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SPEAKING ANXIETY, LANGUAGE EXPOSURE, AND QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION AS DETERMINANTS OF ORAL FLUENCY AMONG FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENTS

Chapter 1
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]	In the globalized world, it is no longer enough to master the English language to be able to perform well in school, work environment and other aspects of the world. The importance of oral fluency is stressed in many education systems since it assists students in expressing ideas in a coherent and comprehensible way, developing confidence, and being more active both in a school and a workplace (OECD, 2020; Pareja Roblin et al. 2021). The competitiveness of the Philippines is also supported by strong English-speaking skills as it allows the country to connect with the international opportunities (Datu & Sulindra, 2025).
	English remains one of the most widespread languages in the world and a lot of individuals speak the language as their mother tongue or second language. This is due to the global aspect, as English is now a necessity to learn, conduct business, travel, technology, and various professional areas (Ikramovich, 2025). It is also not a less significant means of information exchange in such fields as science, aviation, diplomacy, and tourism, allowing people to communicate and cooperate between cultures (Cabautan, 2024; Atasheva, 2024; Akram, 2024; Xhemaili, 2022). These facts imply that the English fluent students tend to get a wider access to learning materials and development opportunities.
	Irrespective of its significance, oral fluency remains a challenge among the Filipino learners. It has been reported that English proficiency among students and graduates has reduced, indicating that it is still difficult to convey ideas easily and with confidence (Ahmad, 2024). In the classroom, teachers are still encouraging learners to engage in communicative activities, but most of them have low exposure to the English language, high speech anxiety, or lack of confidence in using the language. The problems influence their preparedness to academic work and potential careers in which they will have to use communication skills (Aashiq & Zahid, 2024; Olobia, 2023).
	There are researches that describe the influence of various variables on speaking performance. For instance, the studies of Theriana (2023), Sharma (2024), and Alvarez and Tamayo (2024), which emphasize language exposure as an influencer of fluency and the impact of speaking anxiety on confidence as well as the need of quality training to enhance classroom communication. Nevertheless, the majority of these studies are concerned with each of these factors individually. There is still a gap in the knowledge of the interaction between language exposure, speaking anxiety, and the quality of instructions on oral fluency in first-year college students.
	The significance of this gap is that college-level students encounter new academic challenges and higher expectations and more speaking tasks that can influence their confidence and fluency (Permatasari & Wulandari, 2025; Briones et al, 2023). A better insight into the interaction of these factors can inform educators and curriculum developers to address more effective speaking skills with the help of learning environments. The given direction also meets the Sustainable Development Goal 4 that endorses the effective teaching practice and facilitating classroom environments in which the necessary communication skills have the chance to develop (UNESCO, 2021).
	This research evaluates the effect of language exposure on oral fluency of first year college students as determined by speaking anxiety and quality of instruction. It aims at getting insights into the aggregate impact of the factors and give insights that can be used to advance teaching methods, enhance classroom activities, and inform school policies with regard to the spoken communication. Increased oral fluency will be beneficial as students will be better prepared to complete their academic assignments and will be prepared to handle the situation in the world, which is becoming more global.
Theoretical and Conceptual Framework
The study assumed that speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction collectively influence the learners’ oral fluency. This assumption is supported by the following theories: Krashen’s Input Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982), Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982), the Foreign Language Anxiety Theory (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986), Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1983), and the Sociocultural Theory (Vygotsky, 1978).
Krashens’ Input Hypothesis describes that acquisition of language is developed when the input given to the learners is meaningful and comprehensible but is a bit higher than the level of the learner (Krashen, 1982). By engaging with the understandable language on a regular basis, the students tend to absorb the vocabulary, grammar patterns, and structures either consciously or unconsciously. This exposure enables familiarity of language features making the learners to process new information and develop fluency without memorizing. The deeper input the students are exposed to the better chances they get to absorb the target language in the original and relevant manner.
As applied to the current paper, the concept of the Input Hypothesis developed by Krashen confirms that the first-year college students should be provided with constant and valuable language exposure so as to develop their oral fluency further. When they are exposed to understandable English input, which can be in form of classroom utterances, instruction materials or even in form of a communicative approach, they will get several opportunities of internalizing the nature of language patterns that will enable them to speak fluently and confidently. The theory correlates with the assumption of the study that language exposure is a significant factor that affected oral fluency, and how regular exposure to the English language reinforces the basis of successful oral communication.
The Affective Filter Hypothesis of Krashen also contributes that emotional processing like anxiousness, motivation and self-confidence may also affect the manner in which learners process input (Krashen, 1982). When such feelings generate high affective filter, learners struggle in taking in language even when it is comprehensible. Fear, anxiety, or insecurity can be in the way of the input, and learners will not be able to internalize vocabulary or structures even with exposure. On the other hand, the affective filter reduces and language acquisition is more effective and efficient in the case of learners who have a sense of security, motivation and confidence.
Related to this research, the Affective Filter Hypothesis helps to agree with the notion that talking anxiety might suppress the emergence of oral fluency among the first-year college students. Still, students who are afraid of making mistakes or fear that someone will judge them might find it hard to take language input easily, even when this input is provided in a sufficient amount. The theory underscores the need to deal with the issue of emotional barriers that should be dealt with to enable learners to be confident when engaging in speaking activities. It also confirms the essence of a conducive classroom environment that acts in assisting to reduce the affective filter to enable students to reap the maximum out of learning opportunities.
The Foreign Language Anxiety Theory is used to explain that the specific types of anxiety (communication apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation) directly influence the performance of a second or foreign language learner (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). Anxiety can result in high levels and cause learners to avoid communication, to be hesitant in speaking tasks or to be too self-conscious. Such reactions disrupt the oral performance of the learners such that they become less motivated to engage in a conversation or have the communicative activities which aid in language development. Fear thus turns out to be a major emotional obstacle that prevents fluency.
As pertinent to the current research, Foreign Language Anxiety Theory demonstrates the disruptive effect of speaking anxiety on the development of the fluency of first-year college students. Students who fear to make errors or being judged might not come into discussions and this will limit their chances of engaging in speaking. This hesitation restricts their exposure of useful language use, which retards the progress of ﬂuency. The theory is also relatable to the aim of the study which is to analyze the influence of anxiety on oral speech and highlight the importance of eliminating anxiety to enhance the performance of learners in spoken communication.
The Interaction Hypothesis by Long (1983) insists on the fact that language acquisition occurs better when the learners communicate with other people and where they negotiate the meaning in the course of communication. The interaction between learners helps them to clarify the misunderstandings and discover new forms of language and polish their knowledge about the sentence patterns and vocabulary. These interactions give the actual experience of the target language usage, motivating the learners to output and to make corrections on their speech and become more conscious about their language choices. Interaction thus becomes a channel to natural and experience language development.
Related to this research, Interaction Hypothesis by Long brings the importance of interactive activities and communicative tasks to assist first-year college students in enhancing oral fluency. They also have the real-life experience of doing this when they discuss, collaborate with peers and when they have to perform speaking activities and thus, will enhance their skills of talking in a smooth and confident way. The theory promotes the notion that when there is a high frequency of interaction, there is an opportunity of correcting mistakes, seeking clarification as well as instilling confidence to the learner, which are fundamental in achieving oral fluency in the classroom.
The Sociocultural Theory of Vygotsky is a socially mediated process of learning in which the students gain advantages in terms of guidance, support and interaction with people who have more knowledge (Vygotsky, 1978). Teachers can use scaffolding to offer support which may be needed to guide learners on what they can do independently to what they can do with support. This is done within the Zone of Proximal Development, where learners are slowly able to acquire competence, through meaningful communication and interaction with each other.
Applicable to the current research, Sociocultural Theory focuses on the fact that quality teaching is one of the primary factors in teaching oral fluency to first-year college learners. When the teachers are supportive, offer constructive feedback and have access to an authentic communication, learners grow to be more confident and competent speakers. This theory is consistent with the area of the study that is concerned with the quality of instruction implying that the efficient teaching plans and the facilitating interactions enable learners to overcome anxiety and enhance their oral communication abilities.
Oral fluency, the dependent variable of this study, refers to the learner’s ability to speak smoothly, confidently, and coherently during communication. The Input Hypothesis formulated by Krashen states that fluency is formed when the input given to the learners is meaningful and understandable so that the learners acquire vocabulary, patterns of grammar and structures of language without struggle (Krashen, 1982). This is because they are familiar with the features of language and thus speech processing and production becomes easier. Fluency is also influenced by emotional aspects because according to the Affective Filter Hypothesis of fluency, the anxiety, worry or the lack of confidence may inhibit the capacity of the learner to use the incoming input in an effective manner (Krashen, 1982). The Foreign Language Anxiety Theory goes on to state that communication anxiety and fear of negative judgement lessen the desire by the learners to talk (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). Moreover, the Interaction Hypothesis developed by Long provides emphasis on the strengths of fluency via interaction, where the learners negotiate the meaning and modify their language in the process of exchanging information (Long, 1983). The Sociocultural Theory of Vygotsky goes further to assert that supportive teacher interaction and scaffold enables learners to gain greater fluency in the process of guided practice (Vygotsky, 1978).
Empirical studies are in line with these theoretical perspectives. Oral fluency has been demonstrated to increase as the learners interact in real life and get the language input that is meaningful. Exposure to authentic English input, as found by Lopez, Becerra and Ramirez-Avila (2021) improved the fluency of the learners, whereas guided interaction reported by Xie et al (2024) resulted in less stuttering and quicker speech. This is also supported by local research since Docena et al. (2023) found that Filipino college students who experienced high anxiety and had less speaking experience failed in oral fluency tasks. Such conclusions affirm that exposure, emotional preparedness, and meaningful interaction are some of the key factors that determine fluency and which form the central aspects of this study.
One example of fluency is the speech rate which is the speed at which learners are able to speak. Krashen argues that learners who constantly get comprehensible input get more acquainted with the structures of a language, and thus learners speed up on natural pace when speaking (Krashen, 1982). Communication also leads to quicker and more natural speech, since the students would adapt their output immediately during real-time communication (Long, 1983). The research supports these theoretical ideas by stating that the repeated speaking activity is more likely to make people faster and more confident. Suzuki (2021) also discovered that after repeated structured speaking practice, learners got better speech rate as compared to Ilkhomovna and Muhiddinovna (2025) who observed that interactive speaking tasks assisted students to speak at a more natural rate.
Speech rate in this study indicates that the learner will be comfortable and confident to use English. The Foreign Language Anxiety Theory provides the explanation that anxious students will speak slower because of the fear of making an error, or being judged and therefore criticized (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986). This hesitation can be overcome with the help of supportive instruction based on the Sociocultural Theory that will assist the learners in gaining confidence through the scaffolding (Vygotsky, 1978). Therefore, when learners feel supported both in terms of emotions and academics, they talk at a more natural and consistent pace.
Another aspect of fluency that is important and should be mentioned is pausing which is the discontinuities in speech. The hypothesis of Input by Krashen reveals that when relevant input is exposed, unnecessary pauses are minimized since learners get acquainted with language patterns (Krashen, 1982). Interaction is also an effective way of motivating learners to generate more continuous speech since they make meaning and react to others (Long, 1983). This is supported by empirical studies where Salihuglu (2020) established that anxious students made more pauses because of the fear of making an error, and Salbas and Ekmekci (2025) confirmed that students could reduce pauses when in a supportive speaking environment and better the timing when they responded.
In this study, the aspect of pausing represents the degree of confidence with which learners’ access and produce language. The Foreign Language Anxiety Theory describes that anxiety about the judgment is the reason behind the frequent pauses (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). The Sociocultural Theory explains how learners develop confidence due to scaffolding offered by the teacher and alleviate unnecessary hesitation (Vygotsky, 1978). Interaction, exposure, and emotional support, thus, bring stopping.
Smoothness of delivery is the smoothness and continuity of speech. According to Krashen, learners with rich input learners come out with more fluent and organized speech as they internalize structures as time goes by (Krashen, 1982). Interaction takes upon this the assistance of the learners to adapt their delivery when engaging in conversations, and thereby enhance the coherence and flow (Long, 1983). These concepts are backed by the existing research. Mustakim, Lin, and Riski (2025) discovered that continued interactive practice enhanced the continuity of speech that students were able to develop and Akhter (2025) found that teacher scaffolding helped to streamline and give speech a smoother and coherent flow.
Smoothness of delivery in this study is a sign of emotional preparedness and quality of instruction. The presence of high anxiety disrupts the flow due to the inability of the learners to speak continuously and this is explained by the Affective Filter Hypothesis (Krashen, 1982). Through proper scaffolding and practice, the learners empower the delivery and become more fluent in speaking, which is in line with the Sociocultural Theory (Vygotsky, 1978). The flow of delivery therefore depicts the effects of exposure, anxiety and teaching on fluency.
Pronunciation is associated with how accurate and clear learners are when it comes to the production of words and sounds. Krashen says that learners internalize natural sound patterns as they are exposed to meaningful input (Krashen, 1982). Interaction aids pronunciation since the learners get real time feedback of their peers or instructors (Long, 1983). Researches reinforce this relationship. Prahaladaiah and Andrew Thomas (2024) discovered that interactive pronunciation activities enhanced the phonological accuracy, whereas Cortes (2022) observed that with the help of the corrective feedback, learners were able to generate better speech production with time.
As far as this study is concerned, pronunciation demonstrate the extent to which the learners cope with anxiety and gain assistance of their teachers. According to the Foreign Language Anxiety Theory, anxious learners will develop unclear sounds or will pronounce words in a misleading way because of tension or even fear (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). Through scaffolding and facilitating teaching, learners feel more confident and gain more clarity and accuracy in oral communication, which is in line with Sociocultural Theory (Vygotsky, 1978).
Language exposure, the first independent variable considered in this study, includes four key components that shape how learners acquire and use English: frequency, duration, interaction level, and mode (auditory or visual). These elements show the frequency with which students are exposed to English, the duration of the interaction, and the participation in the interaction and the kind of input they get. They form the conditions, in which fluency may emerge, in tandem with the Input Hypothesis presented by Krashen and the Interaction Hypothesis presented by Long, as well as with the recent empirical studies. Meaningful, frequent, and interactive exposure assists learners to internalize language structures, vocabulary, and pronunciation patterns better which makes these aspects critical in learning how fluency is achieved.
Frequency is the number of times at which learners are exposed to the target language in their day-to-day activities. The Input Hypothesis is used to explain why learners more often receive comprehensible input, the faster they acquire language patterns (Krashen, 1982). This is supported by empirical studies; Bacus and Alda (2023) discovered that high exposure to genuine English led to an improvement in the performance of second-language learners in terms of fluency. Repeated exposure in this study gives a learner repeated chances to process and use English enforcing oral fluency in the long run.
Duration dwells on the extent of time that learners will be exposed to English in academic or daily endeavors. The longer the exposure the more time to give input, negotiate meaning, and practice speaking. Long described in the Interaction Hypothesis that the duration of an interaction assists learners to adapt their language, as well as to hone their skills (Long, 1983). The study by Diaz et al. (2023) also found that the fluency of learners who were involved in task-based speaking greatly enhanced when the practice was extended. In the conducted research, extended exposure promotes consistent gains in fluency since it allows learners increased opportunities to internalize and apply English.
Interaction level means participation of learners with English input. The Interaction Hypothesis of Long states that active interaction is preferable to fluency since meaning negotiation implies the processing and producing of language on the part of learners (Long, 1983). Aubrey, King, Almukhaild (2022) and other researchers indicate that the learners who take an active part in speaking exercises gain greater fluency than those who speak passively. In the present study, the active involvement with the English language should play a greater role in developing oral fluency than resigning to passive exposure.
Mode refers to the methods by which learners are exposed to language input, that is, by auditory (listening to conversations, watching videos or discussing) or visual (reading texts, watching media or observing communicative cues) methods. According to the Input Hypothesis, Krashen describes that any meaningful input facilitates language development provided that learners are able to comprehend it (Krashen, 1982). A study conducted by Anum et al (2024) has established that auditory input facilitates prosodic aspects whereas visual input enhances vocabulary and structure recognition. Here, listening exposure and visual exposure have an effect on fluency, although the former could have a more significant influence on the development of pronunciation, intonation, and real-time speaking.
The combination of these elements’ frequency, duration, interaction, and the mode comprises the basis of the first independent variable in the study and describes the effects of contact that learners have with English on their oral fluency. Constant and prolonged exposure particularly in an active and auditory sense enhances the capacity of the learner to process the language input and generate fluent communication. These elements coincide with the presumption of the study that language exposure affects directly fluency as the influence on how learners hear, process and practice English in significant ways.
Speaking anxiety, the second independent variable considered in the study, plays a major role in shaping how learners perform in oral communication tasks. The Affective Filter Hypothesis proposed by Krashen states that when the learners experience anxiety, their affective filter goes up and it becomes difficult to digest what is being inputted by them to come out and speak language fluently (Krashen, 1982). According to Foreign Language Anxiety Theory, speaking anxiety is characterized to be a cluster of worry, tension and fear of using a foreign language in the process of communication (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). This emotional strain lowers performance, decreases readiness to talk and disrupts the way of achieving fluency. These theoretical assertions are empirically supported; Aubrey (2022) discovered that anxious students gave shorter and less fluent answers, and Bagalay et al. (2021) discovered that high-anxiety Filipino college students failed in speaking activities and did not want to participate.
Speaking anxiety in the present context has a direct effect on the performance of first-year college learners in terms of oral performance. Because of the high level of anxiety, students might not participate readily, might hesitate and/or take a lot of breaks and as a result, students do not have a chance to practice and internalize language structures. Due to the fact that fluency builds up with repetition and substantive interaction, anxiety breaks the same process that enjoys reinforcing communication abilities. The research thus examines speaking anxiety as a significant emotion impediment that may compromise oral fluency unless addressed by supportive pedagogical activities and meaningful classroom experiences.
One particular type of speaking anxiety is known as public speaking anxiety; this is defined as a fear or discomfort experienced by the learners whenever they are required to speak before the audience. This is explained through the Foreign Language Anxiety Theory, which is a high-stress level of fear, which also arises owing to fear of errors, criticism, or the placing of judgment on the wrong side (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986). Krashen proposed Affective Filter Hypothesis that further states that this fear elevates the affective filter and it prevents the learner to process input and influences their performance in an oral communication (Krashen, 1982). This is confirmed by research: Peng and Wang (2024) discovered that stressed public speech participants made more hesitations and could not maintain the flow, whereas Bielak (2025) obtained the results that anxious speakers wrote with lower fluency regardless of their good language knowledge.
The anxiety about public speaking may significantly decrease the fluency in this research because it will diminish the readiness to complete speaking activities. Students who are afraid of speaking in front of others will either avoid detection during discussions or keep their replies shorter and fewer thus receiving less practice. Since they have fewer chances at having genuine communication, learners acquire fluency slowly. This anxiety can be mitigated through teacher assistance, gradual introduction of speaking activities, and positive reinforcement to make the learners more willing to participate in activities and help fluency grow more organically.
Another vital component of the second independent variable is self-confidence in speaking. The Affective Filter Hypothesis as proposed by Krashen suggests that the more confident a learner is, the lower their affective filter is, which means that they can learn better and speak better in the activities of learning (Krashen, 1982). The Sociocultural Theory by Vygotsky also highlights supportive interaction and scaffolding in the creation of learner confidence particularly when the teachers lead students within the Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978). This relationship is supported by empirical research: Rashwan (2023) asserted that learners with higher levels of self-confidence showed a smoother delivery, and Jiang et la. (2023) observed that the levels of confidence enhanced the overall fluency during the interactive task.
In this research, self-confidence plays the role of introducing a transition between exposure and the development of fluency. Educators who feel that they are able to talk successfully are more eager to engage in discussions, practice pronunciation, and perform communicative exercises. This enhances increased language use which intensifies fluency with time. On the other hand, low confidence causes decreased participation and retarded smooth and natural speech development. Providing a rehearsal of the construction with guidance and teacher feedback thus becomes imperative in ensuring that learners get their fluency enhanced.
The other element of speaking anxiety is the communication apprehension, which is the fear or discomfort felt by learners when they are required to interact with other people, more so in a demanding or unfamiliar context. The FLA Theory of anxiety refers to communication anxiety as one of the primary factors that lead to unsuccessful performance in speaking because learners could avoid communicating or find it difficult to express themselves out of fear (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986). According to Long, Interaction Hypothesis, learners cannot negotiate meaning that is fundamental to building fluency due to this avoidance (Long, 1983). It is supported by empirical studies; Muftah (2023) has asserted that high communication apprehension learners were less engaged in communicative activities, and Hameed and Jawad (2020) concluded that lower apprehension was associated with higher speaking performance.
As compared to the current study, communication apprehension inhibits the process of learning to speak and hence fluency acquisition is retarded. Students who fear speaking or are not sure how to do it, fail to get good opportunities to perfect their pronunciation, rate of speech and the ease with which they deliver speakers. Through positive scaffolding by teachers, it is possible to have the learners slowly overcome their apprehension and get more open to engage in conversations. This enhanced involvement assists in enhancing oral fluency, indicating the way in which both emotional and instructional aspects interact in determining speaking performance of students.
Quality of instruction, the third independent variable considered in the study, plays an essential role in shaping how learners understand, practice, and acquire oral fluency. The Sociocultural Theory developed by Vygotsky is an explanation that an effective way of learning is when a teacher scaffolds or guides a learner to achieve tasks, and one is engaged in his or her Zone of Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978). The students become confident and acquire better communication skills through effective interaction, clear instructions, and activities in an organized manner. Long Interaction Hypothesis also highlights how instruction, which promotes meaning negotiation, assists learners to develop their speaking capacity in the process of actual communication (Long, 1983). This relationship is confirmed by empirical findings: Palmer (2024) affirmed that clear and facilitative instruction had a better effect on speaking performance of students, whereas Rizqiyanti (2023) asserted that teacher guidance had a strong impact on fluency in interactive tasks.
As it was proposed in the current research, quality instruction is what learners should be equipped with in order to become confident speakers. Good teaching makes students know what is expected, have a significant and positive support and participate actively in communicative activities. With the support of effective feedback, motivation and clear instructions, learners will be more ready to train oral communication and become fluent through time. The third independent variable thus represents the instructional mechanisms which are useful in reducing anxiety, fortifying exposure and facilitating meaningful language use.
Instructional clarity defines the degree to which the teachers communicate lesson, expectations and speaking tasks. Vygotsky (1978) postulates that it is through clear direction and organized assistance that the learners are able to advance successfully through phases of learning provided by the Sociocultural Theory. Instruction directions should be simple to comprehend, and this will help the students concentrate on communication and not guessing the direction to take. This is supported by empirical evidence; according to Elbes and Oktaviano (2022), students were able to do oral tasks better in instances where instructions were clear and easy to follow, and Najmi (2021) found that in instances where instructions were clear and easy to follow, students were more accurate and fluent in their speech.
As relative to the study, a clear instruction assists learners to carry out communicative activities in a more confident way. Students can become more cooperative to speak and engage in discussions when they can know what is expected. This decreases hesitation, anxiety and enhances meaningful interaction and this plays a role in the development of oral fluency. The clarity of instruction also aids learners to process the input in an effective way that contributes to the internalization of language characteristics required to make them fluent in speech.
Motivation strategies are the approaches by which teachers play a role in motivating students to take part in oral communication actively and with no fear. According to the Sociocultural theory, the motivation is increased because students feel supported in the learning environment (Vygotsky, 1978). The hypothesis of the Affective Filter by Krashen also offers the idea that the motive of a learner contributes to a level of affective filter that is lower that leads to the easy processing of the input that makes the learner perform better in areas of speaking (Krashen, 1982). This point is supported by empirical findings: Alotumi (2021) discovered that motivational strategies made students more confident and active in speaking, whereas Diaz et al (2023) have found that motivated students became more active in communicative activities and demonstrated improved fluency results.
In this research, motivation strategies assist the students to get rid of fear and get the right attitude towards speaking. Learners would be more ready to master oral communication when teachers resort to encouragement, involving activities, or small-groups communication. This results in consistent practice of the target language which enhances fluency. Motivation techniques thus serve the purpose of being emotional and teaching aids that encourage practice.
Formative assessment entails the periodic monitoring of student comprehension by the use of low-stakes activities or tasks that direct the learning process. According to Sociocultural Theory, when used together with scaffolding, formative assessment will enable students to determine the things that they can already accomplish, as well as the areas that they require assistance (Vygotsky, 1978). Another important point made by Long through his Interaction Hypothesis is the encouragement by formative assessment of the meaning negotiation in speaking activities, which enhances fluency by engaging in veritable communication (Long, 1983). According to recent studies, formative assessment encourages performance in oral form. Dos Santos and Ramirez-Avila (2023) reported that, with continuous assessment, students gained better fluency in their speech, Irons and Elkington (2021) found that, with formative feedback, students were able to correct and improve their speech flow.
In the current research, formative assessment provides the learners with an opportunity to rehearse speaking in a continuous and encouraging manner. It reduces anxiety and gives students more leeway in terms of language experimentation because it is more about progress not grades. This helps in increased fluency since students are provided with an all-time chance to perfect pronunciation, minimize interruptions and maximize speech tempo. Formative assessment therefore helps in the progress of oral communication ability.
Feedback quality can be defined as the timeliness, constructive and helpfulness of the comments made by the teacher to enhance the performance of the students in speaking. According to Sociocultural Theory, feedback is considered to be a scaffolding which helps the learners to bridge the gap between their current level of performance and the next level of competence (Vygotsky, 1978). The Affective Filter Hypothesis proposed by Krashen also suggests that supportive feedback produces lower anxiety levels among students and it is easier to process the language input (Krashen, 1982). Empirical research supports this: Saito (2021) discovered that constructive feedback had a beneficial effect on pronunciation and delivery of learners, whereas Brown, Liu, and Norouzian (2023) found that learners receiving targeted feedback gained more fluency.
In this case, feedback quality allows the learners to discover particular areas to work on, including pronunciation, coherence, or fluency of the delivery. With positive feedback, learners become more confident and ready to make a second attempt, reducing anxiety and enhancing attendance. This practice is repeated, which makes it easier to be fluent and speak more naturally. Feedback quality as such is an important instructional factor that directly facilitates oral communication development.
Language exposure, anxiety in speaking, and instructional quality discussions show interaction of the three independent variables in determining oral fluency of learners. The variables play their part in the process of developing spoken communication: the input of language exposure is the necessity to acquire the structures of the language; the opportunity to interact, which results in language processing and performance, is provided by speaking anxiety, which, in turn, suppresses the process; and the scaffolding, feedback, and motivation to participate in speaking, which is offered through the good quality of instruction, are the prerequisites of the learner to play the role of a confident participant of the speaking activity. With theoretical back up and empirical evidence, these variables support the idea that oral fluency occurs as a result of a complex collaboration of cognitive input, emotional preparedness and support provided by instructions. The knowledge of these relationships can be used to understand why certain learners can acquire strong fluency and other learners fail and hence can offer good advice on how to design learning environments that can facilitate effective and confident communication among learners.
In order to show how the variables interact in the present research, it is possible to visually demonstrate the associations between language exposure and speaking anxiety, quality of instruction and oral fluency in Figure 1 which is the schematic diagram of the research.
Statement of the Problem
This study aimed to determine if language exposure, speaking anxiety, and quality of instruction act influence the freshmen students’ oral fluency from city college in Misamis Oriental.
	Specifically, it aimed to answer the following questions:
1. What is the level of the participants’ speaking anxiety in terms of:
1.1. Public Speaking Anxiety;
1.2. Lack of Self-Confidence in Speaking; and
1.4. Communication Apprehension?
2. What is the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of:
      2.1. Frequency;
      2.2. Duration;
      2.3. Interaction Level; and
      2.4. Mode (Auditory or Visual)?
3. What is the participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of:
     3.1. Instructional Clarity;
     3.2. Motivation Strategies;
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Figure 1. Schematic Diagram of the Interplay of Variables of the Study


