRE FOR STUDENTS 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE ON FACTORS INFLUENCING FLUENCY 

FROM PERSPECTIVES OF EFL STUDENTS 

Student’s name: …………………………………… Class:………………… 

Gender:  male  female  

Age: …………………   Date:………….. 

B. The importance of L2 Oral Fluency 

Directions: The questionnaires aims to investigate what Vietnamese 

tertiary EFL students think about general perspectives on speaking fluency. 

It consists of 5 questions. Please put a tick in the box beside the option(s) 

you choose. 

 1 = Strongly disagree (SD) 

 2 = Disagree (D) 

 3 = Neutral (N) 

 4 = Agree (A) 

 5 = Strongly agree (SA) 

 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

(1) 

D 

(2) 

N 

(3) 

A 

(4) 

SA 

(5) 

1. Teaching speaking fluency is important in 

learning the second language. 

     

2. Students are aware of the importance of 

speaking fluency in their learning the second 

language. 

     

3. It is necessary to increase students’ motivation to 

improve their oral English fluency. 

     

4. Teacher makes use of any instructional method to 

improve students’ speaking fluency. 

     

5. There are some factors affecting students’ 

speaking fluency. 

     

6. To develop communicative competence for 

language learners, speaking fluency plays a very 

important role. 

     

7. In CLT classroom, oral fluency is very essential 

for developing qualified language learners in the 

light of the communicative approach. 

     

 



 

B. STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES ON FACTORS INFLUENCING ORAL 

FLUENCY 

Directions: The questionnaires aims to investigate what Vietnamese tertiary 

EFL students think about factors influencing fluency. It consists of 40 

questions printed into four pages. Please put a tick in the box beside the 

option(s) you choose. 

 1 = Strongly disagree (SD) 

 2 = Disagree (D) 

 3 = Neutral (N) 

 4 = Agree (A) 

 5 = Strong agree (SA) 

After reading each statement/question, tick the number (1, 2,3, 4 or 5) that best 

applies to you using the 5-degree scale provided 

On a scale of 1 to 5, please choose the best choice 

for you. 

SD 

 

(1) 

D 

 

(2) 

N 

 

(3) 

A 

 

(4) 

SA 

 

(5) 

8. Learning speaking English fluently is the most 

difficult part to many students. 

     

9. Students often have an interest in learning 

speaking English fluently. 

     

10. A positive attitude to language learning is seen as 

a crucial factor in speaking English fluently. 

     

11.Students wish they could speak the English 

language fluently. 

     

12.Students keep a positive attitude towards the 

language is necessary to become fluent in English. 

     

13.Students are motivated to speak English fluently.      

14.Teachers often implement motivational strategies 

to make students talk. 

     

15.Motivation is important when talking about 

improving the speaking skill, specifically in the oral 

fluency. 

     

16.Motivation in the English language classes is 

good for students. 

     



 

17. Teachers do not have enough interest to 

motivate the students in English classes. 

     

18.Students feel scared when they talk to teachers in 

English. 

     

19. Students feel scared when their classmates talk 

to them in English. 

     

20. Students feel scared when they talk to their 

teacher in English 

     

21. Students feel scared when they talk to their 

classmates in English. 

     

22. Students worry that they’ll make a mistake if 

they speak English. 

     

23. The most difficult task for many students is a 

monologue. 

     

24. The most difficult task for many students is a 

dialogue. 

     

25. The most difficult task for many students is a 

narrative. 

     

26.The most difficult task for many students is not a 

monologue. 

     

27. The most difficult task for many students is not 

a dialogue. 

     

28. Speaking fluency is taught in language 

classrooms. 

     

29. Students are provided with sufficient and 

balanced fluency activities in the speaking skills. 

     

30. Students are given the opportunity to speak in 

class. 

     

31. Using only target language in the classroom can 

be very effective for students’ fluency speaking. 

     

32. The teaching activities are necessary to develop 

speaking fluently. 

     

33 The class environment is noisy.      

34. Teachers are satisfied with the class size.      



 

35.The class environment is not equipped with 

teaching aids. 

     

36. Smaller classes allow more time for teachers to 

spend on speaking skills which can increase 

students’ speaking skills. 

     

37. Larger class sizes contribute to a decrease in the 

student achievement, especially in speaking skills. 

     

38. Students effort to improve their speaking fluency 

by speaking English outside of the school. 

     

39. Students effort to increase their English speaking 

fluency by watching English videos on the Internet. 

     

40. Students effort to enhance their English speaking 

fluency by reading an English book or magazine. 

     

41. Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by watching an English movie with subtitles. 

     

42. Students effort to develop their English speaking 

fluency by speaking with the foreigners. 

     

43. Students can learn best with the help of 

technologies. 

     

44. Technologies supported teaching makes learning 

oral fluency more effective. 

     

45. Technologies are helpful for improving the 

language students’ ability specifically in the speaking 

fluency. 

     

46. Technologies motivate students to get more 

involved in speaking fluency activities. 

     

47. Technologies are helpful for keeping track of 

speaking fluency learning progress. 

     

 

 

 



 

APPENDIX III 

AN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS/ STUDENTS 

1. How often do you/ your students communicate in English in class and 

outside of class? 

2. What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

3. Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you /your 

students when learning speaking skill? 

4. Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral English 

fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

5. Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of students’ 

oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

6. Do you think using technology can help improve oral English speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

 

  



 

APPENDIX IV 

GET 

 

FILE='D:\dia D\thao dhnn\phieu 

thao 160.sav'. DATASET NAME 

DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT. 

SAVE OUTFILE='D:\dia D\thao dhnn\phieu thao 116 den 160gv.sav' 

 

/COMPR

ESSED. 