     3.3. Formative Assessment Used; and
     3.4. Feedback Quality?
4. What is the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of:
     4.1. Speech Rate;
     4.2. Pausing;
     4.3. Smoothness of Delivery; and
     4.4. Pronunciation?
5. Are the participants’ speaking anxiety, language exposure, and assessment of quality of instruction significantly associate with their oral fluency?
Hypotheses
	The following hypotheses were formulated and tested with 0.05 level of significance: 
H₀₁: Speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction, taken together, do not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₂: Speaking anxiety does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₃: Language exposure does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₄: Quality of instruction does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
Significance of the Study
	This research paper analyses language exposure, the anxiety of speaking, and quality of instruction as predictors of oral fluency in first-year college students presents valuable knowledge that can be useful in enhancing teaching and learning. It can benefit the following: 
English Language Students. This research can be used to make students aware of the relationship between their exposure to the English language, their confidence, and their capability to overcome speaking anxiety and the resulting oral fluency. A more consciousness about these aspects can motivate them to more vigorously pursue the language, find opportunities to have purposeful conversations, and convey the confidence required to communicate successfully.
English Language Teachers. The research would offer practical data that can help educators to develop lessons and classroom activities that can help to instill fluency. These involve the use of more transparent instructions, motivational techniques, the incorporation of formative assessment, and the provision of quality feedback that is both emotionally and academically effective to the learners.
School Administrators. Findings of this study can be helpful to administrators and curriculum developers in developing programs, activities and policies that enhance the chances of students using the language in an authentic application. These involve increasing instructional support, training teachers, and creating a learning environment that suppresses speaking anxiety and facilitates communication.
Future Researchers. The research can be used by scholars who want to investigate the issue of oral fluency and other aspects. The results of the study form the expanding literature on language learning and may be used in future research that will help to broaden the knowledge of spoken communication in the academic setting.
Scope and Delimitations of the Study
This study aimed at examining the influence of language exposure, speaking anxiety, and quality of instruction on the oral fluency of first-year college students. It limited to freshmen enrolled to a city college in Misamis Oriental during the second semester of Academic Year 2025–2026. Oral fluency is defined in this study as the students’ ability to express themselves in English with natural speech rate, controlled pausing, smoothness of delivery, and accuracy of pronunciation during classroom communication tasks. The research considers both internal factors, such as speaking anxiety, and external factors, such as language exposure and instructional quality, as key determinants in shaping the oral fluency of learners.
The delimitations of the study concerned the scope of participants, variables, and contexts included in the investigation. Only first-year students were involved, regardless of their academic program, since they are in the early stages of adjusting to college-level communication demands, which may significantly affect their oral fluency. The study did not include second-year, third-year, or fourth-year students, whose experiences and proficiency levels may differ and therefore fall outside the intended focus. Furthermore, the research examined only three variables—speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction—while other possible influences such as personality traits, socio-economic background, and prior learning experiences are intentionally excluded. Because of these delimitations, the results and findings apply only to the participants involved and should be interpreted with caution when considering other student populations or year levels.
Definition of Terms
To improve the understanding of the various terminologies utilized in this research, the following terminologies have been defined operationally and conceptually in this study:
Language Exposure. This term refers to the amount of meaningful contact learners have with English through listening, speaking, reading, or viewing materials in both academic and everyday situations. In this study, the following are considered: 
Frequency. This term refers to how often learners encounter or use English within a specific period, such as daily, weekly, or occasionally during lessons or real-life interactions.
Duration. This pertains to the length of time students spend engaging with English during each learning activity or communication task, whether brief, moderate, or extended.
Interaction Level. This refers to the degree of participation learners have when using English, where active exposure involves speaking or responding, and passive exposure involves listening, watching, or reading without direct participation.
Mode (Auditory or Visual). This term means the type of input learners receive, whether auditory, such as listening to speech or discussions, or visual, such as watching videos or reading written texts.
Oral Fluency. This term refers to the learner’s ability to speak English smoothly, confidently, and clearly while maintaining coherence and appropriate pacing during communication. The following dimensions are included: 
Speech Rate. This refers to how fast or slow a learner speaks in a given amount of time when expressing ideas in English.
Pausing. This pertains to the breaks or hesitations that occur during speech, whether natural or unnecessary, which affect the flow of communication.
Smoothness of Delivery. This means the continuous and uninterrupted flow of spoken language, showing how well a learner maintains rhythm, coherence, and ease while speaking.
Pronunciation. This term refers to how accurately and clearly learners produce sounds, syllables, and words when speaking in English.
Quality of Instruction. This term refers to the overall effectiveness of teaching practices, including how clearly lessons are delivered, how well students are supported, and how learning is guided to improve oral communication. In this study, this includes: 
Instructional Clarity. This term refers to how clearly teachers explain lessons, tasks, expectations, and procedures so that students understand what they need to do.
Motivation Strategies. This term means the techniques or approaches teachers use to encourage students to participate actively, stay engaged, and build confidence in speaking.
Formative Assessment Used. This term pertains to the ongoing checks of student understanding during the learning process, which help monitor progress and guide improvement in speaking.
Feedback Quality. This term refers to the usefulness, clarity, and timeliness of the teacher’s comments or corrections that help students improve their oral performance.
Speaking Anxiety. This term refers to the feelings of worry, nervousness, or fear that learners experience when they are required to speak or communicate in English. This includes:
Public Speaking Anxiety. This pertains to the fear or discomfort learners feel when speaking in front of others, especially during presentations or group discussions.
Lack of Self-Confidence in Speaking. This refers to the learners’ hesitation in expressing thoughts verbally due to feelings of self-doubt.
Communication Apprehension. This means the anxiety or discomfort individuals feel when they must interact or communicate with others, particularly in situations that require spontaneous speaking.



Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND STUDIES
	This chapter reviews the pertinent literature and empirical studies that inform and underpin the present research. By examining these scholarly works, the researchers establish a comprehensive understanding of the subject, identify gaps in existing knowledge, and provide a solid theoretical and conceptual foundation that supports the assumptions and direction of the current study.
Oral Fluency
	Oral fluency has been generally accepted as one of the important indicators of the capability of the learners to effectively communicate in second or foreign language. Research indicates that fluency is determined by the fluency of speech, the ability to maintain the flow of utterances, and the capacity to maintain spontaneous communication without a frequent break down. It is also observed in research that the fluency is indicated by the rate of speech, timing, pauses, and the possibility to organize thoughts coherently during the speaking activity (Rood and de Jong, 2023). These temporal and cognitive characteristics emphasize the fact that fluency is not about speaking fast but staying clear and coherent.
	A number of research prove that fluency may be broken even among learners who have good language capabilities. Highly apprehensive but more skilled learners talk slower and create more pauses than equally skilled learners who have less apprehension (Bielak, 2025). The results also indicate that the fluency decreases with the increase of the complexity of speaking tasks, with the learners having longer pauses and more corrections of themselves when they are required to complete challenging communicative activities (Mora et al., 2024). The collapse of these breakdowns implies that fluency is task sensitive and dependent on the load on real-time speech processing.
	Regarding the cognitive processes during the production of oral messages, fluency is determined by the capacity of the speaker to plan, organize information and recall language at a fast rate. Research indicates that the impairments happen when cognitive load is excessive, and it becomes more difficult to have a steady stream of ideas and stable rhythm of speech (Malik & Johnson, 2024). Verbal hesitations and disfluencies in learning are more pronounced when the learners have difficulty planning their next word to say, which has an overall impact on fluency of their speech.
Oral fluency may be more specifically examined through underlying components such as speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation, which collectively shape the quality of spoken language production. Speech rate, as identified by Qurbi (2024), reflects the temporal aspect of fluency and influences how efficiently learners can deliver utterances without compromising clarity. Pausing, on the other hand, serves as an indicator of both cognitive processing and planning; excessive or inappropriate pauses often signal difficulties in lexical retrieval or idea organization, particularly under increased task complexity (Price, 2021). Smoothness of delivery, commonly associated with the continuity of speech, highlights the speaker’s ability to maintain a steady flow with minimal hesitations, repetitions, or self-corrections, which are more evident among learners experiencing higher levels of apprehension (Wang, 2021). Pronunciation further contributes to fluency by ensuring intelligibility and facilitating the listener’s comprehension, as accurate articulation, stress, and intonation patterns support the coherent transmission of meaning during spontaneous communication.
These components are interrelated and are sensitive to cognitive and affective load, classroom task demands, and exposure to authentic language environments, such as digital and multimedia platforms that enhance rhythm and natural speech patterns (Sharipova, 2025). New studies also indicate the influence of technological environments in the formation of spontaneous oral fluency. Online social platforms, multimedia, and virtual reality offer an option of long speaking practice that is similar to real life interaction. They assist in building spontaneous speech that imitates real-life communicative situations in which learners have the opportunity to train frequently and repeatedly (Chen & Li, 2022; Perez & Flores, 2025). Equally, the ability of the multimodal exposure to online interactions can improve the rhythm and continuity of verbal input by providing diverse and natural inputs of language (Zhang & Wang, 2023).	
	Nonetheless, these contributions still have significant gaps in the literature. First, much of the literature focuses on describing the general nature and indicators of oral fluency, with limited attention given to its specific components—such as speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation—as measurable components within actual learning contexts. Second, although previous research acknowledges that fluency is affected by task and instruction complexity, there is insufficient emphasis on examining how these particular components manifest in learners’ real-time speech performance. Third, while digital and multimedia environments have been explored as motivation strategies for enhancing fluency, there is a lack of focused analysis on how language exposure within instructional settings influences these specific dimensions of oral fluency. These gaps highlight the need for a more targeted investigation that examines oral fluency through its core components.  In general, although the existing evidence adds to the current knowledge of oral fluency concerning speech patterns, cognitive processes, and the further use of technology, additional studies are required to understand which mechanisms and conditions contribute to the enhancement of fluency in the most effective manner.
Speaking Anxiety
	Speaking anxiety is always reported to be one of the most enduring problems of language learners. Research indicates that the anxiety levels of the learners vary, and they can be mild or high, with such factors as fear of speaking, teacher responses, low self-confidence, comparison with peers, embarrassment, and the absence of preparation exacerbates the feeling of anxiety (Suparlan, 2021; Damayanti & Listyani, 2020). These results suggest that there are many causes of speaking anxiety and not one particular cause. Fear of negative evaluation, communication concerns, and exam pressure are also the factors that contribute to anxiety among the non-English majors in rural settings (Jihad, 2024).
	Study also provides the explanation that besides having a negative impact, emotionally, anxiety also has negative impact on performance of learners. The anxiety causes slower speech, higher number of pauses and more prominent disfluency even in advanced learners (Bielak, 2025). This also interferes with the cognition process since anxious learners cannot plan and organize their thoughts during speech. This leads to impairments in the speech rhythm and cohesion when performing communication (Malik & Johnson, 2024; Rood & de Jong, 2023). Such effects become even stronger with task difficulty that makes the silence longer and improves self-corrections in cases when learners are presented with difficult speaking tasks (Mora et al., 2024).
	Other studies also point out that even when there is no audience speaking anxiety can be still experienced. Students can feel anxious when there are no listeners, which is why it is possible that anxiety is internalized and not necessarily induced by the social pressure (Stokes, 2025). Positively, studies indicate that positive psychology-related reflective exercises, including recollection of past positive language-learning experiences, can alleviate anxiety and enhance confidence (Jin et al., 2021).
Speaking anxiety can be further examined through its core components: public speaking anxiety, lack of self-confidence in speaking, and communication apprehension. Public speaking anxiety involves the apprehension experienced when addressing an audience, often accompanied by physiological responses such as increased heart rate, sweating, or trembling, which can negatively affect clarity and fluency (Al Hakim, 2024). Lack of self-confidence in speaking reflects learners’ doubts about their ability to express ideas effectively, resulting in hesitation, shorter utterances, and avoidance of participation (Hijira et al., 2024). Communication apprehension refers to a broader form of anxiety in interpersonal or group communication, influencing both the willingness to speak and the cognitive processing of language during interaction (Malik et al., 2021). These components are interrelated and often reinforce one another; for instance, learners with high public speaking anxiety may also experience low self-confidence and elevated communication apprehension, collectively undermining speaking performance. Understanding these dimensions is critical for designing interventions that target specific aspects of speaking anxiety, ultimately supporting learners in achieving more confident and effective oral communication.
	Even with these important findings it has a number of gaps. To begin with, majority of the studies determine the causes and consequences of speaking anxiety yet lack the details of interaction extent between the various factors. Second, although task and instruction complexity has been established to cause anxiety, the studies have not yet been clear on what may be causing the most anxiety in the tasks, whether it is time constraints, degree of unfamiliarity and level of interaction. Third, even though some of the interventions decrease anxiety, there remains a lack of evidence of comparison of effectiveness of different strategies in different groups of learners and settings.
	In general, the nature of speaking anxiety is well-reported and not fully understood yet. The current research reveals the causes and effects, but does not exhaust the issue; it still offers a chance to explore the mechanisms, triggers, and the best way to reduce it among various language learners.
Language Exposure
	The exposure to language is broadly accepted to be one of the core factors in the development of the second and foreign language. It determines the frequency of the learners being exposed to the target language and the meaningfulness in which they engage with the target language in real-life situations or in some structured activities. Research indicates that real-life exposure, including conversation clubs, media usage, and daily interactions, facilitates spoken fluency as it provides contextualized input and regularly provides the chance to practice (Kumar & Singh, 2023). The stronger level of exposure is always associated with enhanced proficiency, and the results show significant positive correlations exist between the frequency and language performance in all learners despite the differences in demographics (Jhun, 2024).
	It is also found out that learners who frequently come across English in their different environments; school, home, peer contact, and the media are more fluent and more confident. The exposure scales have aided this relationship with results indicating that partial exposure limits practice opportunities and leads to a reduction in the desire of learners to communicate (Gökcan & Çobanoğlu, 2017; Kücukler & Sulac, 2021). These findings emphasize the fact that frequent and diversified exposure is important in helping to facilitate successful language use.
	Structured and classroom-based exposure also play a major role in language learning. Instructional exposure involving planned and scaffold activities increases the complexity of tasks with due support, which leads to a better spontaneous speech and oral fluency (Patel & Mehta, 2021). Activities like role-plays and debates are task-based exposures which enhance fluency by modeling real-time communicative scenarios that involve production of language (Hassan & Omar, 2022; Dasgupta & Mukherjee, 2024). At the same time, multicultural and language-enriched classrooms promote natural communication, allowing learners to acquire the characteristics of a language unconsciously and enhance the level of proficiency at the spoken language (Santos & Almeida, 2021).
	Exposure can be done through technological environments as well. Online spoken communities on social media give learners options to communicate with their voice and video, which enables more dynamic and natural communication (Lee & Kim, 2023). Immersive environments that are offered by multimedia-based exposure and virtual reality tools also support spontaneous fluency because they mimic a real-life use of language (Zhang & Wang, 2023; Chen & Li, 2022; Nguyen & Pham, 2020; Perez & Flores, 2025). In addition to technology, bilingual and immersive environments, including study-abroad and culturally enriched learning environments, facilitate the acquisition of fluency due to the possibility of repeating and meaningfully interacting with the target language (Alvarado & Ramirez, 2022; Wang & Zhou, 2024; Kim & Lee, 2020).
Language exposure can be further analyzed through its core components, which include frequency, duration, interaction level, and mode of exposure. Frequency refers to how often learners encounter the target language in meaningful contexts, with higher frequency consistently associated with increased opportunities for practice and stronger language performance (Lu & Dang, 2026). Duration relates to the total length of time learners spend engaging with the language, whether through sustained classroom instruction, structured activities, or informal interactions, and longer durations allow for deeper processing and consolidation of linguistic knowledge (Roberts, 2022). Interaction level emphasizes the degree to which learners actively participate in communicative exchanges, including collaborative tasks, conversations, debates, or online discussions, as higher engagement promotes spontaneous language production and reinforces fluency (Lesiana et al., 2024; Louahala, 2023). Finally, mode of exposure distinguishes between auditory and visual inputs, such as listening to conversations, watching videos, or combining both in multimedia environments, which supports comprehension and modeling of pronunciation, intonation, and natural rhythm (Zhang, 2022; Perez, 2022). These components shape the effectiveness of language exposure, influencing learners’ ability to internalize, practice, and produce the target language in fluent and meaningful ways.
	Although these are some of the valuable findings about language exposure and its subcomponents, there are a number of research gaps. To begin with, despite the consistent results of the studies on the positive effects of exposure, there is a lack of a clear understanding of the most effective types of exposure, such as frequency, duration, interaction level, and mode, that have the strongest predictive value on the presence of fluent performance in spoken speech. Second, though task-oriented and immersive electronic devices have been studied separately, no evidence can be found to compare the way in which traditional exposure such as reading and listening, and technological exposure like watching videos and engaging with social media content, work or do not work together or in complement. Third, the literature does not shed much light on the role of amount and quality of exposure in oral fluency development in the long run, so there are unresolved queries regarding the balance between these two variables.
	In general, the literature confirms language exposure as an essential factor in the development of oral fluency but gives rise to a necessity of further investigation of the types of exposure and its comparative efficiency on the spoken language proficiency of learners.
Quality of Instruction
	The quality of instruction is a key element of influencing oral performance of learners especially by applying strategies that emphasize communicative practice and positive learning conditions. The literature emphasizes that communicative and learner-centered methodologies, including Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT), cooperative learning, and interactive task design, have a significant role to play in the building of speaking skills in students due to the opportunity to practice the use of the language in a natural and spontaneous manner (Masuram & Sripada, 2020; Raikhel, 2025; Milon et al., 2023). These methods aid in the perfecting of oral skills by involving learners in real-time communicative situations.
	It was also demonstrated that classroom motivation strategies, including pair work and group discussions, can be used to minimize speaking-related discomfort and maximize the chances of learners to practice spoken language (Namaziandost et al., 2020). Multimodal techniques, such as Total Physical Response (TPR), and instructional resources support oral proficiency that involves merging linguistic and affective aspects of learning (Alvarez et al., 2024). The role-play, the simulation, and the activities supported by visual aids also expand the possibilities of the learners in the active communication (Sarifudin & Setyawan, 2025; Sheraliyevna, 2025; Kudritskaya, 2023).
	New teaching paradigms can also be used as a source of quality instruction. Technologically-enhanced instruction, including flipped classroom education, virtual reality based speaking tasks, and gamified exposure can create immersive interactive lessons that reinforce fluency and confidence (Fischer & Yang, 2022; Jibril et al., 2025; Park et al., 2025; Kahlon et al., 2023). Differentiated Instruction (DI) also enhances the quality of instructions by adjusting the learning process to the needs of each learner, which leads to higher oral performance and speaking confidence (Ojong, 2023). Formative assessment practices are also important. Ongoing peer feedback and teacher feedback enable the learners to recognize their strengths and improvement areas, and eventually, they produce oral work more clearly, more fluent and more accurate (Bui & Nguyen, 2020; Al-Hassan & Al-Dubai, 2020). Such practices show that the quality of instruction does not just pertain to teaching strategies but also to how the teachers assess, track and mentor the progress of the learners.
Quality of instruction can be further analyzed through instructional clarity, motivation strategies, formative assessment, and feedback quality. Instructional clarity involves the teacher’s ability to present content in a structured, coherent, and understandable manner, ensuring that learners can follow tasks and grasp key concepts effectively (Frontier, 2021; Fryer & Leenknecht, 2023). Motivation strategies, such as pair work, group discussions, and task-based activities, serve to engage learners actively and reduce anxiety or reluctance in speaking, thereby increasing opportunities for meaningful practice (Azizifard, 2024; Díaz et al., 2023). Formative assessment refers to ongoing evaluation practices, including quizzes, role-plays, and peer observation, which allow learners to monitor their progress and reinforce learning in real time (Ghaffar & Idris, 2026; Akhtar & Nawaz, 2025). Feedback quality, encompassing teacher, peer, and automated feedback, is essential in guiding learners toward more accurate, fluent, and confident oral production by highlighting both strengths and areas for improvement (Batool & Nawaz, 2025; Rodrigues, 2024). Together, these components interact to shape the effectiveness of instruction, supporting learners in developing oral proficiency in both structured and authentic communicative contexts.
	Despite these contributions, the current literature continues to exhibit notable gaps. First, most studies have examined instructional strategies in isolation, leaving limited understanding of how combinations of core components such as instructional clarity, motivation strategies, formative assessment, and feedback quality interact to maximize learners’ oral fluency. Second, although feedback has been recognized as beneficial, there is insufficient investigation into learners’ perceptions of feedback and how these perceptions influence the effectiveness of oral fluency development and overall language proficiency. Third, while motivation strategies and formative assessments are often applied, there is little evidence clarifying which specific approaches within these components are most effective in promoting consistent improvements in learners’ speaking performance. Addressing these gaps is essential to determine how high-quality, component-focused instruction can optimally support oral language development.
Collectively, the literature indicates that quality teaching is a potent way of improving the oral fluency of learners. Nevertheless, more studies are necessary to determine the interaction of multiple teaching techniques, the different types of feedback and how instructional innovation can be implemented in different learning settings.


















Chapter 3
RESEARCH METHODS
This chapter explains the methods used for gathering data and conducting the analysis relevant to the study. The methodology includes areas such as the research design, sampling, sample size, and the data collection method.
Research Design
	In this study, a descriptive correlational quantitative research design was adopted with the view to having a better insight on how language exposure, speaking anxiety and quality of instruction relates with oral fluency of first year college students. The given design is aimed at determining patterns, relationships, and associations between variables without any form of manipulation of any of the variables, letting the researcher see the naturally occurring conditions and interactions (Copeland, 2022). By this, this outlined the current levels of the variables and establish the movement of the variables in the learners academic setting.
Because the research was conducted in a quantitative manner, data were gathered, analyzed and interpreted systematically to establish how language exposure, speaking anxiety, and quality of instruction affect oral fluency of students. In accordance with Creswell (2002), the researcher tabulated the information in quantifiable findings which indicated the intensity and character of links between the variables. This methodical approach aided in providing evidence-based information that could be utilized in the teaching practice, learner support mechanism, and subsequent research on oral communication competencies.
Participants and Sampling Procedure
The participants of this study consisted of 280 first-year college students at a city college in Misamis Oriental. Respecting the cultural traditions, researcher ensured confidentiality to prevent stigma and involve stakeholders in possible decision-making. Findings aimed to benefit local educational practices without draining community capacity, promoting sustainable and culturally sensitive improvements in language education.
 The sampling method employed was total enumeration sampling; hence all qualified members of the target population were encompassed in the study. This approach enabled the researcher to obtain data collected by the whole group instead of choosing a subset of the whole group, such that no subgroup or trait was left out of the analysis. Participant recruitment by the researcher included direct communication about the study’s purpose, procedures, and their rights, and participation were voluntary through the signing of informed consent forms. This process ensured ethical standards are maintained, respecting participant autonomy and confidentiality. The recruitment approach aligns with ethical guidelines outlined in National Ethics Guidelines for Health-Related Research (NEGHHR) (2017). This sampling method helped to eliminate sampling bias by including all eligible students, which assisted in enhancing the accuracy and reliability of the findings. This method was also a way of having the full picture of the characteristics of the population, and it provided the results as more of a reflection of the actual conditions that are under study. Having used this approach, the researcher is sure to have analyzed the correlations between the most crucial variables and introduce conclusions which are well-supported by a comprehensive data.
Research Instrument
The researcher utilized four modified survey questionnaires to examine the relationship between the English language exposure, speaking anxiety, and quality of instruction as predictors of the oral fluency of learners. The students were assessed with respect to the speaking anxiety using selected questions of the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) by Horwitz et al. (1986), which has formed the basis of different speaking-anxiety test instruments (Gao, 2022) and Public Speaking Anxiety Questionnaire (Samsudin et al., 2025). The items represent various classroom and communication scenarios that usually provoke anxiety whenever the learners use or come across English language.
Moreover, students’ extent of language exposure and factors on oral fluency development were determined by use of an adapted and modified tools by Al-Zoubi (2018) and Luu et al. (2024). The items investigated how learners interact with English in different settings like media, schoolwork, and also in their day-to-day activities and established how their level of exposure can affect their oral fluency. Another part of the questionnaire assessed the teaching quality based on modified questions of previously tested tool: the Teacher Effectiveness Questionnaire (Arraudahoh, 2022). The options used in the following section were a five-point Likert scales that included the following options strongly agree, agree, I don’t know, disagree and strongly disagree and always, often, sometimes, rarely, and never. Designed to gauge the overall effectiveness of teaching, some of the selected items will, however, be revised and rendered within a context to pick up those aspects of teaching that will directly affect the acquisition of oral fluency. Additionally, an Oral Fluency Assessment Rubric was adapted and developed from established frameworks and empirical studies on L2 oral fluency to assess learners’ oral fluency in English oral presentations (Peltonen, 2023; Huang, 2024; López et al., 2021; Aziez et al., 2024; Alkhateeb et al., 2024). This rubric evaluates four dimensions: speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation and was employed to generate quantitative fluency scores for analysis in this study.
To ascertain that all the adapted instruments are accurate and useful, the questionnaires underwent expert-validation to check clarity, relevance, and correspondence with the aim of the study. A pilot test was also performed to a group of students that is comparable to the target population. This ensured that the overall coherence of the items achieve internal consistency. The pilot testing was used to determine the necessary changes that were made to enhance the reliability and validity of the research instruments.
Validity and Reliability of Instruments 
The research instruments were validated by the expert review to ascertain that every item measures the intended constructs, which are speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction. The relevance, suitability, and appropriateness of the adapted items will be tested by a panel of experts in language education, assessment, and research methods. Their remarks and suggestions were employed to make changes and enhance content validity and conform to the goals of the study. This process has ascertained that the final questionnaire is sufficient to represent the domains under measurement and can be administered to the target population.
To test reliability of the instruments, a pilot test was conducted among 30 students that were not included in the actual study participants through statistical treatments of Cronbach’s alpha (α) and Krippendorff’s alpha (α). The results indicated that all instruments demonstrated acceptable to excellent reliability, as evidenced by the Cronbach’s alpha values for speaking anxiety (0.725 to 0.857), language exposure (0.721 to 0.933), and quality of instruction (0.759 to 0.915), thereby confirming their internal consistency and suitability for the study. 
Furthermore, the Krippendorff’s alpha values indicated a high level of inter-rater reliability for smoothness of delivery (0.7805), pausing (0.7981), speech rate (0.8433), and pronunciation (0.8393). Based on these findings, the instruments were deemed reliable and appropriate for use, and no further refinement was considered necessary prior to full survey implementation. Subsequently, after data collection, the survey questionnaires underwent Confirmatory Factor Analysis to further validate the factor structures, especially after observing unexpected response patterns and low correlations in the raw data. The CFA results provided additional evidence of validity for the constructs measured.
The best-fit CFA model included eleven constructs. All latent variables were represented by their retained indicators, and the standardized factor loadings ranged from 0.52 to 0.81, indicating moderate to strong relationships between the indicators and their latent variables. The correlations among the latent constructs were also examined, revealing meaningful relationships that support the conceptual framework. The model fit was evaluated using multiple indices, including CMIN/DF, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and PClose. 
The analysis of the study began with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to examine the construct validity of the measured variables. The CFA assessed the factor structure of Public Speaking Anxiety (P), Lack of Self-confidence in Speaking (S), Communication Apprehension (C), Frequency (F), Duration (D), Interaction Level (I), Mode (M), Instructional Quality (IC), Motivation Strategies (MS), Formative Assessment Used (FA), and Feedback Quality (FQ) each initially measured using ten items. After evaluating factor loadings and model fit, six items were retained for P, five items for S, six items for C, six items for F, five items for D, five items of I, six items for M, four items of IC, five items of MS, six items for FA, and six items for FQ. This ensured that the observed items adequately reflected their respective latent constructs and that the model achieved acceptable fit to the data. 
Table 1 shows the estimates, cutoff criteria, and interpretation for each index. The fit indices indicate that the CFA model fits the data well. Cmin/df, CFI, RMSEA, and PClose suggest excellent fit, while SRMR falls within the acceptable range. These results support the construct validity of the measured variables. The finalized CFA model established construct validity and provided a solid foundation for subsequent analyses, including regression and predictive modeling.
Table 1
Model Fit Indices
	Index
	Estimate
	Cut-off Criterion
	Interpretation

	Cmin/df
	1.394
	Between 0 and 3
	Excellent

	CFI
	0.901
	>0.90
	Acceptable

	SRMR
	0.060
	<0.08
	Excellent

	RMSEA
	0.038
	<.08
	Excellent

	PClose
	1.000
	>0.05
	Excellent

	Note. Cmin/df = Minimum Discrepancy divided by Degrees of Freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; PClose = Probability of Close Fit. Source: Hu and Bentler (1999), “Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure Analysis



Scoring Procedure	
Participants' responses from the adapted survey questionnaires on language exposure, instructional quality scale, and speaking anxiety scale were scored on a five-point Likert scales. For each participant, the individual item within each of the adapted survey questionnaire were summed to compute a combined score for each of the variable: Speaking Anxiety, Language Exposure, and Instructional Quality. Responses were coded and rated ranging from 1 to 5, where:
	Scale
	Description
	Interpretation

	1.00-1.50
	Strongly Disagree
	Very Poor


	1.51-2.50
	Disagree
	Poor

	2.51-3.50
	Neutral
	Fair

	3.51-4.50
	Agree
	Good

	4.51-5.00
	Strongly Agree
	Very Good



	Scale
	Description
	Interpretation

	1.00-1.50
	Never
	Very Low

	1.51-2.50
	Rarely
	Low

	2.51-3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate

	3.51-4.50
	Often
	High

	4.51-5.00
	Always
	Very High


For Oral Fluency, ratings were rated ranging from 1 to 5, where:
	Scale
	Interpretations

	1.00-1.50
	Very Low Fluency

	1.51-2.50
	Low Fluency

	2.51-3.50
	Moderate Fluency

	3.51-4.50
	High Fluency

	4.51-5.00
	Very High Fluency


Data Gathering Procedure and Ethical Considerations
	The researcher obtained ethical clearance form from Lourdes College Research Ethics Committee (LC-REC) before commencing the data collection. The ethics clearance was used to assure that the study upheld the standards of the institution regarding the protection of the participants, responsible research practice, and adherence to the ethics standards. It is only after being granted this approval that the researcher proceeded with organizing the schedule and procedures of conducting the survey questionnaires and oral fluency assessments to the first-year college students at the identified community college in the City of El Salvador.
All participants were fully informed about the study, and their informed consent was ensured. Participation was voluntary, and they were free to withdraw at any time without penalty. Only the willing individuals who signed the informed consent form were included into the data-gathering process.  The researcher provided clear and full information on the aim of the research, the processes to be used, the anticipated time of participation and the possible risks. The participants were also provided with access to the benefits of the research outcomes, including necessary interventions or support, after the completion of the trial. This approach aimed to uphold ethical standards of fairness, beneficence, and respect for participant welfare beyond the duration of the research (NEGHHR, 2017). The research adhered to the ethical principles outlined in the Declaration of Helsinki, ensuring respectful and responsible conduct throughout the study. 
This research followed the Ethical Principles-Respect of Persons, Beneficence, and Justice as stipulated in true Belmont report. The idea of Respect to Persons was adhered to by valuing the autonomy of the participants and guaranteeing voluntary involvement by informed consent. Beneficence was monitored through reduction of risks and by ensuring that the study does not harm the participants but maximizes their benefits towards improved education. Justice was upheld by making sure that there was fair selection of participants and fair treatment in the entire research process without discrimination and undue burden.
A comprehensive review of potential risks associated with the study, including physical, psychological (e.g. anxiety, embarrassment during oral tasks), social (e.g. fear of negative evaluation of peers and instructor), and economic risks (e.g. time burden; missed classes) was conducted. Appropriate measures to mitigate these risks were established, including protocols for adverse event management, in accordance with ethical guidelines defined in National Ethics Guidelines for Health-Related Research (NEGHHR, 2017). The researcher ensured ethical compliance by reviewing provisions for compensation and treatment entitlements for any injuries incurred during the research, in accordance with NEGHHR guidelines, to safeguard participant well-being.
In managing and disposing of data, the researcher adhered to the privacy and confidentiality procedures strictly. All the data gathered were safely placed in password-protected digital files and was made available to the researcher only. No part of the dataset was used to store the identities of the participants to preserve anonymity. According to the Data Privacy Act of 2012 (RA 10173), data will be utilized solely in the academic sphere and defended against unauthorized access. After the research is finished and the specified retention time passes, all data, including digital and printed ones, was destroyed or shredded to provide safe disposal and prevent any interruptions to participant privacy. Research findings will be shared with stakeholders while ensuring the confidentiality and well-being of participants. Data sharing will be conducted transparently, respecting community interests, with considerations for ethical implications and the potential social impact of disseminated results. Any additional concerns not addressed within items 3.1 to 3.11 of National Ethics Guidelines for Health-Related Research (NEGHHR) will be managed to uphold ethical standards, research integrity, and stakeholder interests. The provisions for mitigating potential risks in the Informed Consent Form (ICF) was made consistent with those outlined in the research protocol. Both documents emphasized voluntary participation, confidentiality, data security, and ethical oversight to ensure the protection of participants throughout the study.
Moreover, this study was solely conducted by the principal investigator and was independent in scope and execution. It is not part of a collaborative endeavor involving external institutions, researchers, or organizations. All research activities, data collection, analysis, and reporting were carried out exclusively by the author, adhering to the highest scholarly standards for academic integrity and ethical research practices. Any contributions from other individuals or entities are acknowledged appropriately but do not constitute formal collaboration in the scholarly or operational sense.
Statistical Treatment
	To answer the aims of the study, the first four research problems were evaluated through descriptive statistics, i.e., frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation. Such analyses ascertained the degree of oral fluency through the participants, the magnitude of their language exposure, the role of instructional quality, and their actual oral fluency performance based on observable measures of speech rate, smoothness of delivery, pausing, and pronunciation. These questions required the employment of descriptive statistics since they summarized and described these attributes of the variables which enabled the researcher to sketch out a clear portrait of the experiences, behaviors, and the levels of fluency of the learners without necessarily inferring causality.
	To answer the last research problem, inferential statistics was employed. Particularly, canonical correlation analysis and stepwise multiple regression analysis. The canonical correlation analysis was employed to examine the multivariate relationships between two sets of variables. This evaluated how multiple independent variables collectively relate to multiple dependent variables, providing a comprehensive assessment of associations at the construct level. This approach provided exploration to the overall pattern of relationships rather than focusing on individual variables in isolation. 
Moreover, to emphasize the importance of integrating both theory-driven and data-driven methods in research, particularly when initial results suggest weak or inconsistent relationships among variables, the stepwise multiple regression analysis was employed to determine the significance of speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction to oral fluency. This type of inferential statistics was appropriate since it identified the predictive strength and direction of impact among several variables. By employing the aforementioned statistical treatments, it allowed the researcher to determine which factors are important determinants of oral fluency and their strength of contribution. Such analysis enabled a more in-depth understanding of the interaction of these variables and have contributed to evidence-based decision-making to enhance the instruction of oral communication. Thus, this tool was employed as a complementary and exploratory approach to identify which individual variables, if any, demonstrate predictive value on oral fluency.
Prior to performing the Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis, the assumption of no multicollinearity among the independent variables was examined to ensure the validity of the results. This was assessed using Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance values, as presented in Appendix G. The results indicated that the independent variables did not exhibit multicollinearity. Other assumptions of regression were considered during the analysis to ensure that they were reasonably satisfied.



