RELIABI

LITY 

/VARIABLES=C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 C12 C13 C14 C15 

C16 C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 

C33 C34 C35 C36 C37 C38 C39 C40 C41 C42 C43 C44 C45 C46 C47 

/SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 

 

/MODEL=ALPHA 

 

/SUMMARY=TOTAL. 

 

Reliability 

Scale: ALL VARIABLES 

 

Case Processing Summary 



 

 N % 

 Valid 45 100.0 

Cases Excludeda 0 .0 

 Total 45 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all 

variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.868 47 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 

 

Scale Mean

 if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Teaching speaking 

fluency is important 
 

166.4222 
 

156.795 
 

-.011 
 

.870 

Stuents are aware of SF 

in learning SL 
 

167.0667 
 

147.018 
 

.462 
 

.862 

It is necessary to increase 

sts' motivation 
 

166.4667 
 

150.436 
 

.518 
 

.863 

Teachers make use of 

different instructional 

methods 

 

167.0444 
 

145.089 
 

.367 
 

.865 

There are some factors 

affecting sts'SF 
 

166.1556 
 

152.180 
 

.390 
 

.865 

To develop CC for 

Llearners, SF plays a 

very important role 

 

166.3111 
 

149.537 
 

.577 
 

.862 

In CLT classroom, OF is 

essential for developing 

learners 

 

166.7556 
 

150.643 
 

.475 
 

.863 

English is one of the 

most subjects 
 

167.3333 

 

156.500 

 

-.014 

 

.872 

Students often have an 

interest in learning E 
 

167.8000 

 

161.345 

 

-.314 

 

.875 



 

A positive attitude to 

language learning as a 

crucial factor 

 

166.8444 

 

146.180 

 

.402 

 

.864 

Students wish they could 

speak E fluently 
 

166.8000 

 

149.027 

 

.512 

 

.862 

Students keep a positive 

attitude towards the 

language 

 

166.7556 

 

155.871 

 

.133 

 

.868 

Students are motivated to 

speak E fluently 
 

167.2222 

 

153.722 

 

.160 

 

.868 

Teachers often 

implement motivational 

strategies 

 

167.2222 

 

149.359 

 

.383 

 

.864 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Motivation is important 

when talking about SK 

 

166.5778 

 

157.113 

 

-.036 

 

.870 

Motivation in the E classes is 

good for Sts 

 

166.5333 

 

149.027 

 

.456 

 

.863 

Teachers often have enough 

interest to motivate Sts 

 

167.5111 

 

144.301 

 

.680 

 

.858 

Students feel scared when 

talking 

 

167.1778 

 

150.604 

 

.353 

 

.865 

Students feel scared when 

classmates talk to them 

 

168.0444 

 

143.362 

 

.687 

 

.858 

Students feel scared when 

talking to foreigners 

 

167.0667 

 

145.609 

 

.556 

 

.861 

Students feel scared when 

they talk to classmates 

 

168.2889 

 

147.483 

 

.597 

 

.861 

Students worry they will 

make mistakes 

 

167.0222 

 

142.749 

 

.594 

 

.859 

The most difficult task is     



 

using a monologue 167.2444 153.916 .100 .870 

The most difficult task is 

using a dialogue 

 

168.1556 

 

152.953 

 

.147 

 

.869 

The most difficult task is 

using a narrative 

 

167.8222 

 

154.149 

 

.183 

 

.867 

The most difficult task is 

choosing a topic 

 

167.4000 

 

148.882 

 

.357 

 

.865 

The most difficult task is 

choosing information gap 

 

168.4444 

 

153.343 

 

.225 

 

.867 

SF is taught in L classrooms 167.2222 153.313 .164 .868 

Students are provided with 

sufficient F activities 

 

167.5778 

 

151.022 

 

.288 

 

.866 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Students are given 

opportunity to speak in class 
 

166.8889 

 

151.646 

 

.357 

 

.865 

Using only target language in 

classroom can be effective 
 

167.3556 

 

146.416 

 

.541 

 

.861 

The T activities are necessary 

to develop SF 
 

166.6444 

 

151.098 

 

.498 

 

.864 

The class environment is 

noisy 

167.3111 157.219 -.045 .871 

Teachers are satisfied with 

class size 
 

168.0889 

 

152.128 

 

.381 

 

.865 

The class environment is not 

equipped with aids 
 

167.2889 

 

155.256 

 

.025 

 

.873 

Smaller classrooms allow 

more time on Sskills 
 

167.1778 

 

147.513 

 

.434 

 

.863 

Larger class size contribute to 

a decrease 
 

167.5111 

 

144.210 

 

.565 

 

.860 

 



 

Students often speak E 

outside of school 
 

168.0444 

 

149.771 

 

.441 

 

.863 

Students often watch E 

videos on internet 
 

167.3333 

 

148.545 

 

.387 

 

.864 

Students often read E books 

or magazines 
 

167.8667 

 

152.255 

 

.325 

 

.865 

Students often watch an E 

movie with subtitles 
 

167.3778 

 

155.968 

 

.047 

 

.869 

Students often speak E with 

foreigners 
 

168.0667 

 

150.791 

 

.422 

 

.864 

Students can learn best with 

technology 
 

166.8444 

 

149.634 

 

.392 

 

.864 

Technologies are helpful for 

students in S skills 
 

166.6667 

 

151.409 

 

.299 

 

.866 

Technologies are helpful for 

students in OF 
 

166.7778 

 

150.404 

 

.379 

 

.864 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Technologies motivate 

students in S activities 

 

166.6222 

 

151.468 

 

.322 

 

.865 

Technologies are 

helpful for learning 

progress 

 

166.6889 

 

147.219 

 

.450 

 

.863 



 

APPENDIX V 

GET 

 

FILE='D:\dia D\thao dhnn\phieu 

thao 160.sav'. DATASET NAME 

DataSet1 WINDOW=FRONT. 