Chapter 4
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the key variables influencing students' oral fluency within the context of speaking anxiety, language exposure, and instructional quality.  It provides meaningful insights to provide light to the research questions as stipulated in Chapter 1. The major results of the study are analyzed and presented as follows:
Problem 1. What is the level of participants’ speaking anxiety in terms of:
1.1. Public Speaking Anxiety;
1.2. Lack of Self-confidence in Speaking; and 
1.3. Communication Apprehension?
Table 2 shows the level of the participants’ speaking anxiety in terms of public speaking anxiety. The overall mean is M = 3.87 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.68, interpreted as High, suggests that the participants show moderate to high levels of public speaking anxiety while performing communicative tasks. This implies that although anxiety is present during these tasks, it is still within a manageable to significant range that allows learners to communicate. In effect, this condition reflects that learners struggle with managing psychological pressure when faced with an audience while speaking in communicative tasks. The result aligns with Ismael and Li (2025), who emphasized that psychological barriers such as fear of negative perception and feelings of embarrassment hinder students’ oral communication.

Table 2
Participants Level of Speaking Anxiety in terms of Public Speaking Anxiety
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	38
	13.57

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	163
	58.21

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	65
	23.21

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	14
	5.00

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	0
	0.00

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.87

	
	0.68

	
	High



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	I feel nervous that I will embarrass myself because my speech becomes hesitant or unclear in front of the audience. 
	4.15
	0.85
	Often

	2
	When I make a mistake in my speech, I am unable to refocus and continue speaking smoothly.
	3.95
	0.89
	Often

	3
	I worry that my audience will think I am a bad speaker because I pause frequently or lose fluency. 
	3.93
	0.95
	Often

	4
	I find it difficult to make eye contact with my audience, which disrupts the flow of my speech. 
	3.63
	1.05
	Often

	5
	My voice trembles when I give a speech, causing my speech to sound less fluent. 
	3.76
	0.95
	Often

	6
	I do not feel relaxed while giving a speech, which affects my ability to speak fluently. 
	3.82
	0.96
	Often



	The distribution of responses reveals that (58.21%) participants have High speaking anxiety, followed by Moderate (23.21%) and Very High (13.57%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Low (5.00%) and none as Very Low. This indicates a generally adverse distribution where most learners often experience moderate to high level of speaking anxiety and frequently experience feelings of fear, discomfort, or nervousness during speaking tasks. This implies that anxiety is a common and may be an overwhelming experience among participants. Furthermore, this pattern shows that speaking anxiety is common across learners but varies in intensity, indicating that individual differences influence how anxiety is experienced during oral performance. Such trend may be attributed to varying levels of confidence, language proficiency, and prior exposure to speaking tasks. According to Yousefabadi et al. (2022), learners’ anxiety levels are shaped by both internal factors such as self-confidence and external factors such as audience presence, which explains the variability observed in the results.
	Among the indicators, the highest mean is observed in “I feel nervous that I will embarrass myself because my speech becomes hesitant or unclear in front of the audience” with M = 4.15 and SD = 0.85, interpreted as High. This indicates that fear of embarrassment is the most dominant source of speaking anxiety among the participants. This implies that learners are highly sensitive to how they are perceived when they encounter difficulty in expressing their thoughts clearly. In effect, this concern may lead to increased self-monitoring, which can interrupt the natural flow of speech and reduce fluency. This result supports the idea that fear of negative evaluation plays a central role in speaking anxiety, as emphasized by Closs et al. (2022), where learners tend to focus more on avoiding mistakes rather than maintaining smooth communication.
	Similarly, relatively high mean are also observed in “When I make a mistake in my speech, I am unable to refocus and continue speaking smoothly” (M = 3.95, SD = 0.89) and “I worry that my audience will think I am a bad speaker because I pause frequently or lose fluency” (M = 3.93, SD = 0.95), both interpreted as High. This indicates that mistakes and fear of judgment frequently affect learners’ speaking performance. This also implies that once disruptions occur, learners may struggle to regain composure, which can further affect speech continuity and delivery. On the other hand, the lowest mean is obtained in “I find it difficult to make eye contact with my audience, which disrupts the flow of my speech” with M = 3.63 and SD = 1.05, interpreted as High. This indicates that while eye contact is still frequently experienced, it is less influential compared to other anxiety-related factors. This implies that learners may prioritize managing speech content and accuracy over non-verbal aspects such as eye contact. In effect, this suggests that cognitive concerns outweigh behavioral concerns in influencing oral fluency during speaking tasks.
	Overall, the results present a High level of oral fluency in terms of public speaking anxiety, characterized by moderate to strong anxiety levels with specific challenges related to fear of embarrassment, mistakes, and audience judgment. These anxiety-related challenges may result to hesitation to volunteer or speak first, reliance on scripts or memorization, self-consciousness, overthinking which result to occasional mental blocks while speaking. This suggests that while learners are still capable of performing oral tasks even with this level of public speaking anxiety, targeted support is crucial to improve their confidence and fluency. In the context of instruction, teachers may strengthen learners’ speaking performance by creating supportive classroom environments, incorporating low-stakes speaking activities, and providing constructive feedback that reduces fear of negative evaluation. Additionally, integrating confidence-building strategies such as guided practice, peer interaction, and gradual exposure to public speaking situations may enhance learners’ ability to manage anxiety and sustain fluent communication.
Table 3 presents the participants level of speaking anxiety in terms of lack of self-confidence in speaking. The results indicate that most participants have manageable level of lack of self-confidence in speaking. The Mean of 2.88, with a SD of 0.69 positions the overall lack of self-confidence level within the "Moderate" category, suggesting that, on average, learners are uncertain or hesitant about their capacity to express their thoughts verbally. The frequency distribution reveals that only a minimal proportion of participants demonstrates pronounced self-doubt in their speaking abilities, while a majority fall within the moderate degree, reflecting an overall moderate level of lack of self-confidence in speaking. This implies that while it is common among participants, it is not extreme for most, which suggests that although learners sometimes experience self-doubt during communicative tasks, they are not entirely paralyzed by fear. With targeted opportunities for practice and positive reinforcement, their sense of self-assurance may be developed. This indicates that the participants generally possess a moderate or neutral level of confidence in their ability to speak English. In effect, this condition reflects that while learners are capable of expressing themselves, their confidence may not be strong enough to support consistent and fluent communication. This finding is supported by Yousefabadi et al. (2022), who emphasized that moderate self-confidence often results in cautious speech production, where learners participate but remain uncertain about their performance.
Table 3
Participants Level of Speaking Anxiety in terms of Lack Self-confidence in Speaking
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	1
	0.36

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	53
	18.93

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	145
	51.79

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	71
	25.36

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	10
	3.57

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	2.88

	
	0.69

	
	Moderate



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	
SD
	Description

	1
	I speak English with an appropriate speed. 
	3.07
	0.97
	Sometimes

	2
	I do not repeat words when I speak in English. 
	2.54
	1.02
	Sometimes

	3
	I can speak English with minimal hesitation and pausing. 
	3.13
	1.01
	Sometimes

	4
	When I speak, I find the words spontaneously. 
	2.86
	0.94
	Sometimes

	5
	When I speak, my speech is not interrupted in search of the correct tenses. 
	2.81
	0.92
	Sometimes



This finding additionally suggests that although majority of research suggest lack of self-confidence negatively impact speaking abilities, majority of participants of the present study have limited to no awareness about their ability to express themselves effectively and perform well in oral communication tasks. This finding implies that learners are neither fully confident nor completely lacking confidence when engaging in oral communication tasks. This may also suggest that the feeling self-assurance while speaking may vary from due to various situation contexts, as all statements received moderate ratings with mean ranging from 2.54 to 3.13 and standard deviations from 0.92 to 1.02, which may imply that while participants are able to speak English, feelings of occasional hesitation, word repetition, or difficulty finding the exact words may still be experienced. 
	The distribution of responses reveals that the majority of participants fall under the Moderate category (51.79%), followed by Low (25.36%) and High (18.93%), while only a very small proportion is categorized as Very High (0.36%) and Very Low (3.57%). This indicates a central tendency toward moderate lack of self-confidence in speaking, with fewer learners demonstrating high levels of assurance in speaking. This implies that self-confidence is generally limited among participants, with many learners experiencing uncertainty in their speaking abilities. Furthermore, this pattern shows that confidence varies across individuals but is mostly concentrated at an average level, indicating that learners may have inconsistent speaking experiences depending on context. Such trend may be attributed to limited exposure to authentic speaking situations and varying levels of language proficiency. According to Barrett et al. (2024), learners’ speaking confidence is influenced by their familiarity with language use and prior speaking experiences, which explains why many participants remain at a neutral level.
	Among the indicators, the highest mean is observed in “I can speak English with minimal hesitation and pausing” with M = 3.13 and SD = 1.01, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants perceive themselves as somewhat capable of maintaining speech flow, although not consistently. This implies that learners are able to manage pauses to some extent but still experience interruptions during speaking. In effect, this reflects a developing level of fluency where learners attempt to sustain communication despite occasional hesitation. This result aligns with Tichenor et al. (2022), who noted that developing speakers often demonstrate partial control of fluency but still encounter challenges in maintaining smooth and continuous speech.
	Similarly, relatively higher mean is also observed in “I speak English with an appropriate speed” (M = 3.07, SD = 0.97) and “When I speak, I find the words spontaneously” (M = 2.86, SD = 0.94), both interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that learners have some level of control over speech rate and word retrieval, but not at a fully confident level. On the other hand, the lowest mean is obtained in “I do not repeat words when I speak in English” with M = 2.54 and SD = 1.02, interpreted as Neutral. This indicates that word repetition is a common difficulty among participants. This implies that learners may struggle with lexical access and formulation of ideas in real time. In effect, this suggests that hesitation and repetition are still evident features of their speech production, which can affect fluency and clarity. This finding is consistent with Yusuf et al. (2022), who explained that limited vocabulary access and uncertainty in language structure often leads to repetition and pauses during speaking.
	In gist, the results present a Moderate level of lack of self-confidence in speaking, characterized by mid-level ability in maintaining speech flow and challenges in spontaneity and word retrieval. This indicates that while learners are capable of engaging in oral communication, their confidence remains unstable and requires further development. In the context of instruction, teachers may strengthen learners’ self-confidence by providing more opportunities for guided speaking practice, encouraging risk-taking in communication, and offering supportive feedback that builds assurance. Additionally, incorporating interactive speaking tasks and real-life communication scenarios may help learners gradually develop stronger confidence and improve their overall oral fluency.
	Table 4 shows the participants’ level of speaking anxiety in terms of communication apprehension. The overall mean is M = 3.82 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.63, interpreted as High. This indicates that the participants generally experience significant levels of worry or discomfort when engaging in spontaneous speaking situations. This implies that while learners are able to participate in oral communication, they often encounter emotional barriers that may influence their overall speaking performance. In effect, this condition reflects that communication apprehension remains significantly present but manageable, allowing learners to function in speaking tasks despite frequent feelings of uneasiness. This finding is supported by Malik et al. (2021), who emphasized that communication apprehension is a common experience among language learners and can affect fluency, especially in situations that require immediate verbal responses.
	The distribution of responses reveals that the majority of participants fall under the High category (58.93%), followed by Moderate (26.07%) and Very High (10.71%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Low (3.93%) and Very Low (0.36%). This indicates that most learners experience a frequently high level of communication apprehension which suggests that anxiety during communication is widespread but does not completely prevent learners from participating in speaking activities. Furthermore, this pattern shows that while apprehension is consistently experienced, its intensity differs across individuals, as reflected in the standard deviations ranging from 0.85 to 1.04. Such trend may be attributed to differences in learners’ confidence, prior speaking experiences, and preparedness. According to Muftah (2023) communication apprehension varies depending on learners’ perceived competence and familiarity with speaking contexts, which explains the observed variation in responses.
Table 4
Participants Level of Speaking Anxiety in terms of Communication Apprehension
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	[bookmark: _Hlk226789697]4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	30
	10.71

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	165
	58.93

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	73
	26.07

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	11
	3.93

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.82

	
	0.63

	
	High


	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	Making mistakes while speaking makes me look funny to other students.  
	3.58
	1.04
	Often

	2
	I do not feel satisfied with the fluency of my speech after giving a presentation making me feel ashamed to my audience. 
	3.79
	0.92
	Often

	3
	I start to panic when I must speak without preparation class.  
	4.06
	0.91
	Often

	4
	I am not confident in my ability to speak fluently when I give a speech. 
	3.89
	0.89
	Often

	5
	It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my class if I am tasked to speak it in English. 
	3.75
	0.98
	Often

	6
	Even if I am well-prepared for class, I feel hesitant to speak.
	3.82
	0.85
	Often



	Among the indicators, the highest mean is observed in “I start to panic when I must speak without preparation class” with M = 4.06 and SD = 0.91, interpreted as High. This indicates that lack of preparation is the most significant factor contributing to communication apprehension. This implies that spontaneous speaking situations trigger heightened anxiety among learners. In effect, this may lead to disruptions in fluency, such as increased pauses, hesitation, and reduced clarity of speech. This result aligns with Awlaqi and Ghozali (2023), who identified unprepared speaking tasks as a major source of anxiety in second language learning, as learners tend to feel less control over their language production.
	Other relatively high indicators include “I am not confident in my ability to speak fluently when I give a speech” (M = 3.89, SD = 0.89) and “Even if I am well-prepared for class, I feel hesitant to speak” (M = 3.82, SD = 0.85), both interpreted as High. This indicates that both lack of confidence and persistent hesitation contribute to communication apprehension. This implies that even with preparation, learners may still experience internal barriers that affect their willingness to speak. On the other hand, the lowest mean is obtained in “Making mistakes while speaking makes me look funny to other students” with M = 3.58 and SD = 1.04, interpreted as High. This indicates that fear of appearing humorous due to mistake during speaking tasks is present but less influential compared to other factors. This implies that while peer perception is a concern, it is not the primary source of anxiety. In effect, this suggests that internal factors such as preparedness and self-confidence have a stronger influence on communication apprehension than external judgments. This finding is consistent with Hussain et al. (2025), who explained that learners’ internal emotional responses often outweigh external social concerns in shaping speaking anxiety.
	Overall, the results present a High level of speaking anxiety in terms of communication apprehension, characterized by significant level of discomfort with specific challenges related to unpreparedness, hesitation, and limited confidence. This indicates that while learners are capable of participating in oral communication, emotional barriers always influence the quality of their performance. In the context of instruction, teachers may focus on reducing communication apprehension by incorporating structured speaking activities, providing preparation time, and creating a supportive classroom environment that encourages participation. Additionally, strategies such as gradual exposure to spontaneous speaking, peer collaboration, and confidence-building exercises may help learners manage anxiety and improve their oral fluency.
	Table 5 presents the summary of the participants’ level of speaking anxiety across the identified determinants. The overall mean is M = 3.52 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.41, interpreted as High. This indicates that the participants generally demonstrate a partially strong level of speaking anxiety with partially manageable manifestations of frequent fear, discomfort, and self-doubt in participating in immediate oral communication. This implies that although learners are still able to communicate their ideas with minimal effectiveness, even when faced with internal barriers. In effect, this condition reflects that speaking anxiety is frequently present in various communication contexts but not fully developed, as emotional and psychological factors still influence performance. This finding is supported by Bielak, J. (2025), who emphasized that oral fluency can still be achieved at a functional level even when learners experience moderate anxiety and varying confidence levels.
Table 5
Summary Table of the Participants’ Level of Speaking Anxiety
	Oral Fluency
	Mean
	SD
	Interpretation

	Public Speaking Anxiety
	3.87
	0.68
	High

	Lack of Self-confidence in Speaking
	2.88
	0.69
	Moderate

	Communication Apprehension
	3.82
	0.63
	High

	Overall
	3.52
	0.41
	High


Legend : 4.51 – 5.00 (Very Good); 3.51 – 4.50 (Good); 2.51 – 3.50 (Moderate); 1.51 – 2.50 (Low); 1.00 – 1.50 (Very Low)

	The distribution of mean across the indicators reveals a varied pattern, with values ranging from M = 2.88 to M = 3.87, interpreted from Moderate to High. This indicates that while speaking anxiety is generally at a High level, differences exist among its components. This implies that public speaking anxiety and communication apprehension aspects of speaking anxiety are more underdeveloped than others. In this case, public speaking anxiety and communication apprehension are adversely emergent than lack of self-confidence in speaking. The pattern which shows that public speaking anxiety (M = 3.87) and communication apprehension (M = 3.82) are both at High levels, while lack of self-confidence in speaking (M = 2.88) remains at a Moderate level. 
This pattern suggests that participants generally experience strong sense of fear, nervousness, and apprehension when engaging in communicative tasks, which in turn may impede the improvement of higher self-confidence. The perceived imbalance between high anxiety and moderate confidence indicates that while participants are not entirely lacking in self-assurance, their confidence level is insufficient to counteract the more developed levels of fear and discomfort. According to Simbolon (2025), while learners can adapt to anxiety-provoking situations over time, confidence building requires consistent reinforcement and positive speaking experiences.
Among the indicators, the highest mean is observed in “Public Speaking Anxiety” with M = 3.87 and SD = 0.68, interpreted as High. This indicates that anxiety related to speaking in front of an audience is a prominent experience among participants and remains at a partially manageable level. This means that learners can partly handle frequent and strong anxiety levels, but it still slows down their oral fluency. In effect, this suggests that exposure to speaking activities may have helped learners develop strategies to manage nervousness during speaking performance. This result somehow aligns with Simbolon (2025), gradual exposure and emotional regulation techniques contribute to the effective management of speaking anxiety and the promotion of speaking proficiency among language learners.
Correspondingly, “Communication Apprehension” also obtained a relatively high mean of M = 3.82 with SD = 0.63, interpreted as High. This indicates that learners significantly experience discomfort during spontaneous communication which may hamper their overall speaking performance. This implies that apprehension at a high level may prevent learners from expressing themselves and may affect the quality of their delivery. On the other hand, the lowest mean is obtained in “Lack of Self-confidence in Speaking” with M = 2.88 and SD = 0.69, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that confidence is the least developed component of speaking anxiety among the participants. This implies that learners may doubt their speaking abilities, which can influence their willingness to communicate and overall fluency, which suggests that internal beliefs about one’s ability play a crucial role in shaping speaking performance. This finding is consistent with Hijira et al. (2024), who explained that limited self-confidence often results in hesitation, repetition, and reduced fluency during oral communication.
Overall, the findings point to a high level of speaking anxiety among participants, characterized by difficulty in managing nervousness and hesitance to engage in speaking tasks. This persistent anxiety is coupled with noticeable limitations in self-confidence, which suggests that learners’ capacity to speak fluently is constrained by affective barriers rather than purely by skill deficits. The finidngs suggest that interventions should prioritize anxiety management strategies alongside confidence-building activities.
Problem 2. What is the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of:
2.1. Frequency;
2.2. Duration;
2.3. Interaction Level; and
2.4. Mode (Auditory or Visual)?
	Table 6 outlines the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of frequency. The overall mean is M = 3.63 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.70, interpreted as High. This indicates that the participants frequently encounter the English language across different contexts such as media consumption, conversations, and reading activities. This implies that learners are regularly exposed to linguistic input, which is essential for language acquisition and development. In effect, this condition reflects that continuous exposure to English may contribute to improved comprehension and familiarity with the language, even if not all encounters are actively processed. This finding is supported by Jahrani and Listia (2023), who emphasized that frequent exposure to a second language enhances learners’ ability to acquire vocabulary, improve comprehension, and develop communication skills over time.
The frequency distribution indicates that the majority of participants fall under the High category (53.57%), followed by Moderate (32.50%) and Very High (5.36%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Low (8.21%) and Very Low (0.36%). This reflects that most learners experience regular exposure to English, although the level of exposure varies among individuals. This implies that while exposure is generally consistent, not all learners engage with English at the same intensity or frequency. Furthermore, this pattern demonstrates that exposure is widespread but differs depending on learners’ access to resources and interaction opportunities. Such trend may be attributed to differences in media consumption habits, learning environments, and personal interests. As noted by Muñoz and Cadierno (2021), learners’ exposure to language is often shaped by their environment and access to authentic materials, which explains the variation observed in the results.
Table 6
Participants’ Extent of Language Exposure in Terms of Frequency 
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	15
	5.36

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	150
	53.57

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	91
	32.50

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	23
	8.21

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.63

	
	0.70

	
	High



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	I encounter English in my daily conversations. 
	3.59
	0.96
	Often