 

SAVE OUTFILE='C:\Users\DELL\Documents\phieu thao 115sv.sav' 

 

/COMPR

ESSED. 

RELIABI

LITY 

/VARIABLES=C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 C11 C12 C13 C14 C15 

C16 C17 C18 C19 C20 C21 C22 C23 C24 C25 C26 C27 C28 C29 C30 C31 C32 

C33 C34 C35 C36 C37 C38 C39 C40 C41 C42 C43 C44 C45 C46 C47 

/SCALE('ALL VARIABLES') ALL 

 

/MODEL=ALPHA 

 

/SUMMARY=TOTAL. 

 

Reliability 

Scale: ALL VARIABLES 

 

Case Processing Summary 

 

 N % 

 Valid 115 100.0 

Cases Excludeda 0 .0 

 Total 115 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all 

variables in the procedure. 

 



 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

N of 

Items 

.822 47 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Teaching speaking 

fluency is important 

 

169.9043 

 

170.771 

 

.537 

 

.814 

Stuents are aware of SF 

in learning SL 
 

170.3913 

 

168.784 

 

.481 

 

.813 

It is necessary to increase 

sts' motivation 
 

169.9043 

 

170.386 

 

.548 

 

.814 

Teachers make use of 

different instructional 

methods 

 

170.6174 

 

165.379 

 

.546 

 

.811 

There are some factors 

affecting sts'SF 

 

170.0000 

 

171.947 

 

.451 

 

.816 

To develop CC for 

Llearners, SF plays a very 

important role 

 

169.9304 

 

171.785 

 

.406 

 

.816 

In CLT classroom, OF is 

essential for developing 

learners 

 

170.0261 

 

170.762 

 

.515 

 

.814 

English is one of the most 

subjects 
 

170.6696 

 

171.557 

 

.270 

 

.819 

Students often have an 

interest in learning E 
 

170.8348 

 

175.841 

 

.119 

 

.822 

A positive attitude to 

language learning as a 

crucial factor 

 

169.9391 

 

175.566 

 

.153 

 

.821 

Students wish they could 

speak E fluently 
 

169.9478 

 

169.857 

 

.516 

 

.814 

 



 

Students keep a positive 

attitude towards the 

language 

 

170.2087 

 

176.833 

 

.098 

 

.822 

Students are motivated to 

speak E fluently 
 

170.5391 

 

171.251 

 

.360 

 

.816 

Teachers often 

implement motivational 

strategies 

 

170.4609 

 

168.654 

 

.449 

 

.814 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Motivation is important 

when talking about SK 
 

170.0087 

 

173.061 

 

.323 

 

.818 

Motivation in the E 

classes is good for Sts 
 

170.0609 

 

172.707 

 

.297 

 

.818 

Teachers often have 

enough interest to 

motivate Sts 

 

170.8696 

 

165.921 

 

.497 

 

.812 

Students feel scared 

when talking 
 

170.6783 

 

167.027 

 

.465 

 

.813 

Students feel scared 

when classmates talk to 

them 

 

171.0087 

 

167.447 

 

.500 

 

.812 

Students feel scared 

when talking to 

foreigners 

 

170.6348 

 

167.883 

 

.420 

 

.814 

Students feel scared 

when they talk to 

classmates 

 

171.0957 

 

168.456 

 

.414 

 

.814 

Students worry they will 

make mistakes 
 

170.3565 

 

169.442 

 

.393 

 

.815 

The most difficult task is 

using a monologue 
 

170.6261 

 

172.096 

 

.300 

 

.818 

The most difficult task is 

using a dialogue 

 

170.9652 

 

165.104 

 

.539 

 

.811 



 

The most difficult task is 

using a narrative 
 

170.8261 

 

167.636 

 

.584 

 

.812 

The most difficult task is 

choosing a topic 
 

170.8696 

 

167.746 

 

.519 

 

.812 

The most difficult task is 

choosing information 

gap 

 

170.9478 

 

166.804 

 

.480 

 

.813 

SF is taught in L 

classrooms 

170.2522 173.664 -.035 .863 

Students are provided 

with sufficient F 

activities 

 

170.5652 

 

170.160 

 

.412 

 

.815 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if 

Item Deleted 

Students are given 

opportunity to speak in 

class 

 

170.3130 

 

170.094 

 

.438 

 

.815 

Using only target language 

in classroom can be 

effective 

 

170.2957 

 

173.526 

 

.279 

 

.818 

The T activities are 

necessary to develop SF 

 

170.0957 

 

173.105 

 

.316 

 

.818 

The class environment is 

noisy 

171.1478 177.373 .041 .824 

Teachers are satisfied with 

class size 

 

170.9826 

 

173.579 

 

.294 

 

.818 

The class environment is 

not equipped with aids 

 

170.8783 

 

179.687 

 

-.059 

 

.827 

Smaller classrooms allow 

more time on Sskills 

 

170.3217 

 

173.782 

 

.282 

 

.818 

Larger class size contribute 

to a decrease 

 

170.8435 

 

173.554 

 

.249 

 

.819 



 

Students often speak E 

outside of school 

 

171.2174 

 

173.908 

 

.216 

 

.820 

Students often watch E 

videos on internet 

 

170.4000 

 

174.488 

 

.213 

 

.820 

Students often read E 

books or magazines 

 

170.9913 

 

177.324 

 

.063 

 

.823 

Students often watch an E 

movie with subtitles 

 

170.2870 

 

176.084 

 

.142 

 

.821 

Students often speak E 

with foreigners 

 

171.3565 

 

174.267 

 

.183 

 

.821 

Students can learn best 

with technology 

 

171.6696 

 

178.241 

 

-.005 

 

.827 

Technologies are helpful 

for students in S skills 

 

170.0348 

 

177.946 

 

.055 

 

.823 

Technologies are helpful 

for students in OF 

 

170.0000 

 

175.877 

 

.188 

 

.820 

 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 

 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 

Item- Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Technologies motivate 

students in S activities 

 

170.0435 

 

176.744 

 

.128 

 

.821 

Technologies are 

helpful for learning 

progress 

 

169.9826 

 

178.947 

 

-.014 

 

.824 



 

APPENDIX VI 

 

Teachers Report 

 

 Teaching 

speaking 

fluency is 

important 

Stuents are 

aware of SF 

in learning 

SL 

It is 

necessary to 

increase

 st

s' motivation 

Teachers 

make use of 

different 

instructional 

methods 

There are 

some factors 

affecting 

sts'SF 

Mean 4.4222 3.7778 4.3778 3.8000 4.6889 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.49949 .82266 .49031 1.17937 .46818 

 

 

Report 

 

 To develop 

CC for 

Llearners, 

SF plays a 

very 

important 

role 

In CLT 

classroom, 

OF is 

essential for 

developing 

learners 

English is 

one of the 

most 

subjects 

Students 

often have 

an interest in 

learning E 

A positive 

attitude to 

language 

learning as a 

crucial factor 

Mean 4.5333 4.0889 3.5111 3.0444 4.0000 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.50452 .51444 .84267 .60135 1.00000 

 

 

  



 

Report 

 

 Students 

wish they 

could speak 

E fluently 

Students 

keep a 

positive 

attitude 

towards the 

language 

Students are 

motivated to 

speak E 

fluently 

Teachers 

often 

implement 

motivational 

strategies 

Motivation is 

Important 

when talking 

about SK 

Mean 4.0444 4.0889 3.6222 3.6222 4.2667 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.60135 .28780 .68387 .74739 .44721 

 

Report 

 

 Motivation 

in the E 

classes is 

good for Sts 

Teachers 

often have 

enough 

interest to 

motivate Sts 

Students feel 

scared when 

talking 

Students feel 

scared when 

classmates 

talk to them 

Students feel 

scared when 

talking to 

foreigners 

Mean 4.3111 3.3333 3.6667 2.8000 3.7778 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.66818 .73855 .67420 .78625 .79455 

 

Report 
 

 Students feel 

scared when 

they talk to 

classmates 

Students 

worry they 

will make 

mistakes 

The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

monologue 

The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

dialogue 

The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

narrative 

Mean 2.5556 3.8222 3.6000 2.6889 3.0222 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.62361 .93636 .88933 .87444 .54309 



 

Report 

 The most 

difficult task 

is choosing a 

topic 

The most 

difficult task 

is choosing 

information 

gap 

SF is taught 

in L 

classrooms 

Students are 

Provided 

with 

sufficient 

factivities 

Students are 

given 

opportunity 

to speak in 

class 

Mean 3.4444 2.4000 3.6222 3.2667 3.9556 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.84087 .57997 .74739 .75076 .56228 

 

Report 

 Using only 

target 

language in 

classroom 

can be 

effective 

The T 

activities are 

necessary to 

develop SF 

The class 

Environment 

is noisy 

Teachers are 

satisfied with 

class size 

The class 

environment 

is not 

equipped 

with aids 

Mean 3.4889 4.2000 3.5333 2.7556 3.5556 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.75745 .45726 .62523 .48409 1.01255 

 

Report 

 Smaller 

classrooms 

allow more 

time on 

Sskills 

Larger class 

size 

contribute to 

a decrease 

Students 

often speak E 

outside of 

school 

Students 

often watch 

E videos on 

internet 

Students 

often read E 

books or 

magazines 

Mean 3.6667 3.3333 2.8000 3.5111 2.9778 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.82572 .87905 .62523 .81526 .54309 

 



 

Report 

 Students 

often watch 

an E movie 

with 

subtitles 

Students 

often 

speak E with 

foreigners 

Students can 

learn best 

with 

technology 

Technologies 

are helpful 

for students 

in S skills 

Technologies 

are helpful 

for students 

in OF 

Mean 3.4667 2.7778 4.0000 4.1778 4.0667 

N 45 45 45 45 45 

Std. 

Deviation 

.54772 .55958 .70711 .68387 .65366 

 

Report 

 Technologies motivate 

students in S activities 

Technologies are helpful for 

learning progress 

Mean 4.2222 4.1556 

N 45 45 

Std. Deviation .63564 .82450 



 

APPENDIX VII 

Item - Students Report 

Report 

 Teaching 

speaking 

fluency is 

important 

Stuents are 

aware of SF 

in learning 

SL 

It is 

necessary 

to increase 

sts' 

motivation 

Teachers 

make use 

of different 

instructiona

l methods 

There are 

some 

factors 

affecting 

sts'SF 

Mean 4.3130 3.8261 4.3130 3.6000 4.2174 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.56762 .77529 .58287 .91575 .57404 

 

Report 

 To develop CC for 

Llearners, SF plays a 

very important role 

In CLT classroom, OF is 

essential for 

developing learners 

Mean 4.2870 4.1913 

N 115 115 

Std. Deviation .64570 .59080 

 

Report 

 English is 

one of the 

most 

subjects 

Students 

often have 

an interest 

in learning 

E 

A 

positive 

attitude 

to 

language 

learning 

as a 

crucial 

factor 

Students 

wish they 

could speak 

E fluently 

Students 

keep a 

positive 

attitude 

towards the 

language 

Mean 3,2087 3,5826 3,1652 3,9391 4,0087 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 
,84288 ,94574 ,94526 ,85108 ,68179 

Variance .881 .659 .536 .427 .465 



 