	2
	I watch movies or TV shows in English. 
	3.82
	1.02
	Often

	3
	I read books, articles, or online content in English. 
	3.53
	1.02
	Often

	4
	I engage with English social media posts or discussions. 
	3.46
	1.03
	Sometimes

	5
	I encounter English in media such as YouTube videos or podcasts. 
	3.80
	1.00
	Often

	6
	I practice speaking in English during study or leisure time. 
	3.56
	0.99
	Often



A closer look at the indicators reveals that the highest mean is observed in “I frequently watch movies or TV shows in English” with M = 3.82 and SD = 1.02, interpreted as High. This highlights that audiovisual media is the most common source of English exposure among participants. This implies that learners rely heavily on entertainment media to encounter and process the language. In effect, this may support listening skills, pronunciation awareness, and contextual understanding of language use. This observation is consistent with Suman (2023), who noted that exposure through multimedia resources provides rich and authentic input that enhances language learning.
	In addition, relatively high mean are also observed in “I often encounter English in media such as YouTube videos or podcasts” (M = 3.80, SD = 1.00) and “I regularly encounter English in my daily conversations” (M = 3.59, SD = 0.96), both interpreted as High. This indicates that both digital media and interpersonal communication contribute significantly to learners’ exposure to English. This implies that learners are exposed to both passive and interactive forms of language input. In contrast, the lowest mean is obtained in “I regularly engage with English social media posts or discussions” with M = 3.46 and SD = 1.03, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that engagement with English in social media contexts is less frequent compared to other forms of exposure. This implies that while learners encounter English content online, their active participation in discussions is limited. In effect, this condition shows that exposure does not always translate into meaningful interaction, which is essential for developing communicative competence.
	Taken together, the results indicate a High level of language exposure among participants, characterized by frequent encounters with English through media and daily interactions. This demonstrates that learners have sufficient access to language input, which can support their language development. In the context of instruction, teachers may enhance this exposure by integrating authentic materials such as videos, podcasts, and interactive tasks that encourage active use of English. Moreover, promoting meaningful engagement through discussions, collaborative activities, and speaking opportunities may help transform passive exposure into active language use, thereby improving learners’ overall communicative competence.
	Table 7 highlights the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of duration. The overall mean is M = 3.06 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.64, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that the participants generally spend an average amount of time engaging with English during learning activities and communication tasks. This implies that while learners are exposed to the language occasionally, the duration may not be extensive enough to fully support the development of strong oral fluency. In effect, this condition reflects that limited time investment in language use can restrict opportunities for practice, reinforcement, and mastery of communication skills. This finding is supported by Hummel (2021), who emphasized that both frequency and duration are important factors in second language acquisition, as longer engagement allows deeper processing of language input.
Table 7
Participants’ Extent of Language Exposure in terms of Duration 
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	2
	0.71

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	65
	23.21

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	154
	55.00

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	58
	20.71

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	1
	0.36

	Total
	
	280
	100

	Mean
	
	3.06

	SD
	
	0.64

	Interpretation
	
	Moderate



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	My interactions in English during lessons usually last 20-30 minutes daily. 
	3.29
	0.92
	Sometimes

	2
	The 2-3 hours I spend listening to English content is enough to develop my fluency. 
	3.06
	1.00
	Sometimes

	3
	I allocate 5-6 hours to English reading weekly. 
	2.71
	0.99
	Sometimes

	4
	The duration of my English exposure during study sessions is 2-3 hours. 
	2.84
	0.90
	Sometimes

	5
	The 1-2 hours I spend in English conversations helps me improve my speaking. 
	3.41
	0.94
	Sometimes



	The distribution of responses shows that the majority of participants fall under the Moderate category (55.00%), followed by High (23.21%) and Low (20.71%), while only a minimal proportion is categorized as Very High (0.71%) and Very Low (0.36%). This indicates that most learners experience only occasional time in exposure to English. This implies that although learners engage with English, the time spent may vary and is not consistently sufficient across participants. Furthermore, this pattern reflects that learners allocate different amounts of time to language exposure depending on their routines and access to learning opportunities. Such trend may be attributed to academic workload, personal habits, and availability of English-related activities. According to Muñoz and Cadierno (2021), variation in time exposure often results in differences in language proficiency, as learners with longer engagement tend to develop stronger fluency and confidence.
A closer examination of the indicators reveals that the highest mean is observed in “The 1-2 hours I spend in English conversations helps me improve my speaking” with M = 3.41 and SD = 0.94, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that occasional conversational exposure is perceived as beneficial in improving speaking ability. This implies that learners recognize the value of interactive communication, even when the duration is relatively limited. In effect, this may contribute to gradual improvement in speaking fluency, as learners are able to practice real-time language use. This observation is consistent with Aswad et al. (2024), who noted that conversational exposure plays a key role in developing communicative competence, especially when learners actively participate in interactions.
	In contrast, the lowest mean is obtained in “I consistently allocate 5-6 hours to English reading weekly” with M = 2.71 and SD = 0.99, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that extended reading exposure is less frequently practiced among participants. This implies that learners do not regularly dedicate long periods to reading English materials, which may limit their vocabulary growth and comprehension skills. In effect, the relatively high standard deviation shows that participants differ in the amount of time they spend reading, indicating inconsistent engagement across individuals. This condition reflects that while some learners invest time in reading, others have minimal exposure, leading to uneven development of language skills.
	Altogether, the results reflect a Moderate level of duration of language exposure among participants, characterized by moderate time spent in English-related activities with variations across different forms of engagement. This indicates that while learners have some level of exposure, increasing the duration of meaningful interaction with the language remains important for improving fluency. In the context of instruction, teachers may incorporate extended speaking, reading, and listening activities that encourage sustained engagement with English. Additionally, structured tasks that require continuous use of the language over longer periods may help learners strengthen their fluency, comprehension, and overall communicative competence.
	Table 8 illustrates the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of interaction level. The overall mean is M = 2.96 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.74, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that the participants demonstrate an average level of participation when engaging in English communicative tasks and content, which implies that learners are involved in English-related activities, but their engagement is not consistently active. In effect, this condition reflects that many learners remain at a balanced point between active participation and passive exposure, which may limit opportunities for practicing real-time communication. This finding is supported by Saad and Almefleh (2023), who emphasized that active interaction is essential in strengthening language proficiency, as it allows learners to apply linguistic knowledge in meaningful contexts.
	The frequency distribution reflects that the majority of participants fall under the Moderate category (51.07%), followed by Poor (24.29%) and High (21.07%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Very High (1.07%) and Very Low (2.50%). This indicates that most learners exhibit moderate levels of interaction, with fewer participants demonstrating high levels of active engagement. This implies that while participation exists, it is not maximized across learners.
Moreover, this pattern indicates that many learners may lean toward passive forms of exposure such as listening, watching, or reading rather than actively speaking or responding. Such trend may be influenced by affective factors such as anxiety, confidence, and fear of making mistakes. As explained by Baepler (2021), learners with higher levels of anxiety tend to avoid active participation, which accounts for the tendency toward moderate interaction levels.
An examination of the indicators shows that the highest mean is observed in “I take the initiative to speak English whenever possible” with M = 3.18 and SD = 0.97, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that some learners are willing to initiate communication in English, although this behavior is not consistently practiced, which suggests that learners have the potential to engage actively, but this tendency is not fully developed across all situations of communication context. In effect, this reflects a developing level of communicative initiative, where learners attempt to participate but may still hesitate depending on context. This observation is consistent Narzillayevna (2024), who noted that learners gradually develop active participation as they gain more exposure and confidence in using the language.
Table 8
Participants’ Extent of Language Exposure in Terms of Interaction Level
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	3
	1.07

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	59
	21.07

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	143
	51.07

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	68
	24.29

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	7
	2.50

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	2.96

	
	0.74

	
	Moderate



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	I respond during English class activities. 
	2.88
	0.99
	Sometimes

	2
	I prefer speaking over just listening in English conversations. 
	2.79
	1.02
	Sometimes

	3
	I take the initiative to speak English whenever possible. 
	3.18
	0.97
	Sometimes

	4
	I engage in role-plays or language practice activities. 
	3.05
	1.05
	Sometimes

	5
	I respond to English prompts or questions in class. 
	2.93
	0.96
	Sometimes


	
	In contrast, the lowest mean is obtained in “I prefer speaking over just listening in English conversations” with M = 2.79 and SD = 1.02, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that learners are less inclined to prioritize speaking over passive listening. This implies that many participants may feel more comfortable receiving input rather than producing language. In effect, this suggests that affective factors such as speaking anxiety and limited confidence influence learners’ preference for passive engagement. Alongside this, other indicators such as “I frequently respond during English class activities” (M = 2.88, SD = 0.99), “I often engage in role-plays or language practice activities” (M = 3.05, SD = 1.05), and “I often respond to English prompts or questions in class” (M = 2.93, SD = 0.96) are all interpreted as Moderate, indicating uncertainty in consistent participation. This condition reflects that learners engage in activities but may not always do so actively, resulting in limited opportunities for skill development.
	Taken as a whole, the results reflect a Moderate level of interaction in English-related activities, characterized by moderate participation with a tendency toward passive engagement. This indicates that while learners are exposed to English, their level of active involvement remains limited. In the context of instruction, teachers may focus on increasing active participation by incorporating interactive strategies such as group discussions, role-plays, and communicative tasks that require student involvement. Creating a supportive environment that reduces anxiety and encourages risk-taking may also help learners become more confident in actively using English, thereby improving their overall oral fluency.
	Table 9 depicts the participants’ level of English language acquisition and learning through mode (auditory or visual). The overall mean is M = 3.84 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.59, interpreted as High, which indicates that participants generally perceive listening and viewing activities as effective in supporting their English language learning and oral fluency. This implies that learners benefit from both auditory and visual input, which contribute to their understanding and speaking development. In effect, this condition reflects that exposure to authentic language through multiple modes enhances comprehension and supports language acquisition processes. This finding is supported by Yi et al (2024), who emphasized that multimodal exposure, including listening and viewing, plays a significant role in improving learners’ language proficiency and communicative competence.
	The frequency distribution reveals that the majority of participants fall under the High category (69.64%), followed by Moderate (18.93%) and Very High (7.50%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Low (3.57%) and Very Low (0.36%). This indicates that most learners have a positive perception of listening and viewing activities in enhancing their language skills. This implies that these modes of exposure are widely recognized as beneficial among participants. Moreover, this pattern indicates that learners consistently value auditory and visual inputs as tools for improving fluency and comprehension. Such trend may be attributed to the accessibility and engaging nature of multimedia resources. As explained by Perez (2022) learners who are exposed to varied input modes tend to develop better language understanding due to the combination of visual and auditory cues.
Table 9
Participants’ Extent of Language Exposure in Terms of Mode (Auditory or Visual)
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Always
	Very High
	21
	7.50

	3.51 – 4.50
	Often
	High
	195
	69.64

	2.51 – 3.50
	Sometimes
	Moderate
	53
	18.93

	1.51 – 2.50
	Rarely
	Low
	10
	3.57

	1.00 – 1.50
	Never
	Very Low
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.84

	
	0.59

	
	High



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	Watching videos in English helps me improve my speaking skills. 
	3.95
	0.74
	Often

	2
	Listening to English discussions enhances my pronunciation. 
	3.93
	0.79
	Often

	3
	I learn more effectively when I see subtitles or written texts in English. 
	4.04
	0.80
	Often

	4
	Visual content like presentations assist my language learning. 
	3.71
	0.78
	Often

	5
	Listening to English podcasts is helpful for my speaking development. 
	3.70
	0.85
	Often

	6
	I use my active listening skills to improve my speaking fluency. 
	3.74
	0.85
	Often



An analysis of the indicators shows that the highest mean is observed in “I learn more effectively when I see subtitles or written texts in English” with M = 4.04 and SD = 0.80, interpreted as High. This indicates that visual textual support significantly enhances learners’ understanding of the language. This implies that subtitles and written texts help learners connect spoken and written forms of English, improving both comprehension and retention. In effect, this may strengthen vocabulary acquisition and pronunciation awareness, as learners are able to see and hear the language simultaneously. This observation aligns with Oladele and Mccall (2024), who noted that combining visual and with other auditory input supports deeper processing of language and improves learning outcomes.
In contrast, the lowest mean is obtained in “Listening to English podcasts is helpful for my speaking development” with M = 3.70 and SD = 0.85, interpreted as High. This indicates that while podcasts are still perceived as beneficial, they are slightly less influential compared to other listening and viewing activities. This implies that purely auditory input may be less effective for some learners compared to combined visual-auditory exposure. In addition, other indicators such as “Watching videos in English helps me improve my speaking skills” (M = 3.95, SD = 0.74), “Listening to English discussions enhances my pronunciation” (M = 3.93, SD = 0.79), “Visual content like presentations assist my language learning” (M = 3.71, SD = 0.78), and “I use my active listening skills to improve my speaking fluency” (M = 3.74, SD = 0.85) are all interpreted as High, indicating consistent positive perceptions across different modes of exposure. The relatively low standard deviations further reflect that participants share similar views regarding the effectiveness of these activities.
	In sum, the results indicate a High level of language exposure in terms of mode, characterized by strong reliance on listening and viewing activities to support language learning. This indicates that learners benefit from multimodal input, particularly when visual and auditory elements are combined. In the context of instruction, teachers may integrate more multimedia resources such as videos, presentations, and interactive listening tasks to enhance learners’ engagement and comprehension. Encouraging the use of subtitles, guided listening, and reflective activities may also strengthen learners’ ability to process language input and improve their overall oral fluency.
	Table 10 consolidates the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of frequency, duration, interaction level, and mode. The overall mean is M = 3.38 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.51, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants demonstrate a moderate level of engagement with the English language across different exposure dimensions. This implies that while learners encounter English in various ways, the overall extent of their engagement is not consistently high. In effect, this condition reflects that exposure exists but may not be sufficient in depth and intensity to fully support strong language development. This finding is supported by Hummel (2021), who emphasized that effective language acquisition requires not only exposure but also sufficient time and meaningful interaction with the language.
The pattern of mean across the indicators reveals variation, with values ranging from M = 2.96 to M = 3.84, interpreted from Moderate to High. This indicates that some aspects of language exposure are more developed than others. This implies that learners experience stronger exposure through certain modes while remaining limited in others. Moreover, this pattern shows that “Mode” (M = 3.84, SD = 0.59) obtained the highest mean, followed by “Frequency” (M = 3.63, SD = 0.70), both interpreted as High. This reflects that learners commonly encounter English through auditory and visual inputs and do so with reasonable regularity. The relatively low standard deviations in these indicators indicate consistent experiences among participants. As explained by Pellicer-Sánchez (2022), frequent and multimodal exposure enhances familiarity with the language, which supports comprehension and language learning.
Table 10
Summary Table of the Participants’ Extent of Language Exposure
	Language Exposure
	Mean
	SD
	Interpretation

	Frequency 
	3.63
	0.70
	High

	Duration 
	3.06
	0.64
	Moderate

	Interaction Level
	2.96
	0.74
	Moderate

	Mode (Auditory or Visual)
	3.84
	0.59
	High

	Overall
	3.38
	0.51
	Moderate


Legend : 4.51 – 5.00 (Very Good); 3.51 – 4.50 (Good); 2.51 – 3.50 (Moderate); 1.51 – 2.50 (Low); 1.00 – 1.50 (Very Low)
A closer examination shows that “Mode” emerged as the strongest indicator, indicating that participants perceive listening and viewing activities as important in their language learning. This implies that learners rely heavily on multimedia inputs such as videos, discussions, and other audio-visual materials to engage with English. In effect, this may enhance comprehension through combined sensory input, allowing learners to process language more effectively. Similarly, “Frequency” also reflects a relatively strong level, indicating that learners regularly encounter English across different contexts. This implies that repeated exposure provides learners with continuous opportunities to encounter vocabulary, expressions, and structures in the language.
	In contrast, “Interaction Level” (M = 2.96, SD = 0.74) and “Duration” (M = 3.06, SD = 0.64) obtained the lowest means, both interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that while learners are exposed to English, the amount of time they spend using the language and their level of active participation remain moderate. This implies that exposure does not always translate into meaningful engagement or sustained practice. In effect, this condition reflects that learners may receive input but have limited opportunities to actively use the language, which is essential for developing fluency. The variation in standard deviations also indicates differences among participants in terms of how long and how actively they engage with English, highlighting uneven experiences across learners.
	Overall, the results reflect a Moderate level of language exposure, characterized by strong input through mode and frequency but moderate engagement in terms of duration and interaction. This indicates that while learners have access to English in various forms, enhancing active participation and increasing time spent using the language remain important for improving fluency. In the context of instruction, teachers may focus on designing activities that extend learners’ engagement with English and encourage active use of the language through discussions, collaborative tasks, and sustained practice. Strengthening both the quality and intensity of exposure may help learners achieve more effective language development and improved communicative competence.
Problem 3. What is the participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of:
	3.1. Instructional Clarity;
	3.2. Motivation Strategies;
	3.3. Formative Assessment Used; and 
	3.4. Feedback Quality?
	Table 11 details the participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of instructional clarity. The overall mean is M = 3.93 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.59, interpreted as Good. This indicates that participants generally perceive their teachers’ instructions for speaking tasks as clear, organized, and easy to understand. This implies that instructional delivery effectively guides learners in performing communicative activities. In effect, this condition reflects that clarity in instruction supports learners’ ability to follow directions, understand expectations, and engage more confidently in speaking tasks. This finding is supported by Ramadan Elbaioumi Shaddad and Jember (2024), who emphasized that clear and structured instructions enhance learners’ comprehension of tasks and contribute to improved performance in language activities.
The frequency distribution shows that the majority of participants fall under the Good category (70.36%), followed by Fair (16.79%) and Very Good (9.64%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Poor (2.14%) and Very Poor (1.07%). This reflects that most learners have positive perceptions of instructional clarity. This implies that teachers are generally consistent in delivering understandable and well-structured instructions. 
Table 11
Participants’ Assessment of the Quality of Instruction in terms of Instructional Clarity
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Strongly Agree
	Very Good
	27
	9.64

	3.51 – 4.50
	Agree
	Good
	197
	70.36

	2.51 – 3.50
	Neutral
	Fair
	47
	16.79

	1.51 – 2.50
	Disagree
	Poor
	6
	2.14

	1.00 – 1.50
	Strongly Disagree
	Very Poor
	3
	1.07

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.93

	
	0.59

	
	Good



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	Instructions for speaking activities are easy to follow. 
	3.80
	0.79
	Agree

	2
	Teachers specify what students need to do during oral exercises. 
	3.90
	0.75
	Agree

	3
	My instructor clearly explains the expectations for oral communication assignments. 
	3.99
	0.76
	Agree

	4
	My teacher uses simple language to explain complex language tasks. 
	4.04
	0.72
	Agree



Moreover, this pattern indicates that only a few learners experience difficulty in understanding task requirements, which may be influenced by individual differences in comprehension. The relatively low standard deviation further indicates that participants share similar perceptions regarding the clarity of instruction. As noted by Khezrlou (2023), consistent and explicit instruction plays a key role in supporting learners’ engagement and reducing confusion during language tasks. An examination of the indicators shows that the highest mean is observed in “My teacher uses simple language to explain complex language tasks” with M = 4.04 and SD = 0.72, interpreted as Agree. This indicates that the use of simple and accessible language is a key strength in instructional delivery. This implies that teachers are able to simplify complex concepts, making them more understandable for learners. In effect, this enhances learners’ comprehension and reduces cognitive load during speaking activities. This observation aligns with Reiser (2023), who highlighted that simplifying instructional language helps learners grasp task requirements more effectively, leading to better participation and performance.
	In addition, other indicators such as “My instructor clearly explains the expectations for oral communication assignments” (M = 3.99, SD = 0.76), “Teachers specify what students need to do during oral exercises” (M = 3.90, SD = 0.75), and “Instructions for speaking activities are easy to follow” (M = 3.80, SD = 0.79) are all interpreted as Agree. This indicates that various aspects of instructional clarity are consistently practiced by teachers. This implies that learners receive sufficient guidance before and during speaking tasks, which supports their ability to complete activities effectively. In effect, this condition reflects that clear instructions and well-defined expectations contribute to improved confidence and participation in communicative tasks.
	Taken as a whole, the results indicate a Good level of instructional clarity, characterized by clear explanations, structured guidance, and accessible language use. This indicates that teachers play a significant role in facilitating effective speaking activities through well-delivered instructions. In the context of instruction, maintaining clarity while incorporating interactive and student-centered strategies may further enhance learners’ engagement and oral fluency. Strengthening clarity alongside opportunities for practice and feedback may support learners in developing stronger communication skills and more confident participation in speaking tasks.
	Table 12 highlights the participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of motivation strategies. The overall mean is M = 3.86 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.58, interpreted as Good. This indicates that participants generally perceive the motivational strategies employed by their teachers as effective in encouraging active participation in speaking activities. This implies that teachers’ efforts in using reinforcement, engaging tasks, and supportive feedback positively influence learners’ willingness to communicate. In effect, this condition reflects that motivation plays a key role in reducing learners’ hesitation and increasing their engagement in oral communication tasks. This finding is supported by Pamzan et al. (2023), who emphasized that motivational teaching strategies enhance learners’ participation, confidence, and overall language performance.
The frequency distribution reflects that the majority of participants fall under the Good category (68.21%), followed by Fair (17.14%) and Very Good (11.07%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Poor (3.21%) and Very Poor (0.36%). This indicates that most learners hold positive perceptions toward the motivational approaches used by their teachers. This implies that instructional practices that promote encouragement and engagement are widely experienced among participants. In addition, this pattern indicates that only a few learners perceive these strategies as less effective, which may be influenced by individual preferences or learning styles. The relatively low standard deviation also indicates consistency in responses, showing that participants share similar views regarding the effectiveness of motivational strategies. As explained by Khan (2025), consistent exposure to motivating instructional practices fosters greater learner engagement and sustained participation in language activities.
Table 12
Participants’ Assessment of the Quality of Instruction in terms of Motivation Strategies
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Strongly Agree
	Very Good
	31
	11.07