Report 

 Students are 

motivated 

to speak E 

fluently 

Teachers 

often 

implement 

motivationa

l strategies 

Motivation 

is important 

when 

talking 

about SK 

Motivation 

in the E 

classes is 

good for 

Sts 

Teachers 

often have 

enough 

interest to 

motivate Sts 

Mean 3.6783 3.7565 4.2087 4.1565 3.3478 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.76718 .83342 .65555 .74447 .95553 

Variance .589 .695 .430 .554 .913 

 

Report 

 Students 

feel scared 

when 

talking 

Students 

feel scared 

when 

classmates 

talk to them 

Students 

feel scared 

when 

talking to 

foreigners 

Students 

feel scared 

when they 

talk to 

classmates 

Students 

worry they 

will make 

mistakes 

Mean 3.5391 3.2087 3.5826 3.1217 3.8609 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.92988 .84288 .94574 .90948 .86741 

Variance .865 .710 .894 .827 .752 

 

Report 

 The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

monologue 

The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

dialogue 

The most 

difficult task 

is using a 

narrative 

The most 

difficult task 

is choosing a 

topic 

The most 

difficult task 

is choosing 

information 

gap 

Mean 3.5913 3.2522 3.3913 3.3478 3.2696 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.80454 .94445 .72179 .79520 .92073 

Variance .647 .892 .521 .632 .848 

 

  



 

Report 

 SF is taught 

in L 

classrooms 

Students are 

provided with 

sufficient F 

activities 

Students are 

given 

opportunity 

to speak in 

class 

Using only 

target 

language in 

classroom 

can be 

effective 

The T 

activities are 

necessary to 

develop SF 

Mean 3,5391 3,2087 3,5826 3,1217 4,2783 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 
,92988 ,84288 ,94574 ,90948 ,64274 

Variance 7.999 .597 .543 .476 .441 

 

Report 

 The class 

environme

nt is noisy 

Teachers 

are satisfied 

with class 

size 

The class 

environme

nt is not 

equipped 

with aids 

Smaller 

classrooms 

allow more 

time on 

Sskills 

Larger 

class size 

contribute 

to a 

decrease 

Mean 3,5826 3,2522 3,4957 3,1217 3,8696 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

,93642 ,80398 ,89221 ,90948 ,81134 

Variance .750 .427 .787 .428 .569 

Report 

 

 Students 

often speak 

E outside of 

school 

Students 

often watch 

E videos on 

internet 

Students 

often read E 

books or 

magazines 

Students 

often watch 

an E movie 

with 

subtitles 

Students 

often speak 

E with 

foreigners 

Mean 3.0000 3.8174 3.2261 3.9304 2.8609 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.79472 .72041 .72621 .67176 .84694 

Variance .632 .519 .527 .451 .717 



 

Report 

 Students can 

learn best 

with 

technology 

Technologies 

are helpful 

for students 

in S skills 

Technologies 

are helpful 

for students 

in OF 

Technologies 

motivate 

students in S 

activities 

Technologies 

are helpful 

for learning 

progress 

Mean 4.2478 4.1826 4.2174 4.1739 4.2348 

N 115 115 115 115 115 

Std. 

Deviation 

.97552 .55540 .57404 .58130 .58235 

Variance .952 .308 .330 .338 .339 



 

APPENDIX VIII 

 

Cluster – Student report 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 4.107 3.600 4.313 .713 1.198 .079 7 

Item 

Variances 

.457 .322 .839 .516 2.603 .038 7 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.897 3.383 4.278 .896 1.265 .171 5 

Item 

Variances 

.594 .427 .881 .455 2.066 .034 5 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.830 3.348 4.209 .861 1.257 .128 5 

Item 

Variances 

.636 .430 .913 .483 2.125 .033 5 

 

  



 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.463 3.122 3.861 .739 1.237 .090 5 

Item 

Variances 

.810 .710 .894 .184 1.259 .006 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Mean 

Item Means 3.370 3.252 3.591 .339 1.104  .018 5 

Item 

Variances 

.708 .521 .892 .371 1.712  .024 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.913 3.652 4.122 .470 1.129 .029 5 

Item 

Variances 

2.011 .441 7.999 7.558 18.130 11.206 5 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.383 3.070 3.896 .826 1.269 .096 5 

Item 

Variances 

.592 .427 .787 .361 1.845 .029 5 

 

  



 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.367 2.861 3.930 1.070 1.374 .233 5 

Item 

Variances 

.569 .451 .717 .266 1.590 .011 5 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 4.129 3.835 4.235 .400 1.104 .028 5 

Item 

Variances 

.354 .308 .455 .146 1.475 .003 5 



 

APPENDIX IX 

 

Cluster – Teacher report 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 4.241 3.778 4.689 .911 1.241 .128 7 

Item 

Variances 

.471 .219 1.391 1.172 6.346 .191 7 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.738 3.044 4.089 1.044 1.343 .205 5 

Item 

Variances 

.503 .083 1.000 .917 12.073 .127 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.831 3.333 4.311 .978 1.293 .189 5 

Item 

Variances 

.444 .200 .559 .359 2.793 .021 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.324 2.556 3.822 1.267 1.496 .359 5 

Item 

Variances 

.594 .389 .877 .488 2.255 .036 5 



 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.031 2.400 3.600 1.200 1.500 .252 5 

Item 

Variances 

.579 .295 .791 .496 2.682 .059 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.707 3.267 4.200 .933 1.286 .138 5 

Item 

Variances 

.444 .209 .574 .365 2.744 .029 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.369 2.756 3.667 .911 1.331 .132 5 

Item 

Variances 

.621 .234 1.025 .791 4.375 .098 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 3.107 2.778 3.511 .733 1.264 .128 5 

Item 

Variances 

.393 .295 .665 .370 2.253 .025 5 

 

Summary Item Statistics 

 Mean Minimum Maximum Range Maximum / 

Minimum 

Variance N of 

Items 

Item Means 4.124 4.000 4.222 .222 1.056 .008 5 

Item 

Variances 

.496 .404 .680 .276 1.683 .012 5 



 

APPENDIX V: Transcription of interview for teachers and students 

Recording 1: Participant 1 (S1) 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

     Participant 1: I think “ oral fluency” means it is not necessary that you pay 

too much attention to grammar, do not need to use too complicated words. You just 

need to be confident and simply convey what you want to the other person. And say 

try to practice and speak in a native accent.  