	3.51 – 4.50
	Agree
	Good
	191
	68.21

	2.51 – 3.50
	Neutral
	Fair
	48
	17.14

	1.51 – 2.50
	Disagree
	Poor
	9
	3.21

	1.00 – 1.50
	Strongly Disagree
	Very Poor
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.86

	
	0.58

	
	Good



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	My teacher uses different techniques to encourage me to participate actively in speaking activities. 
	3.84
	0.79
	Agree

	2
	The teacher gives positive reinforcement to boost my confidence in speaking. 
	3.89
	0.76
	Agree

	3
	I am more willing to participate in speaking exercises when my teacher motivates us with rewards or praise. 
	3.81
	0.83
	Agree

	4
	The teacher creates an engaging classroom environment that stimulates my interest in speaking English. 
	3.81
	0.73
	Agree

	5
	The teacher’s motivating approach helps me enjoy speaking and improves my fluency. 
	3.96
	0.73
	Agree



	A closer examination of the indicators reveals that the highest mean is observed in “The teacher’s motivating approach helps me enjoy speaking and improves my fluency” with M = 3.96 and SD = 0.73, interpreted as Agree. This indicates that learners strongly recognize the impact of motivation on their enjoyment and performance in speaking tasks. This implies that when learners feel encouraged and supported, they are more likely to participate actively and develop their fluency. In effect, this condition reflects that positive emotional experiences in the classroom contribute to better language outcomes. This observation is consistent with Ye and Hu (2025), who noted that motivation enhances learners’ willingness to communicate and reduces anxiety during speaking activities.
	Alongside this, other indicators such as “The teacher gives positive reinforcement to boost my confidence in speaking” (M = 3.89, SD = 0.76), “My teacher uses different techniques to encourage me to participate actively in speaking activities” (M = 3.84, SD = 0.79), “I am more willing to participate in speaking exercises when my teacher motivates us with rewards or praise” (M = 3.81, SD = 0.83), and “The teacher creates an engaging classroom environment that stimulates my interest in speaking English” (M = 3.81, SD = 0.73) are all interpreted as Agree. This indicates that various motivational strategies are consistently applied in the classroom. This implies that teachers’ use of rewards, encouragement, and engaging activities contributes to learners’ increased participation and confidence. In effect, this reflects that motivation is reinforced through multiple instructional practices rather than a single approach.
	Taken together, the results indicate a Good level of motivation strategies in instruction, characterized by positive reinforcement, engaging classroom environments, and supportive teaching approaches. This indicates that teachers effectively facilitate learners’ participation in speaking activities through motivational techniques. In the context of instruction, sustaining these strategies while integrating more interactive and student-centered approaches may further strengthen learners’ engagement. Enhancing motivation alongside opportunities for meaningful communication may support learners in developing stronger confidence and improved oral fluency.
	Table 13 describes the participants’ perception of the oral fluency formative assessments used by instructors during communicative tasks. The overall mean is M = 3.72 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.57, interpreted as Good. This indicates that participants generally view formative assessments as helpful in improving their speaking performance. This implies that ongoing checks of understanding, feedback, and evaluation strategies support learners in monitoring their progress. In effect, this condition reflects that formative assessment practices provide guidance and direction for learners to improve their oral fluency over time. This finding is supported by Wallace (2022), who emphasized that continuous assessment helps learners identify areas for improvement and enhances their language development.
The frequency distribution reveals that the majority of participants fall under the Good category (60.36%), followed by Fair (30.00%) and Very Good (5.00%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Poor (4.29%) and Very Poor (0.36%). This indicates that most learners have positive perceptions of formative assessment practices. This implies that teachers consistently implement assessment strategies that are recognized as beneficial by students. In addition, this pattern shows that although most learners are satisfied, only a few perceive these practices at the highest level, indicating room for further enhancement. The relatively low standard deviation also reflects consistency in responses, suggesting that participants share similar experiences regarding assessment practices. As noted by Pan et al. (2024), consistent and well-structured formative assessments contribute to improved learner engagement and performance in speaking tasks.
Table 13
Participants’ Assessment of the Quality of Instruction in terms of Formative Assessments Used
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Strongly Agree
	Very Good
	14
	5.00

	3.51 – 4.50
	Agree
	Good
	169
	60.36

	2.51 – 3.50
	Neutral
	Fair
	84
	30.00

	1.51 – 2.50
	Disagree
	Poor
	12
	4.29

	1.00 – 1.50
	Strongly Disagree
	Very Poor
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	3.72

	
	0.57

	
	Good



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	My teacher regularly checks my progress during speaking activities which motivates me to improve my speaking skills. 
	3.65
	0.77
	Agree

	2
	Ongoing assessments during oral presentations help me identify my strengths and weaknesses in speaking skills. 
	3.90
	0.71
	Agree

	3
	I receive evaluations during the learning process that help me track my speaking progress. 
	3.58
	0.80
	Agree

	4
	The teacher uses quizzes and discussions to assess my speaking abilities in real-time. 
	3.78
	0.74
	Agree

	5
	Regular formative question-and-answer sessions in English provide me to acquire conversational English communication skills. 
	3.68
	0.72
	Agree

	6
	My teacher’s use of oral summaries of lessons allows for supports practice in the use of the English language. 
	3.74
	0.77
	Agree



	An examination of the indicators reveals that the highest mean is observed in “Ongoing assessments during oral presentations help me identify my strengths and weaknesses in speaking skills” with M = 3.90 and SD = 0.71, interpreted as Agree. This indicates that learners strongly recognize the value of assessments in identifying their strengths and areas for improvement. This implies that feedback during speaking tasks enhances learners’ awareness of their performance. In effect, this condition supports self-monitoring and continuous improvement, which are essential in developing oral fluency. This observation aligns with Irons and Elkington (2021) who highlighted that formative assessments provide meaningful insights that guide learners in refining their communication skills.
	In comparison, other indicators such as “The teacher uses quizzes and discussions to assess my speaking abilities in real-time” (M = 3.78, SD = 0.74), “My teacher’s use of oral summaries of lessons allows for supports practice in the use of the English language” (M = 3.74, SD = 0.77), and “Regular formative question-and-answer sessions in English provide me to acquire conversational English communication skills” (M = 3.68, SD = 0.72) are all interpreted as Agree, indicating consistent implementation of assessment strategies. Meanwhile, the lowest mean is obtained in “I receive evaluations during the learning process that help me track my speaking progress” with M = 3.58 and SD = 0.80, interpreted as Agree. This indicates that while tracking progress is still practiced, it is slightly less emphasized compared to other assessment methods. This implies that learners may not always fully recognize or experience systematic tracking of their development. In effect, this reflects that some aspects of formative assessment may require further strengthening to ensure more structured monitoring of progress.
	Overall, the results indicate a Good level of formative assessment practices, characterized by consistent use of feedback, evaluation, and interactive assessment methods. This indicates that teachers play an important role in supporting learners’ speaking development through continuous assessment. In the context of instruction, maintaining varied and consistent formative assessment strategies while strengthening progress monitoring may further enhance learners’ awareness of their development. Providing timely and specific feedback, along with opportunities for reflection, may help learners improve their oral fluency and achieve better communication outcomes.
	Table 14 presents the participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of feedback quality. The overall mean is M = 4.02 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.59, interpreted as Good. This indicates that participants generally perceive teacher feedback as useful, clear, and timely in improving their oral performance. This implies that feedback plays a significant role in guiding learners toward better speaking outcomes. In effect, this condition reflects that consistent and well-delivered feedback enhances learners’ awareness of their strengths and areas for improvement, which supports their language development. This finding is supported by Hadi and Jati (2025), who emphasized that high-quality feedback strengthens learners’ confidence, motivation, and speaking proficiency.
	The frequency distribution reveals that the majority of participants fall under the Good category (68.57%), followed by Very Good (15.36%) and Fair (13.21%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Poor (2.50%) and Very Poor (0.36%). This indicates that most learners have positive perceptions of the feedback they receive from their teachers. This implies that feedback practices are consistently implemented and recognized as beneficial by students. Furthermore, this pattern shows that a notable portion of learners view feedback at a very high level, highlighting its strong impact on their learning experience. The relatively low standard deviation further indicates that responses are consistent across participants. As noted by Khan et al. (2025), timely and constructive feedback contributes to improved learner engagement and supports continuous skill development in speaking.
An examination of the indicators shows that the highest mean is observed in “Detailed feedback from my instructor boosts my motivation and speaking confidence” with M = 4.12 and SD = 0.79, interpreted as Agree. This indicates that detailed feedback is highly valued by learners as it enhances both motivation and confidence. This implies that when feedback is comprehensive and specific, learners are more encouraged to improve their speaking performance. In effect, this condition reflects that feedback does not only correct errors but also supports learners emotionally and cognitively. This observation is consistent with Ramadan Elbaioumi Shaddad and Jember (2024), who noted that detailed feedback fosters confidence and encourages learners to actively engage in communication tasks.
Table 14
Participants’ Assessment of the Quality of Instruction in terms of Feedback Quality
	Range
	Description
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Strongly Agree
	Very Good
	43
	15.36

	3.51 – 4.50
	Agree
	Good
	192
	68.57

	2.51 – 3.50
	Neutral
	Fair
	37
	13.21

	1.51 – 2.50
	Disagree
	Poor
	7
	2.50

	1.00 – 1.50
	Strongly Disagree
	Very Poor
	1
	0.36

	Total
Mean
SD
Interpretation
	280
	100

	
	4.02

	
	0.59

	
	Good



	No.
	Statement
	Mean
	SD
	Description

	1
	The feedback I receive from my teacher is helpful for improving my speaking skills. 
	4.10
	0.76
	Agree

	2
	Corrections from my instructor guides me effectively in my English fluency. 
	4.04
	0.70
	Agree

	3
	The teacher provides timely feedback that helps me correct mistakes during speaking tasks. 
	3.95
	0.70
	Agree

	4
	Constructive feedback motivates me to practice and speak more confidently. 
	3.94
	0.77
	Agree

	5
	Feedback from my teacher is specific enough to identify areas for improvement in my oral performance. 
	3.95
	0.72
	Agree

	6
	Detailed feedback from my instructor boosts my motivation and speaking confidence. 
	4.12
	0.79
	Agree



	In comparison, slightly lower mean are observed in “The teacher provides timely feedback that helps me correct mistakes during speaking tasks” (M = 3.95, SD = 0.70), “Constructive feedback motivates me to practice and speak more confidently” (M = 3.94, SD = 0.77), and “Feedback from my teacher is specific enough to identify areas for improvement in my oral performance” (M = 3.95, SD = 0.72), all interpreted as Agree. This indicates that while these aspects are still positively perceived, they are slightly less emphasized compared to detailed feedback. This implies that there are minor variations in how learners experience timeliness and specificity of feedback. In effect, this reflects that although feedback practices are generally effective, enhancing consistency in delivery may further strengthen their impact on learners’ performance.
	Taken together, the results indicate a Good level of feedback quality, characterized by helpful, timely, and motivating responses from teachers. This indicates that feedback is one of the stronger aspects of instructional practice in supporting oral fluency development. In the context of instruction, maintaining detailed and constructive feedback while ensuring consistency in timeliness and clarity may further enhance learners’ speaking performance. Strengthening feedback practices may help learners develop greater confidence, refine their communication skills, and achieve more effective oral proficiency.
	Table 15 synthesizes the participants’ assessment of the overall quality of instruction and its impact on language learning. The overall mean is M = 3.88 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.51, interpreted as Good. This indicates that participants generally perceive instructional practices as effective in supporting their oral fluency and language development. This implies that key instructional components such as clarity, motivation, assessment, and feedback collectively contribute to learners’ engagement and performance in speaking tasks. In effect, this condition reflects that quality instruction serves as a strong foundation in helping learners become more confident and active participants in communicative activities. This finding is supported by Meganathan (2024), who emphasized that well-structured instruction enhances learner participation, confidence, and overall communication skills.
Table 15
Summary Table of the Participants’ Assessment of the Quality of Instruction
	Quality of Instruction
	Mean
	SD
	Interpretation

	Instructional Clarity
	3.93
	0.59
	Good

	Motivation Strategies
	3.86
	0.58
	Good

	Formative Assessment 
	3.72
	0.57
	Good

	Feedback Quality
	4.02
	0.59
	Good

	Overall
	3.88
	0.51
	Good


Legend : 4.51 – 5.00 (Very Good); 3.51 – 4.50 (Good); 2.51 – 3.50 (Moderate); 1.51 – 2.50 (Low); 1.00 – 1.50 (Very Low)
	The pattern of mean across the indicators shows a consistent range from M = 3.72 to M = 4.02, all interpreted as Good. This indicates that all components of instructional quality are positively perceived by the participants. This implies that learners experience balanced instructional support across different aspects of teaching. Moreover, this pattern shows that “Feedback Quality” (M = 4.02, SD = 0.59) obtained the highest mean, followed by “Instructional Clarity” (M = 3.93, SD = 0.59), “Motivation Strategies” (M = 3.86, SD = 0.58), and “Formative Assessment” (M = 3.72, SD = 0.57). This reflects that while all instructional elements are important, feedback is viewed as the most influential factor in supporting learning. The slight differences in standard deviations further indicate moderate consistency in responses, showing that participants share similar perceptions regarding instructional quality.
	A closer look at the highest indicator, “Feedback Quality”, indicates that learners place strong value on the type of feedback they receive from their instructors. This implies that feedback plays a central role in guiding learners’ improvement, enhancing their motivation, and increasing their awareness of their progress. In effect, this condition reflects that effective feedback not only addresses errors but also supports learners’ confidence and engagement in speaking activities. This observation aligns with Younis et al. (2021), who noted that constructive and timely feedback significantly improves learners’ performance and willingness to communicate.
	In contrast, “Formative Assessment” obtained the lowest mean (M = 3.72, SD = 0.57), although still interpreted as Good. This indicates that while assessment practices are positively perceived, they are slightly less emphasized compared to other instructional components. This implies that learners may benefit from more structured and visible assessment strategies that clearly track their progress. In effect, this reflects that enhancing formative assessment practices may further strengthen learners’ engagement and awareness of their development. The relatively small variation in standard deviations (0.51 to 0.59) indicates that participants have generally consistent perceptions across all instructional dimensions.
	Taken together, the results indicate a Good level of instructional quality, characterized by clear instruction, effective motivation strategies, consistent assessment, and strong feedback practices. This indicates that teachers play a crucial role in shaping learners’ language learning experiences and oral fluency development. In the context of instruction, maintaining balance across these components while strengthening assessment practices may further enhance learning outcomes. Integrating clear guidance, motivating environments, continuous assessment, and meaningful feedback may support learners in becoming more confident and proficient speakers of English.
4. What is the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of:
4.1. Speech Rate;
4.2. Pausing;
4.3. Smoothness of Delivery; and 
4.4. Pronunciation?
	Table 16 illustrates the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of speech rate. The overall mean is M = 2.99 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.97, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants demonstrate an average level of control in how fast or slow they speak when expressing ideas in English. This implies that learners are able to maintain a generally acceptable speech pace, but not consistently across all speaking situations. In effect, this condition reflects that occasional changes in speech rate may influence the smoothness and clarity of their communication, especially during more demanding speaking tasks. This finding is supported by Rodríguez-Fuentes and Calle-Díaz (2023), who explained that speech rate is a key component of fluency, and irregular pacing may affect comprehensibility and the overall effectiveness of spoken communication.
	The distribution of responses indicates that the largest proportion of participants falls under the Moderate category (45.00%), followed by Low (23.93%) and High (18.93%), with smaller groups in Very Low (12.14%) and none in Very High (0.00%). This indicates that most learners operate within an average range of speech pacing. This implies that while learners can communicate, their control over speech rate is still developing. Furthermore, this pattern shows that a considerable number of learners fall under the lower categories, indicating that slower or disrupted pacing is still evident. In effect, this reflects that hesitation, pauses, and processing difficulties may influence how learners deliver their speech during communication tasks.
Table 16
Participants’ Level of Oral Fluency in Terms of Speech Rate
	Range
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Very High
	0
	0.00

	3.51 – 4.50
	High
	53
	18.93

	2.51 – 3.50
	Moderate
	126
	45.00

	1.51 – 2.50
	Low
	67
	23.93

	1.00 – 1.50
	Very Low
	34
	12.14

	Total
	280
	100

	Mean
	2.99

	SD
	0.97

	Interpretation
	Moderate


	A closer view of the pattern reveals that the relatively high standard deviation (SD = 0.97) indicates greater variability among participants’ responses. This implies that learners differ significantly in how they manage their speech rate. In effect, this condition reflects that some learners are able to maintain a steady pace, while others experience difficulty in controlling their speed during speaking activities. This variation may be attributed to differences in language proficiency, confidence, and familiarity with the topic being discussed. As noted by Williams (2022), learners who are still developing fluency tend to show inconsistent pacing due to hesitation and cognitive processing demands during speech production.
	Overall, the results reflect a Moderate level of oral fluency in terms of speech rate, characterized by generally acceptable pacing with noticeable inconsistencies across learners. This indicates that while participants are capable of expressing ideas, greater control over speech rate is still needed to achieve smoother and more fluent communication. In the context of instruction, teachers may incorporate structured speaking activities such as guided discussions, repeated practice, and fluency drills that focus on maintaining steady pacing. Providing opportunities for learners to practice speaking in varied contexts may help improve their control over speech rate and enhance their overall oral fluency.
	Table 17 portrays the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of pausing. The overall mean is M = 2.99 with a standard deviation of SD = 1.06, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants demonstrate an average level of control in managing pauses during speaking activities. This implies that while learners are able to sustain communication, interruptions in the flow of speech due to pauses are still evident. In effect, this condition reflects that pausing may occur as learners process ideas or search for appropriate words, which can influence the smoothness of their oral delivery. This finding is supported by Al Awlaqi and Ghozali (2023), who explained that frequent or prolonged pauses are common among developing speakers due to cognitive processing and limited automaticity in language use.
Table 17
Participants’ Level of Oral Fluency in Terms of Pausing
	Range
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Very High
	19
	6.79

	3.51 – 4.50
	High
	61
	21.79

	2.51 – 3.50
	Moderate
	103
	36.79

	1.51 – 2.50
	Low
	72
	25.71

	1.00 – 1.50
	Very Low
	25
	8.93

	Total

	280
	100

	Mean
	2.99

	SD
	1.06

	Interpretation
	Moderate



	The distribution of responses shows that the largest proportion of participants falls under the Moderate category (36.79%), followed by Low (25.71%) and High (21.79%), with smaller groups in Very Low (8.93%) and Very High (6.79%). This indicates that most learners experience a balanced level of pausing, though not consistently controlled. This implies that while some learners can manage pauses effectively, a considerable number still encounter difficulties that interrupt speech flow. Furthermore, this pattern shows that a significant portion of participants belongs to the lower categories, indicating more frequent or inappropriate pauses during speaking. In effect, this reflects that pausing remains a common challenge that may affect clarity and fluency in communication.
	A closer examination of the pattern reveals that the relatively high standard deviation (SD = 1.06) indicates substantial variability among participants. This implies that learners differ widely in their ability to regulate pauses while speaking. In effect, this condition reflects that some participants demonstrate higher fluency with minimal pausing, while others experience frequent disruptions that affect their delivery. This variation may be influenced by differences in language proficiency, confidence, and familiarity with the speaking task. As emphasized by Williams (2022), inconsistent pausing often results from hesitation, limited vocabulary access, and the need for additional processing time during speech production.
	Overall, the results reflect a Moderate level of oral fluency in terms of pausing, characterized by an average ability to maintain speech flow with noticeable inconsistencies among learners. This indicates that while participants can communicate their ideas, improving control over pausing remains essential for achieving smoother and more effective oral communication. In the context of instruction, teachers may incorporate activities such as guided speaking practice, timed responses, and fluency exercises that help learners reduce unnecessary pauses and improve continuity in speech. Strengthening learners’ confidence and providing more opportunities for spontaneous communication may further support the development of more fluent speaking performance.
	Table 18 outlines the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of smoothness of delivery. The overall mean is M = 3.18 with a standard deviation of SD = 1.04, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants demonstrate an average level of smoothness when delivering spoken ideas in English. This implies that learners are able to produce connected speech, but interruptions and inconsistencies are still evident during communication. In effect, this condition reflects that while learners can maintain speech flow to some extent, breakdowns in continuity may affect the naturalness and clarity of their delivery. This finding is supported by Arini et al. (2025), who explained that smoothness of delivery is influenced by learners’ fluency control, where disruptions often occur due to hesitation and limited automaticity in language use.
Table 18
Participants’ Level of Oral Fluency in Terms of Smoothness of Delivery
	Range
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Very High
	11
	3.93