  

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class? 

   Participant 1: At school because the curriculum is taught entirely in English, 

so I communicate with my teachers and friends in English and outside of class 

sometimes mes and my friends talk to each other in English so we can improve a bit. 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a    foreign language? Why or why not? 

Participant 1: Yes 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students' oral 

English    fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

Participant 1: 

For Behavior and attitude factors, they think they are exhibiting the wrong 

attitude or action 

Regarding Motivational factors, most students rarely find their own motivation 

In terms of Anxiety Factors, most of students of you have anxiety when talking 

to strangers and the anxiety is worse when it's a foreigner 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students' oral 

 English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

с. Аnхіеty Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

Participant 1: I think the first factor is Environment: Class Size Factors 

As we know that today the class size with foreign teachers is very large 



 

Next, I want to mention Exposure Factor. This is because more and more 

foreigners come and live in Vietnam, so you can easily meet and communicate with 

them. 

Lastly, I would consider technology factors 

- There are many websites online that can connect and talk to foreigners, it also 

has many materials for you to increase your communication ability. 

Interviewer. Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? 

If not, why not?  

Participant 1: I think uisng technology can help you improve oral speaking. For 

example, you setting your phone’languge in English so you can learn many new words 

by constanly using your phone. Technology creates many apps to help you learn and 

practice English. Use it for your English development. 

 

Recording 2: Participant 2 (S2) 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 2: I think it describes the ability of speaking a foreign language 

easily and effectively. 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside 

of class? 

Participant 2: I am not always using English in class and outside of the class. 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you 

when learning a foreign language? 

Participant 2: Yes, because when you can speak a language fluently, you can 

also easily understand the words of that language when you hear them from other 

people. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ 

oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 



 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 2: I’ll go with factor b, g and h because when we are motivated, we 

will be interested to expose ourselves to a foreign language environment that can help 

us improve our fluency in speaking a language. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 2: In my perspective, factor a, c and f have the least influence on 

student’s oral English fluency because behavior, attitude and anxiety have little effect 

on speaking language fluently.  

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? 

If so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 2: I totally agree with this idea because with technology, we can 

access to many good applications that support speaking foreign languages fluently. 

Recording 3: Participant3 (S3) 

 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

 

Participant 3: In my opinion, fluency means speaking naturally without 

interruption in communication. 

 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside 

of class? 

Participant 3: Depending on the environment, I will use English in different 

ways. In the classroom, I often use academic languages, while outside of school hours, 

I often communicate with people in the common language. 



 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you 

when learning a foreign language? 

Participant 3: Fluency in speaking plays a very important role in learning 

English. Good speaking skills will make you more confident, thereby helping you 

learn English more effectively. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ 

oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

Participant 3: choose factors e, f and h. First, the instructor will help you give 

the correct and effective learning direction. In addition, the learning environment will 

affect your thinking, the learning environment with too many people will not be as 

effective as classes with less students. Finally, learning software or devices will be 

essential equipment for you to learn in many good ways. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 3: I choose factors a, d and f. First, motivation has little to do with 

whether you speak fluently or not. Similarly, tasks don't have much of an impact on 

how you speak. Finally, the learning environment will not affect your fluency in 

communication. 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? 

If so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 3: Technology will definitely help you improve your English 

speaking ability. Software like Elsa or Duolingo help you a lot in speaking English 

fluently. 

 

  



 

Recording 4: Participant 4 (S4) 

 

Interviewer: How often do you/ your students communicate in English in class 

and outside of class? 

What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 4: In my opinion, it is the ability to speak a language fluently to a 

foreigner. It means that it has no mistake, no pauses talking 

Interviewer: How often do you/ your students communicate in English in class 

and outside of class? 

Participant 4: I often use English in all of my classes because it is a permission. 

But outside the class, I rarely meet a foreigner so I don’t use it much in my lifetime. 

Interviewer: How often do you/ your students communicate in English in class 

and outside of class? 

Participant 4: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you /your 

students when learning speaking skill? 

Participant 4: Definitely, I always know the importance of the spoken language, 

not only in English but also in different languages. That’s why I focus on speaking 

skill. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 4: I will choose c, d, and f. I will explain why: 

- Firstly, with factor c, anxiety is the most popular reason that makes people 

struggle in speaking English fluently. 

- Secondly, the factor d, students usually worry about the difficulty of the task 

they were given. It makes them worry about whether they can do it correctly. As a 

result, thinking too much about the task-type creates the distraction and makes 



 

mistakes when talking in another language. 

- And finally, factor f, class size is also a factor that makes them get distracted 

when speaking English. The student can be nervous about the number of people in the 

class that are listening to the talk.  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 4: There are 3 factor that I will choose b, e, and h 

-the first reason why I choose b is the instruction must be followed before the 

talk. If a student listens to the instruction when they talk, it will make them forget 

about what they gonna say and just follow to the guide 

-Also with factor e, I think the motivation is just only needed before the 

conversation or a presentation, it will help the student less feel stress and speak fluent 

language. 

- Last but not least, I choose factor h because I think it is a small problem, we can 

fix it already and continue to speak. 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral English 

speaking? If so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 4: In my perspective, technology is born for helping people with 

their problems. That’s why there are many ways that technology can help improve oral 

speaking. There are many apps that teach them how to speak a language smoothly. 

Moreover, learners can connect with many foreigners in order to have a conversation. 