	3.51 – 4.50
	High
	89
	31.79

	2.51 – 3.50
	Moderate
	103
	36.79

	1.51 – 2.50
	Low
	57
	20.36

	1.00 – 1.50
	Very Low
	20
	7.14

	Total
	280
	100

	Mean
	3.18

	SD
	1.04

	Interpretation
	Moderate



	The distribution of responses indicates that the largest proportion of participants falls under the Moderate category (36.79%), followed by High (31.79%) and Low (20.36%), with smaller groups in Very Low (7.14%) and Very High (3.93%). This indicates that most learners are at an average level of smoothness in speech delivery. This implies that while a number of learners can produce relatively fluent speech, a considerable portion still experiences disruptions that affect continuity. Furthermore, this pattern shows that the presence of learners in both higher and lower categories reflects varied levels of fluency performance. In effect, this reflects that learners differ in their ability to sustain smooth and uninterrupted speech during communication tasks.
	A closer analysis of the pattern reveals that the relatively high standard deviation (SD = 1.04) indicates notable variability among participants. This implies that learners have different levels of control over their speech delivery. In effect, this condition reflects that some learners are able to speak with better flow and coherence, while others experience difficulty in maintaining smooth transitions between ideas. This variation may be influenced by differences in confidence, vocabulary access, and familiarity with speaking tasks. As emphasized by Hanzawa (2024), smoothness in speech is closely linked to fluency development, where learners with greater language proficiency tend to produce more continuous and natural speech.
	Overall, the results reflect a Moderate level of oral fluency in terms of smoothness of delivery, characterized by an average ability to maintain continuity with noticeable variation among learners. This indicates that while participants can express ideas, improving the flow and coherence of speech remains important. In the context of instruction, teachers may incorporate activities such as guided speaking practice, storytelling, and extended discourse tasks that encourage continuous speech production. Providing opportunities for rehearsal and real-time communication may help learners develop smoother delivery and enhance their overall oral fluency.
	Table 19 presents the participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of pronunciation. The overall mean is M = 3.71 with a standard deviation of SD = 0.93, interpreted as High. This indicates that participants generally demonstrate strong ability in articulating and producing English sounds during communicative and speech tasks. This implies that learners are able to produce intelligible and understandable speech, which supports effective communication. In effect, this condition reflects that pronunciation is one of the more developed aspects of their oral fluency, allowing them to convey meaning more clearly during interaction. This finding is supported by Sun (2023), who emphasized that accurate pronunciation contributes significantly to speech clarity and overall communicative effectiveness.
Table 19
Participants’ Level of Oral Fluency in Terms of Pronunciation
	Range
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	4.51 – 5.00
	Very High
	37
	13.21

	3.51 – 4.50
	High
	126
	45.00

	2.51 – 3.50
	Moderate
	88
	31.43

	1.51 – 2.50
	Low
	22
	7.86

	1.00 – 1.50
	Very Low
	7
	2.50

	Total
	280
	100

	Mean
	3.71

	SD
	0.93

	Interpretation
	High



	The distribution of responses shows that the majority of participants fall under the High category (45.00%), followed by Moderate (31.43%) and Very High (13.21%), while only a small proportion is categorized as Low (7.86%) and Very Low (2.50%). This indicates that most learners possess above-average pronunciation skills. This implies that learners are generally confident in producing spoken English with acceptable accuracy. Furthermore, this pattern shows that higher categories dominate the distribution, reflecting a strong overall performance in pronunciation. In effect, this suggests that learners have had sufficient exposure and practice in producing English sounds, which contributes to their ability to communicate more effectively.
	A closer examination of the pattern reveals that although most participants are in the higher categories, a portion still falls under the Moderate level. This implies that while pronunciation is generally strong, some learners continue to experience minor difficulties in articulating certain sounds or maintaining consistency. In effect, this condition reflects that pronunciation development is not uniform across all learners and may still require refinement. The relatively high standard deviation (SD = 0.93) further indicates variability in performance, showing that learners differ in their level of pronunciation control. As noted by Uchihara et al. (2023), differences in pronunciation proficiency are often influenced by exposure, practice, and familiarity with the target language sounds.
	Overall, the results reflect a High level of oral fluency in terms of pronunciation, characterized by generally clear and intelligible speech with some variation among learners. This indicates that pronunciation is a strength among participants, though continuous improvement remains important for achieving greater accuracy and consistency. In the context of instruction, teachers may reinforce this strength by incorporating pronunciation-focused activities such as guided speaking, listening discrimination, and repetition exercises. Providing opportunities for practice and corrective feedback may help learners further refine their pronunciation and enhance their overall oral fluency.
	Table 20 summarizes the frequency distribution of the participants’ level of oral fluency. The overall mean is M = 12.86 with a standard deviation of SD = 3.55, interpreted as Moderate. This indicates that participants generally demonstrate an average level of oral fluency when performing speaking tasks. This implies that learners are able to communicate their ideas with a reasonable level of effectiveness, but not consistently at a highly fluent level. In effect, this condition reflects that while learners can sustain communication, there are still noticeable challenges that may affect clarity, flow, and confidence during speaking activities. This finding is supported by Yenkimaleki and Van Heuven (2023), who emphasized that moderate fluency is often characterized by developing control over speech, where learners can communicate but still experience interruptions and inconsistencies.
Table 20
Frequency Distribution of the Participants’ Level of Oral Fluency
	Range
	Interpretation
	Frequency
	Percentage

	18.01 – 20.00
	Very High
	19
	6.79

	14.01 – 18.00
	High
	89
	31.79

	10.01 – 14.00
	Moderate
	101
	36.07

	6.01 – 10.00
	Low
	58
	20.71

	1.00 – 6.00
	Very Low
	13
	4.64

	Total
	280
	100

	Mean
	12.86

	SD
	3.55

	Interpretation
	Moderate



	The distribution of responses indicates that the largest proportion of participants falls under the Moderate category (36.07%), followed by High (31.79%) and Low (20.71%), with smaller groups in Very High (6.79%) and Very Low (4.64%). This indicates that most learners are clustered around the middle range of fluency. This implies that while a good number of learners have reached higher fluency levels, a considerable portion still experiences difficulty in achieving fluent communication. Furthermore, this pattern shows a spread of performance across all categories, reflecting diverse levels of speaking ability among participants. In effect, this reflects that oral fluency is not uniform, and learners vary in their ability to express ideas smoothly and effectively.
	A closer examination of the pattern reveals that the relatively high standard deviation (SD = 3.55) indicates very high variability among participants’ fluency levels. This implies that learners differ greatly in their speaking abilities, with some demonstrating strong fluency while others struggle with basic communication. In effect, this condition reflects that factors such as language exposure, confidence, and practice opportunities may influence individual performance. As noted by Bielak (2025), variability in fluency is often associated with differences in learners’ proficiency levels, speaking experience, and familiarity with communicative tasks.
	As a whole, the results reflect a Moderate level of oral fluency among participants, characterized by a central tendency toward average performance with noticeable variation across learners. This indicates that while many learners have developed functional communication skills, a significant portion still requires support to improve their fluency. In the context of instruction, teachers may provide differentiated speaking activities that address varying proficiency levels, along with structured opportunities for practice and feedback. Strengthening learners’ exposure, confidence, and engagement in communicative tasks may help improve their oral fluency and promote more effective communication.
Problem 5. Are the participants’ speaking anxiety, language exposure, and assessment of quality of instruction significantly associate with their oral fluency?
H₀₁: Speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction do not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₂: Speaking anxiety does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₃: Language exposure does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
H₀₄: Quality of instruction does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
Table 21 presents the canonical correlation analysis between speaking anxiety and oral fluency. The result revealed a non-significant canonical correlation between speaking anxiety and oral fluency, f (12, 723) = 1.352, p = 0.184, rc = 0.17, rc² = 0.03. This result indicates that only 3% of the variance in oral fluency is associated with speaking anxiety. The result suggests that speaking anxiety does not demonstrate a meaningful relationship with students’ oral fluency in this sample. 
Among the speaking anxiety indicators, public speaking anxiety (loading = 0.12) shows a small contribution, while lack of self-confidence in speaking (loading = -0.10) and communication apprehension (loading = -0.01) show very weak contributions to the canonical variate. These values indicate minimal shared variance between the anxiety indicators and the fluency construct. On close examination, public speaking anxiety exhibits the highest (loading = 0.12) among indicators in the fluency relationship but only at a minimal level. This is considered as reflects an unreliable tendency, not a meaningful effect, and suggests that it does not significantly influence students’ oral fluency, leading to the non-rejection of H₀₂. This result suggests that speaking anxiety may not be a primary determinant of oral fluency, contrary to widely held assumptions in language learning. While anxiety is often considered a barrier to effective speech production, the findings indicate that its direct influence on fluency performance is minimal, which highlights the need to reconsider the weight given to affective factors in explaining speaking proficiency.
Table 21
Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Speaking Anxiety and Oral Fluency
	Variable
	Cross loading
	Rc
	Rc2
	F(12, 723)
	P

	Speaking Anxiety
	
	0.17
	0.03
	1.352
	0.184

	Public Speaking Anxiety
	0.12
	
	
	
	

	Self-confidence in Speaking
	-0.10
	
	
	
	

	Communication Apprehension
	-0.01
	
	
	
	

	Oral Fluency
	
	
	
	
	

	Speech Rate
	0.11
	
	
	
	

	Pausing
	-0.00
	
	
	
	

	Smoothness of Delivery
	0.03
	
	
	
	

	Pronunciation
	0.05
	
	
	
	


The oral fluency indicators also demonstrate very small cross loadings. speech rate (loading = 0.11) shows the highest but still weak contribution, followed by pronunciation (loading = 0.05), smoothness of delivery (loading = 0.03), and pausing (loading = -0.00). The pattern indicates that none of the oral fluency indicators substantially contribute to the canonical relationship. The result suggests that speaking anxiety is not associated with variations in oral fluency in this dataset. A more focused analysis on the pattern shows that speech rate (loading = 0.11), being the highest contributor among oral fluency indicators. This suggests that a slight tendency to relate to anxiety, but the effect is insufficient to support a relationship. This suggests that among the oral fluency indicators, it is the most sensitive to variations in anxiety; however, this sensitivity is extremely weak and not statistically significant. While there is a minute indication in the data that anxiety and speech rate may move together, the relationship is too small and inconsistent to be considered reliable. With the weak positive loading, this indicates that students with higher anxiety subconsciously and inconsistently adjust their pace during communicative tasks depending various contexts. However, because the value is very low, the effect is not stable among learners and does not confirm or represent a clear pattern.
The overall pattern of weak canonical correlation and cross loadings between speaking anxiety and oral fluency implies that other linguistic, cognitive, or instructional factors may play a more substantial role in shaping students’ oral fluency. This leads to the non-rejection of H₀₂ which assumes that speaking anxiety does not significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency. Moreover, the findings notes that the absence of strong relationships among the oral fluency indicators and speaking anxiety supports Suzuki et al (2023) who view oral fluency a complex, multidimensional construct influenced by a combination of linguistic, cognitive, and experiential factors.
This highlights the crucial role of adopting a holistic approach to fluency development rather than attributing performance to a single variable. Interventions which aim solely at reducing speaking anxiety such as integration of confidence-building strategies, motivation strategies in teaching, providing constructive feedback may not significantly improve students’ oral fluency. While addressing anxiety remains important for learners’ motivation and participation in speaking tasks, teaching efforts may result to better outcomes when they prioritize oral fluency development through varied and structured speaking tasks, communicative practice and simulations, positive learning conditions, and consistent language support.
Table 22 presents the canonical correlation analysis between Language Exposure and Oral Fluency. The result revealed a non-significant canonical correlation between Language Exposure and Oral Fluency, F(16, 832) = 1.111, p = 0.339, Rc = 0.19, Rc² = 0.04. The result indicates that only 4% of the variance in Oral Fluency is associated with Language Exposure. The value indicates a weak relationship between the two variable sets.  The low magnitude of the canonical correlation suggest that variations in language exposure are not strongly associated with variations in oral fluency performance, which implies that learners with greater exposure to the language do not necessarily demonstrate higher levels of fluency, and those with less exposure are not consistently less fluent. This finding challenges the assumption of Dewi and Wilany (2022). that increased exposure alone directly leads to improved speaking performance.
Among the language exposure indicators, interaction level (loading = 0.08) shows the highest positive contribution, suggesting a slight tendency for more interactive exposure to align with fluency. However, this value remains very weak and does not indicate a meaningful relationship. In contrast, mode of exposure (loading = −0.10) demonstrated the largest loading in magnitude but in a negative direction, indicating a minimal and inconsistent inverse tendency. Frequency of exposure (−0.07) and duration of exposure (−0.06) also showed weak negative contributions to the canonical variate. Overall, the small and mixed loadings, both positive and negative, suggests that different dimensions of language exposure do not consistently relate to oral fluency, suggesting a lack of a coherent pattern.
Table 22
Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Language Exposure and Oral Fluency
	Variable
	Cross loading
	Rc
	Rc2
	F(16, 832)
	P

	Language Exposure
	
	0.19
	0.04
	1.111
	0.339

	Frequency of Exposure
	-0.07
	
	
	
	

	Duration of Exposure
	-0.06
	
	
	
	

	Interaction Level
	0.08
	
	
	
	

	Mode of Exposure
	-0.10
	
	
	
	

	Oral Fluency
	
	
	
	
	

	Speech Rate
	-0.16
	
	
	
	

	Pausing
	-0.10
	
	
	
	

	Smoothness of Delivery
	0.08
	
	
	
	

	Pronunciation
	-0.03
	
	
	
	

	


Similarly, the oral fluency indicators also demonstrate small cross loadings. Speech Rate (loading = -0.16) shows the highest loading, followed by Pausing (loading = -0.10), Smoothness of Delivery (loading = 0.08), and Pronunciation (loading = -0.03). While speech rate appears to have the strongest alignment, its value remains below meaningful association and is not supported by a significant canonical relationship. The negative direction may suggest a slight tendency for increased exposure to be associated with reduced speech rate; however, this interpretation is not reliable due to the weak magnitude and non-significant model.
The overall pattern of weak and inconsistent loadings across both variables suggest that language exposure does not function as a strong or direct predictor of oral fluency among participants, leading to the non-rejection of H₀₃.
 The absence of substantial contributions from any individual indicator further implies that no specific aspect of exposure such as frequency, duration, interaction, or mode plays a dominant role in shaping fluency performance. Educational interventions focusing solely on increasing language exposure may not be effective in improving oral fluency. Instead, language programs should integrate exposure with guided speaking activities, corrective feedback, and opportunities for meaningful communication, as oral fluency is an interplay of more than one complex and interacting variables beyond exposure, such as linguistic competence, cognitive processing ability, motivation, and instructional practices. This reinforces the view of Suzuki et al. (2023) that fluency development requires more than exposure—it requires active use, structured practice, and skill development.
Table 23 presents the canonical correlation analysis between Quality of Instruction and Oral Fluency. The result revealed a non-significant canonical correlation between Quality of Instruction and Oral Fluency, F(16, 832) = 0.563, p = 0.912, Rc = 0.13, Rc² = 0.02. The value indicates that only 2 percent of the variance in Oral Fluency is associated with Quality of Instruction. The result indicates a very weak relationship between the two sets of variables. The very low magnitude of the canonical correlation implies that variations in instructional quality are not associated with corresponding variations in students’ oral fluency performance, which suggests that learners exposed to higher levels of instructional quality do not necessarily exhibit better fluency, and those with lower perceived instructional quality are not consistently less fluent. This challenges the assumption that improvements in instructional quality directly translate into enhanced speaking performance (Fadila &Trisno, 2025). In a closer examination of the canonical loadings, it further supports this conclusion. 
Table 23
Canonical Correlation Analysis Between Quality of Instruction and Oral Fluency
	Variable
	Cross loading
	Rc
	Rc2
	F(16, 832)
	P

	Quality of Instruction
	
	0.13
	0.02
	0.563
	0.912

	Instructional Clarity
	-0.08
	
	
	
	

	Motivation Strategies
	-0.09
	
	
	
	

	Formative Assessment Used
	-0.07
	
	
	
	

	Feedback Quality
	-0.12
	
	
	
	

	Oral Fluency
	
	
	
	
	

	Speech Rate
	-0.10
	
	
	
	

	Pausing
	-0.03
	
	
	
	

	Smoothness of Delivery
	0.07
	
	
	
	

	Pronunciation
	-0.07
	
	
	
	



Among the indicators of quality of instruction, feedback quality (loading = −0.12) showed the highest loading in magnitude, followed by motivation strategies (−0.09), instructional clarity (−0.08), and formative assessment used (−0.07). Although feedback quality appears to have the strongest alignment, the values indicate very small contributions of the instructional indicators to the canonical variate in which suggests that feedback alone may not significantly influence fluency unless it is specifically focused on speaking performance. This highlights that rather than relying only on general, unclear or untargeted feedback practices, it is crucial to provide constructive, timely, relevant, and fluency-oriented feedback on targeted aspects of the skill such as pronunciation, automaticity, intonation and rhythm, risk-taking and confidence, among others. However, while feedback remains an important component of instruction practices in the dataset, its impact on oral fluency may require more sustained, interactive, and practice-oriented implementation to become meaningful among learners. Moreover, the negative direction of the loadings suggests a slight inverse tendency; however, given the extremely low magnitude and the non-significant overall model, this pattern is not reliable and should not be interpreted as a true inverse relationship. 
Similarly, the oral fluency indicators also demonstrate weak cross loadings. speech rate (loading = -0.10) shows the highest contribution, followed by smoothness of delivery (loading = 0.07), pronunciation (loading = -0.07), and pausing (loading = -0.03). These values indicate minimal shared variance between the oral fluency indicators and the instructional variables, which may imply that oral fluency is influenced by factors beyond general classroom instruction, such as learners’ language proficiency levels, opportunities for authentic communication, exposure to real-life language use, and individual learner differences. This suggests that fluency development is a complex process requiring active engagement and practice, rather than passive reception of instruction.
Overall, the pattern of results, characterized by weak canonical correlation, negligible shared variance, and small, inconsistent loadings suggests that quality of instruction, as measured in this study, does not exert a strong or direct influence on students’ oral fluency, leading to the non-rejection of H₀₄. Furthermore, the lack of a consistent pattern among the indicators implies that instructional quality does not function as a multidimensional construct whose components do not uniformly affect oral fluency. Moreover, the non-significant relationship highlights that instructional strategies and interventions aimed at improving speaking performances among learners should go beyond general teaching quality and incorporate explicit, real-time practice. Activities such as interactive tasks, role-plays, discussions, and performance-based assessments may be more effective in developing fluency than general instructional like clarity, formative assessments used, motivation improvements alone.
Table 24 and 25 presents the stepwise multiple regression analysis examining the influence of speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction on oral fluency. The stepwise multiple regression was conducted to determine the most appropriate predictive model by identifying which variables significantly contribute to oral fluency and removing those that do not. This approach helps in isolating the strongest predictor and provides a clearer understanding of how each variable influences the dependent variable.
Although the study was rooted by established theoretical frameworks such as Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis, Long’s Interaction Hypothesis, and Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, the weak and non-significant relationships observed in the canonical correlation analyses indicate that the expected associations among the variables may not strongly manifest in the present study. This suggests that theoretical assumptions may not fully capture the dynamics of the variables within the sample. With this, the use of stepwise multiple regression analysis was employed as a complementary and exploratory approach to identify which individual variables, if any, demonstrate predictive value on oral fluency. Therefore, the findings emphasize the importance of integrating both theory-driven and data-driven methods in research, particularly when initial results suggest weak or inconsistent relationships among variables. The stepwise multiple regression analysis generated two models. 
	In Model 1, as presented in Table 24 as the overall model including all predictors, was not statistically significant, F(3, 276) = 2.51, p = 0.059, with R = 0.163, R² = 0.027, and Adjusted R² = 0.016. This indicates that the predictors collectively explain only 2.7% of the variance in oral fluency, leaving 97.3% of the variability attributed to other factors not included in the model. This implies that the combined influence of speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction is weak and does not sufficiently explain differences in oral fluency. In effect, this condition reflects that oral fluency is a complex construct influenced by multiple linguistic, cognitive, and affective variables beyond those included in the study.
A closer examination of Model 1 reveals that speaking anxiety is the only variable with a significant effect (β = -0.161, p = 0.008), while language exposure (β = 0.019, p = 0.793) and quality of instruction (β = 0.059, p = 0.404) do not significantly predict oral fluency. This indicates that anxiety plays a notable role even when combined with other variables. This implies that emotional factors may have a stronger immediate impact on speaking performance than exposure or instructional conditions. In effect, this pattern shows that although learners receive input and instruction, these factors may not directly translate into fluency without addressing affective barriers. 
Table 24
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Anxiety, Language Exposure, and Quality of Instructions on Oral Fluency Model 1
	
Model
	
Predictor
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	
Β
	
95% CI
	
t
	
P

	
	
	B
	SE
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	

	Model 1
	Constant
	15.73
	2.31
	
	11.19
	20.27
	6.817*
	<.001

	
	Speaking Anxiety
	-1.40
	0.53
	-0.161
	-2.43
	-0.36
	-2.653*
	0.008

	
	Quality of Instruction
	0.42
	0.50
	0.059
	-0.57
	1.40
	0.835
	0.404

	

	Language Exposure
	0.13
	0.50
	0.019
	-0.85
	1.11
	-1.233
	0.793

	Model 1 Summary
R = 0.163       R2 = 0.027       Adjusted R2 = 0.016       F(3,276) = 2.51   p = 0.059

	Note. B = unstandardized beta coefficient, SE = standard error, β = standardized beta coefficient, 95% CI = 95% confidence interval, t = t statistic, p = probability value. *Significant at 0.05 two-tailed alpha level.