It will help to boost their confidence and feel comfortable when speaking to others. 

 

  



 

Recording 5: Participant 5 (S5) 

 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 5: Well I think that oral fluency means to use English fluently and to 

be able to speak English with foreigners fluently. 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class?   

Participant 5: I just seldom communicate English in English in English and 

outside.              

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 5: From my point of view, learning a foreign language is not related 

to speaking English fluently because I think that you can learn it owns your mother 

language. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 5: Behavior and attitude factors, Motivational factors, Instruction 

Factors 

because of these 3 factors are the factors that help me strive to learn English 

because English is an important tool for getting a job in the future. 

 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 



 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 5: Environment: Class Size Factors, Task-Type Factors, Technology 

Factors i choose these 3 factor because in my opinion, The factor leading to being 

able to speak English fluently is our own, we have to try to learn it, love it and study 

often to be able to speak fluently. 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 5: Of course yes, Using technology can learn English well because 

there are many useful lessons online and many websites have many good teachers, but 

you must have a good awareness to learn it by yourself. 

Recording 6: Participant 6 (S6) 

 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 6: From my perspective, speaking oral fluently means speaking 

clearly and combine with my tone and the way coherently sounds, words and phrases 

are linked together when speaking, not speaking quickly others did not understand 

their expressions. It means that oral fluency is defined as the ability to speak a 

language fluently. 

 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class? 

Participant 6: I spend 6 hours a day communicating in English in class and 

outside of class. Moreover, I also attend club English in coffee to practice every day to 

improve it. 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 6: I totally agree with that thought. Fluent English is really an 

advantage when studying and working in a place where the surrounding environment 

is mostly foreigners. 

 



 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

 

Participant 6: To develop improved English pronunciation fluency, behavioural 

and attitude factors are the most important factors for everyone when starting to learn 

English. You cannot improve your English pronunciation when you are too superficial, 

distracted and do not practice hard. Besides, the exposure factor and the anxiety factor 

are also a part that makes it difficult for people to develop pronunciation, when 

exposed to a large number of people will make you afraid and unable to be 

courageous, so improving Your fluency in pronunciation will not go as planned. 

 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 6: I choose the environment: the class size factor, the technology 

factor, and the Instructional factor. Because the size of the class is large or small, it 

will not affect us too much in terms of improving our English. Besides, the guiding 

factor is also considered the least effect on the ability to speak English fluently 

because students can study on their own, and communicate outside. 



 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 6 learning English because now there are many English learning 

apps for us to participate in. It was developed to improve our English pronunciation 

everywhere, not necessarily in the classroom. 

Recording 7: Participant7 (S7) 

 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant7: For me, it’s when the person can respond/speak in English almost 

immediately when they get asked questions or during conversation in English. It not 

always has to be grammatically correct, the main thing is their flexibility to speak in 

English like their mother tongue. 

 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside           

of class? 

Participant7: I only speak English in class about three days/week, could be 

more or less, depends on people around me whether they use English to speak to me.  

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant7: It’s important, but doesn’t have to be the main focus. It also 

depends on the purpose of learning. If it’s for academic/school/settling purposes then 

yes, it’s important. If it’s for informal communicating/short-term use like travelling or 

meeting then no, it’s not as important as vocabulary and body language.  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

  



 

Participant7:I think the anxiety factors influents the most since English learners 

nowadays are tend to improving both in size and academic level. This might cause 

anxiety for people who are still working on their speaking skill since more and more 

people who can speak fluently sharing their videos speaking in English that makes 

those who haven’t reached that fluent level feels ashamed and less confident. About 

motivational factors and Behavior, attitude factors; I think people need more than just 

for school to practice to speak English fluently. It also depends on the attitude of the 

people toward English, whether they like it enough to make it their second language. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant7: I choose f, g and h because these factors don’t bring much anxiety 

as well as significant motivation for students to work on their oral English fluency. 

They do help to improving, but not as much as human with human practice.  

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant7: Yes, because many people will feel more comfortable to practice 

alone rather than with someone else and the A.Is are intelligent enough to analyze 

what needs to focus and work on.  

Recording 8: Participant 8 (S8) 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? In my opinion, I 

think that oral fluency is known as the ability to understand and communicate with a 

language well.  

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class?  

Participant 8 I often communicate in English outside of class 

 



 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language?  

Participant 8: Yes, I think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a learning language 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 8: From my perspective, if we are motivated to learn, it will be 

easier to absorb and understand. Even when faced with difficulties, they still try to 

overcome it. 

The enviroment is also the factor that help us to improve our learning because 

when in the measuring enviroment, we are required to inprove ability in fluency  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 8: I think anxiety can be easily improved when we practice talking 

to foreigners many times 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 8: Yes, I think using technology can help imorove oral speaking. 



 

Because we can replay the smartphone or digital devices so it is the most important 

factor that help us improve oral speaking. 

Recording 9: Participant 9 (S9) 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 9: Oral fluency to me is about using verbal language coherently. 

When you reach to a standard of ‘oral fluent’ I think you don’t have to put too much 

effort to conduct a conversation effectively. 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of class? 

Participant 9: I frequently use English both in class and in casual conversations 

with my friends. 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 9: Speaking English fluently means a lot to me since I used to 

struggle to get people to understand my English. Back then my written language was 

quite good, but a conversation in person was really a nightmare for me. Just imagine 

the feeling when it takes you a while just to find the right words while people are 

talking effortlessly. So eventually I made up my mind and decided to shift my focus to 

listening and speaking so that I could be more confident when using verbal English. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors - this is to me the most important factor as being unable to 

manage stress and anxiety is my biggest stopper when I conduct a presentation or have 

a conversation with strangers. 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor - being exposed to an environment that requires you to speak 

English on a daily basis would be a great opportunity to enhance your language skills. 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 9: I would go for Anxiety Factors - this is to me the most important 

factor as being unable to manage stress and anxiety is my biggest stopper when I 

conduct a presentation or have a conversation with strangers. 



 

I think that Exposure Factor - being exposed to an environment that requires you 

to speak English on a daily basis would be a great opportunity to enhance your 

language skills. 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment:  

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 9: I think Environment: Class Size Factors - I personally don’t 

weight out this factor since I some kinds of focus on my personal goal and not much 

affected by surrounding factors. 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not?  

Participant 9: I agree that technology can help improve oral speaking, as 

applications like Elsa nowadays no longer just a tool to practice grammar and 

vocabulary but they can help improving your pronunciation and also give you an 

opportunity to practice verbal communication without having to meet someone in 

person, and that’s really convenient to those with tight schedules or cannot afford a 

private tutor. 

Recording 10: Participant 10 (S10) 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class? 

Participant 10: I frequently use English whenever I have the chance both in 

class and outside of class.  

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 10: From my research, oral fluency means that you are combined 

with the ability to effortlessly understand others who use this spoken language. able to 

communicate a specific language very effectively and fluently,  



 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 10: From my view, it’s a yes for me. Speaking any languages with 

such a confident and calming state of mind would give you a great sense of absorbing 

other languages.  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

Participant 10: I choose Motivational factors, Task-Type Factors and 

Technology Factors 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

Participant 10: I think they are Environment: Class Size Factors, Exposure 

Factor and technology Factors 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 10: From my perspective, Technology can be a powerful way of 

developing oral communication skills in students, when used thoughtfully and 

appropriately. 

Recording 11: Participant 11 (S11) 

 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class?  

Participant 11: In class: when talking with teacher and discuss with teams 

Out class: barely 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you?  

Participant 11: It means you can speak a foreign language easily and effectively 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 11: Yes because English is a language that is used in a lot of 

countries  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 



 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 11: I think that anxiety factor like fear of public speaking and class 

size factor like class have too much student and you have to talk in front of them affect 

the confident and the oral fluency much. Technology factor with the internet also have 

influence on learning foreign languages  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amount of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 11: I think I vote for exposure factor 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not?  

Participant 11: Yes, technology like video and audio in many languages help us 

improve oral speaking alot 

Recording 12: Participant 12 (S12) 

Interviewer: What does the term "oral fluency" mean to you? 

Participant 12: I am confident to talk with others, do not have a sound like “a, 

uhm, ohh…” 

Interviewer: How often do you communicate in English in class and outside of 

class? 

Participant 12: I often specialize with friend, teacher in English in class and 

outside of class. By this way, I can enhance my pronunciation and absorb more 

vocabulary from others. 



 

Interviewer: Do you think speaking English fluently is important for you when 

learning a foreign language? 

Participant 12: Definitely yes. Speaking English fluently makes me more self-

assured to talk with others in place where the surrounding environment is mostly 

foreigners 

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the most students’ oral 

English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 

h. Technology Factors 

Participant 12:  

 I opt for behavior and attitude factors, Environment, and Anxiety Factors which 

influence the most students’ oral English fluency. Why I choose that? Firstly, you can 

not enhance your English pronunciation when you are too lazy, superficial, distracted 

and do not practice hard. Secondly, if people in class are friendly and always do not 

criticize your perspective, you will feel comfortable and confident to talk with each 

other without any scare. Thirdly, the anxiety factor is also a part that makes it difficult 

for people do develop pronunciation. For example, when you talk to one person or do 

presentation, you think about the pronunciation which is right or wrong, this word 

which is true or false so you will feel shy and cannot talk anymore.  

Interviewer: Of the following factors, which influence the least amounts of 

students’ oral English fluency? You can choose up to 3 factors and explain why. 

a. Behavior and attitude factors 

b. Motivational factors 

c. Anxiety Factors 

d. Task-Type Factors 

e. Instruction Factors 

f. Environment: Class Size Factors 

g. Exposure Factor 



 

h. Technology Factors 

Interviewer: Do you think using technology can help improve oral speaking? If 

so, why? If not, why not? 

Participant 12: I am convinced with that idea, because as you can see, there are 

many app like ELSA to improve oral speaking, and enhance the pronunciation. I feel 

this work, because my pronunciation as well as my friend pronunciation will be better 

than before.  

  



 

APPENDIX VI: IELTS Speaking Band Descriptors 

Band Fluency and coherence 

9 • speaks fluently with only rare repetition or self-correction; any hesitation is 

content-related rather than to find words or grammar 

• speaks coherently with fully appropriate cohesive features 

• develops topics fully and appropriately 

8 • speaks fluently with only occasional repetition or self-correction; hesitation 

is usually content-related and only rarely to search for language 

• develops topics coherently and appropriately 

7 • speaks at length without noticeable effort or loss of coherence 

• may demonstrate language-related hesitation at times, or some repetition 

and/or self-correction 

• uses a range of connectives and discourse markers with some flexibility 

6 • is willing to speak at length, though may lose coherence at times due to 

occasional repetition, self-correction or hesitation • uses a range of connectives 

and discourse markers but not always appropriately 

5 • usually maintains a flow of speech but uses repetition, self-correction and/or 

slow speech to keep going 

• may over-use certain connectives and discourse markers 

• produces simple speech fluently, but more complex communication causes 

fluency problems 

4 • cannot respond without noticeable pauses and may speak slowly, with 

frequent repetition and self-correction 

• links basic sentences but with repetitious use of simple connectives and 

some breakdowns in coherence 

3 • speaks with long pauses 

• has limited ability to link simple sentences • gives only simple responses and 

is frequently unable to convey the basic message 

2 • pauses lengthily before most words • little communication possible 

1 • no communication possible 

• no ratable language 

0 • does not attend 
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