Model Equation: O = 0.49Q – 1.35S + 15.85
Legend: O = Oral Fluency, S = Speaking Anxiety, Q = Quality of Instruction
For language exposure, its effect in Model 1 (β = 0.019, p = 0.793) indicates that a one-unit increase results in a negligible and statistically insignificant change in oral fluency. This suggests that variations in exposure do not consistently correspond to changes in speaking performance among the participants in the dataset. This implies that exposure alone does not directly translate into improved speaking performance without active engagement or meaningful use of the language.
For quality of instruction, the findings show a non-significant effect (β = 0.059, p = 0.404), indicating that improvements in instructional quality do not consistently correspond to measurable increases in oral fluency. This suggests that while instruction is important, its direct effect on fluency may not be immediately observable and may operate through indirect mechanisms such as motivation, confidence, and practice opportunities. This also supports that oral fluency is not an immediate result of a teaching strategy or approach, as it develops on a gradual basis (Yu & Peng, 2024). Overall, the results of Model 1 indicate that the predictors do not collectively and significantly explain variations in oral fluency, leading to the non-rejection of H₀₁.
Following the stepwise procedure, Model 2 as presented in Table 25, was generated after removing the non-significant variable which is language exposure. This resulted in a statistically significant model, F(2, 277) = 3.75, p = 0.025, with R = 0.162, R² = 0.026, and Adjusted R² = 0.019, which suggests that the revised model explains about 2.6% of the variance in oral fluency, leaving 97.4% of the variability attributed to other factors. This implies that although the model reached statistical significance, its predictive strength remains limited. Therefore, this condition reflects those other unmeasured variables in the model such as vocabulary knowledge, speaking practice, and confidence may play a larger role in determining oral fluency.
Table 25
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Speaking Anxiety and Quality of Instructions on Oral Fluency Model 2
	
Model
	
Predictor
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	
Β
	
95% CI
	
t
	
P

	
	
	B
	SE
	
	Lower
	Upper
	
	

	Model 2
	Constant
	15.85
	2.26
	
	11.41
	20.29
	7.02
	<.001

	
	Speaking Anxiety
	-1.35
	0.52
	-0.159
	-2.41
	-0.35
	-2.64
	0.009

	
	Quality of Instruction
	0.49
	0.42
	0.069
	-0.35
	1.32
	1.15
	0.252

	Model 2 Summary
R = 0.162      R2 = 0.026       Adjusted R2 = 0.019       F(2,277) = 3.75*   p = 0.025

	Note. B = unstandardized beta coefficient, SE = standard error, β = standardized beta coefficient, 95% CI = 95% confidence interval, t = t statistic, p = probability value. *Significant at 0.05 two-tailed alpha level.


Model Equation: O = 0.49Q – 1.35S + 15.85
Legend: O = Oral Fluency, S = Speaking Anxiety, Q = Quality of Instruction
	For speaking anxiety, the results show a significant negative effect (β = -0.159, p = 0.009). This indicates an inverse relationship between the variables, which means that as speaking anxiety increases, oral fluency decreases, showing that the two variables move in opposite directions. In terms of unit change, for every one-unit increase in speaking anxiety, oral fluency decreases by approximately 1.35 units, holding other variables constant. This implies that higher levels of anxiety weaken learners’ speaking performance, particularly in maintaining smooth delivery, appropriate pacing, and confidence during communication tasks. This condition can be explained by Bielak (2025), who stated that foreign language anxiety interferes with learners’ ability to process and produce language effectively, often resulting in hesitation and disrupted fluency, as well as Aubrey (2022), who emphasized that anxiety consumes cognitive resources necessary for speech production. Similarly, Khawar (2022) highlighted that increased anxiety leads to reduced confidence and less coherent speech output. In effect, this leads to the rejection of H₀₂, indicating that speaking anxiety significantly influences oral fluency.
	For quality of instruction, the findings show a non-significant effect (β = 0.069, p = 0.252). This indicates that a one-unit increase in instructional quality results in only a small and statistically insignificant increase in oral fluency. The p-value (p > 0.05) indicates that the effect is not strong enough to establish a reliable relationship and may have occurred by chance. This means that improvements in instructional quality do not consistently correspond to measurable increases in students’ oral fluency within the context of this study. This implies that while instruction is important in the learning process, its direct effect on fluency may not be immediately observable. This condition may be explained by the possibility that instructional quality influences fluency indirectly through other factors such as motivation, confidence, and practice opportunities rather than producing immediate outcomes, as emphasized by Ramadan Elbaioumi Shaddad and Jember (2024), who noted that instructional strategies support language development over time through guided practice and reinforcement. In effect, H₀₄ cannot be rejected, indicating that quality of instruction does not significantly influence oral fluency.
	Based on the results of the stepwise multiple regression analysis, the overall initial model in Table 24 failed to reach significance, leading to the non-rejection of H₀₁, indicating that the predictors collectively do not significantly influence oral fluency. Moreover, although the revised model in Table 25 achieved statistical significance after removing language exposure, the explained variance remained minimal, emphasizing the limited predictive strength of the model. The exclusion of language exposure further supports the non-rejection of H₀₃, indicating that it does not significantly influence oral fluency.
	Overall, the findings reveal that speaking anxiety remains the most consistent and influential predictor of oral fluency among the variables tested. In terms of teaching implication, this suggests that language instruction may place greater emphasis on addressing affective factors, particularly reducing speaking anxiety through supportive classroom environments, guided speaking practice, and confidence-building activities. At the same time, exposure and instructional quality may be strengthened by incorporating more interactive and output-based tasks to ensure that learners actively use the language rather than passively encounter it. Moreover, the stepwise multiple regression employed in this study is used as a complementary and exploratory tool. Given its data-driven nature, the results should be interpreted with caution and not as definitive evidence of causal relationships, but rather as indicative of patterns that require further validation through theory-driven analyses.


Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This research aimed to investigate the influence of speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction to the oral fluency of first-year college students. Using a descriptive correlational research design, data were collected through validated questionnaires measuring the variables and analyzed using descriptive statistics and regression analysis.
Summary
The Problem. This study aimed to determine if language exposure, speaking anxiety, and quality of instruction influence the first-year college students’ oral fluency. Particularly, determined the level of the participants’ speaking anxiety in terms of public speaking anxiety, duration, lack of self-confidence in speaking, and communication apprehension; the participants’ extent of language exposure in terms of frequency; duration; interaction level, and mode (auditory or visual); participants’ assessment of the quality of instruction in terms of instructional clarity, motivation strategies, formative assessment used, and feedback quality; and participants’ level of oral fluency in terms of speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and  pronunciation; and if  speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction significantly influence the participants’ oral fluency.
Methods. This study employed a descriptive correlational quantitative research design to examine the relationships between language exposure, speaking anxiety, quality of instruction, and oral fluency among 280 first-year college students at city college in Misamis Oriental, during Academic Year 2025-2026. The design determined patterns, relationships, and associations between variables without any form of manipulation. All qualified members of the target population were included as total enumeration sampling was employed to obtain data collected by the whole group. Data collection involved structured and modified questionnaires with 110 items, and scaled instruments such as Likert scales and oral assessment rubrics, measuring variables such as frequency, duration, interaction level, mode, lack of self-confidence in speaking, communication apprehension, and assessment of instructional quality. The reliability of the instruments was established by use of Cronbach’s Alpha and McDonald’s Omega coefficients. The participants' oral fluency was assessed through various indicators using a rubric, which includes speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation. Data gathering procedure ensured ethical standards guided by the Belmont Report, by securing informed consent, confidentiality, and voluntary participation among participants. The responses were evaluated analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation) and inferential statistics. Canonical correlation analyses were used to examine the relationships between sets of the individual independent variables and oral fluency, while stepwise multiple regression analysis was utilized to identify the individual predictors of oral fluency and determine the most appropriate predictive model. Statistical significance was evaluated using F-tests, t-tests, p-values, and confidence intervals.
	Findings. The following are the major results of the study:
1. Overall, the participants showed a High level of speaking anxiety, particularly in public speaking and spontaneous communication contexts. This persistent anxiety reflects frequent experiences of fear, nervousness, and discomfort that hinder oral fluency and limit learners’ ability to perform at their full potential. Although learners are still able to communicate their ideas, the presence of strong affective state suggests that speaking performance is constrained more by emotional and psychological factors than by linguistic skill. 
2. Generally, the participants demonstrated a Moderate level of language exposure in terms of duration and interaction, and a High level in terms of frequency and mode, implying that while learners are regularly exposed to English—especially through media—their engagement tends to be more passive and limited in time, which may not be sufficient to strongly enhance oral fluency.
3. In general, the participants demonstrated a Good level of perceived quality of instruction across instructional clarity, motivation strategies, formative assessment, and feedback quality, indicating that teachers provide clear guidance, supportive learning environments, and effective feedback mechanisms that contribute positively to students’ speaking development.
4. Overall, the participants demonstrated a Moderate level of oral fluency performance in terms of speech rate, pausing, and smoothness of delivery, and a High level in pronunciation, implying that while learners can articulate words clearly, they still experience challenges in maintaining fluency flow, particularly in managing pauses and speaking speed.
5. By use of stepwise multiple regression analysis, the overall model indicates that speaking anxiety, language exposure, and quality of instruction do not have a significant combined influence on oral fluency, indicating that these variables do not collectively explain variations in oral fluency in this study. 
However, in the revised model, where language exposure was removed due to its weak contribution, resulted to significance. Moreover, although the stepwise analysis was utilized as complementary and exploratory tool only given its data-driven nature, the findings revealed that speaking anxiety significantly and negatively predicts oral fluency in both models, while language exposure and quality of instruction do not significantly predict oral fluency. This implies that students with higher speaking anxiety tend to have lower oral fluency, while differences in language exposure and instructional quality do not show a clear effect on fluency in this study.
Conclusion
	The study emphasizes that oral fluency is a complex and multidimensional skill shaped by the interaction of cognitive, emotional, and social factors rather than a single dominant variable. The findings highlight that while speaking anxiety has a measurable influence on fluency, its effect remains limited, and neither language exposure nor instructional quality directly predicts fluency outcomes. This indicates that oral fluency cannot be fully explained by isolated variables but rather emerges from the dynamic interplay of multiple processes that influence how learners produce and manage spoken language.
The conclusions partially confirm the significant influence of affective factors, particularly speaking anxiety, on oral fluency development. This is consistent with established theoretical perspectives of Krashen’s Affective Filter Hypothesis and Horwitz’s Foreign Language Anxiety theory, which emphasize the role of emotional state among learners in second language use and acquisition, and Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory and Long’s Interaction Hypothesis, which highlight the importance of learner readiness through scaffolded interaction. Overall, the results corroborate the view that affective and interactive dimensions play important roles in enhancing oral fluency, highlighting the need for pedagogical approaches that integrate affective support with meaningful communicative practice to sustain learner engagement and reduce the impact of affective factors in speaking activities.
Recommendations
	Considering the findings and conclusions of the study, the following recommendations are proposed:
1. That English language instructors and curriculum developers may:
1.1. intensify the incorporation more frequent and meaningful exposure to authentic and diverse linguistic input through multimedia, conversation clubs, and interactive activities to enhance students’ oral fluency.
	1.2. explore strategies to implement that reduce speaking anxiety, such as creating a supportive classroom environment, providing gradual exposure to speaking tasks, and incorporating stress-reduction techniques.
2. That students may:
	2.1. actively participate in speaking activities such as classroom discussions, presentations, and peer interactions.
	2.2. practice and expose themselves to real-life communication situations that can help improve oral fluency regardless of anxiety levels.
	2.3. engage regularly in listening and speaking activities outside the classroom, such as participating in conversation clubs, language exchange programs, or consuming English media, to increase exposure and improve fluency.
	2.4. seek constructive feedback from teachers and peers to identify areas for improvement and to monitor progress in pronunciation, coherence, and overall fluency.
3. That Future Researchers may:
	3.1. explore additional psychological, cognitive, and instructional variables, such as motivation, self-efficacy, and prior language experience, to better understand their collective impact on oral fluency.
	3.2. conduct studies with larger and more diverse samples across different educational contexts to validate and extend current findings.
3.3. use mixed-methods designs, including qualitative approaches, to investigate learners’ perceptions, attitudes, and internal processes related to speaking and fluency development.
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Appendix D
Research Instrument
Date: _________________
You are invited to take part in this research study on Speaking Anxiety, Language Exposure, and Quality of Instruction as Determinants of Oral Fluency Among First-Year College Students. Participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time without penalty.
Confidentiality: Your responses will be kept anonymous and securely stored. No personal information will be disclosed or linked to your responses.
Time Required: About 30-40 minutes.
How to Respond: Check the number that best reflects your opinion for each statement, based on the Likert scale below:
	For Speaking Anxiety and Language Exposure

	
	For Quality of Instruction

	(5) Always
	
	(5) Strongly Disagree

	(4) Often
	
	(4) Disagree 

	(3) Sometimes
	
	(3) I Don’t Know

	(2) Rarely
	
	(2) Agree

	(1) Never
	
	(1) Strongly Agree



When finished, please submit your responses as instructed. Your participation is appreciated and will help improve understanding of oral fluency development.
Thank you for your time!


[image: A black wire with a black background

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]Sincerely,

Bllzabeth Francee B. Labrador


1.SPEAKING ANXIETY
1.1. PUBLIC SPEAKING ANXIETY
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.1.1. I am afraid that I will be unable to find the right words, which affects my fluency while speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.2. I feel nervous that I will embarrass myself because my speech becomes hesitant or unclear in front of the audience. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.3. When I make a mistake in my speech, I am unable to refocus and continue speaking smoothly. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.4. I worry that my audience will think I am a bad speaker because I pause frequently or lose fluency. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.5. I find it difficult to make eye contact with my audience, which disrupts the flow of my speech. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.6. My voice trembles when I give a speech, causing my speech to sound less fluent. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.7. I fidget before speaking, making it difficult to maintain a continuous speech. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.8. I do not feel relaxed while giving a speech, which affects my ability to speak fluently. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.9. I sweat during my speech, making it harder to maintain a steady flow of speech. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.1.10.My heart pounds when I give a speech, causing me to pause or hesitate while speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	







1.2. LACK OF SELF-CONFIDENCE IN SPEAKING
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.2.1. I speak English with an appropriate speed. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.2. I do not make many pauses when I speak English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.3. I do not repeat words when I speak in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.4. I do not reformulate sentences constantly when I speak in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.5. My fluency is excellent. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.6. I can speak English with minimal hesitation and pausing. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.7. I can speak English fluently due to my rich vocabulary. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.8. When I speak, I find the words spontaneously. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.9. When I speak, my speech is not interrupted in search of the correct tenses. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.2.10.I produce complete sentences because of my sufficient grammatical knowledge.  
	
	
	
	
	



1.3. COMMUNICATION APPREHENSION
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.3.1. I tend to speak less due to my shyness while speaking English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.2. Making mistakes while speaking makes me look funny to other students.  
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.3. I am afraid to speak out because I am not sure of what I am saying.
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.4. I am not confident about speaking because I am afraid other students cannot understand my English.  
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.5. I do not feel satisfied with the fluency of my speech after giving a presentation making me feel ashamed to my audience. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.6. I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than I am. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.7. I start to panic when I must speak without preparation class.  
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.8.  I am not confident in my ability to speak fluently when I give a speech. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.9.  It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my class if I am tasked to speak it in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	1.3.10.Even if I am well-prepared for class, I feel hesitant to speak.
	
	
	
	
	



2. LANGUAGE OF EXPOSURE
2.1. FREQUENCY
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2.1.1. I encounter English in my daily conversations. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.2. I use English when communicating with classmates or friends. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.3. I watch movies or TV shows in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.4. I listen to English songs or radio programs on a weekly basis. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.5. I read books, articles, or online content in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.6. I engage with English social media posts or discussions.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.7. I use English online for browsing or communicating daily. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.8. I participate in classroom activities conducted in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.9. I encounter English in media such as YouTube videos or podcasts. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.1.10.I practice speaking in English during study or leisure time. 
	
	
	
	
	



2.2. DURATION
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2.2.1. I spend 1-2 hours each day engaging with English materials. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.2. My exposure to English lasts for more than 8 hours daily. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.3. I dedicate 2-3 hours each week to practice my English speaking skills.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.4. I spend 3-4 hours watching English contents. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.5. My interactions in English during lessons usually last 20-30 minutes daily. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.6. The 2-3 hours I spend listening to English content is enough to develop my fluency. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.7. I allocate 5-6 hours to English reading weekly. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.8. The duration of my English exposure during study sessions is 2-3 hours. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.9. I maintain 3 sessions of 20-30 minutes of practicing spoken English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.2.10.The 1-2 hours I spend in English conversations helps me improve my speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	



2.3. INTERACTION LEVEL
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2.3.1. I actively participate in English discussions or debates. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.2. I respond during English class activities. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.3. I prefer speaking over just listening in English conversations. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.4. I take the initiative to speak English whenever possible. (Al-
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.5. I prefer observing or listening rather than actively speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.6. I engage in role-plays or language practice activities. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.7. I listen attentively to English conversations without speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.8. I ask questions during English classes to clarify my understanding.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.9. I respond to English prompts or questions in class. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.3.10.I tend to passively absorb English content without actively speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	



2.4. MODE
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2.4.1. I learn English best when I listen to spoken conversations. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.2. Watching videos in English helps me improve my speaking skills. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.3. I find visual aids, like pictures or charts, useful in learning English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.4. Listening to English discussions enhances my pronunciation. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.5. I learn more effectively when I see subtitles or written texts in English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.6. Visual content like presentations assist my language learning. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.7. Listening to English podcasts is helpful for my speaking development. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.8. Watching English movies with subtitles helps me understand pronunciation. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.9. I feel more confident speaking English after watching visual demonstrations. 
	
	
	
	
	

	2.4.10.I use my active listening skills to improve my speaking fluency.
	
	
	
	
	



3. QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
3.1. INSTRUCTIONAL CLARITY
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3.1.1. The teacher explains lessons in an understandable manner. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.2. Instructions for speaking activities are easy to follow. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.3. Teachers specify what students need to do during oral exercises. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.4. The directions provided by my teacher help me understand how to participate in speaking tasks. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.5. My instructor clearly explains the expectations for oral communication assignments. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.6. The steps for completing language exercises are straightforward. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.7. When instructions are clear, I feel more confident to speak in English.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.8. My teacher uses simple language to explain complex language tasks. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.9. Clear instructions help me focus more on speaking instead of guessing what to do next.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.1.10.I can perform oral tasks better when the teacher provides    organized and concise explanations.
	
	
	
	
	



3.2. MOTIVATION STRATEGIES
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3.2.1. My teacher uses different techniques to encourage me to participate actively in speaking activities. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.2. I feel motivated to speak in English because my teacher supports and encourages me. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.3. The teacher gives positive reinforcement to boost my confidence in speaking. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.4. I am more willing to participate in speaking exercises when my teacher motivates us with rewards or praise.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.5. The teacher creates an engaging classroom environment that stimulates my interest in speaking English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.6. My instructor uses fun activities, like debates and role-plays, to motivate me. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.7. When my teacher shows enthusiasm for speaking activities, I become more eager to speak. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.8. Motivation strategies such as praise and encouragement help me reduce anxiety in speaking English. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.9. I feel more confident speaking English when my teacher provides positive feedback.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.2.10. The teacher’s motivating approach helps me enjoy speaking and improves my fluency. 
	
	
	
	
	






3.3. FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT USED
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3.3.1. My teacher regularly checks my progress during speaking activities which motivates me to improve my speaking skills.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.2. Ongoing assessments during oral presentations help me identify my strengths and weaknesses in speaking skills. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.3. The teacher frequently uses informal tests to monitor my speaking improvement. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.4. My instructor provides continuous feedback during oral exercises to help me learn better. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.5. Communicative tasks like debate guides me on how to improve my pronunciation and fluency. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.6. I receive evaluations during the learning process that help me track my speaking progress. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.7. The teacher uses quizzes and discussions to assess my speaking abilities in real-time. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.8. Regular formative question-and-answer sessions in English provide me to acquire conversational English communication skills. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.9. Impromptu speaking tasks practices help me build confidence in my ability to speak English.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.3.10.My teacher’s use of oral summaries of lessons allows for supports practice in the use of the English language. 
	
	
	
	
	



3.4. FEEDBACK QUALITY
	Statement
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3.4.1. The feedback I receive from my teacher is helpful for improving my speaking skills. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.2. Corrections from my instructor guides me effectively in my English fluency. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.3. The teacher provides timely feedback that helps me correct mistakes during speaking tasks.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.4. Constructive feedback motivates me to practice and speak more confidently.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.5. Feedback from my teacher is specific enough to identify areas for improvement in my oral performance. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.6. I value the feedback I get because it helps me understand how to speak more naturally. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.7. The instructor’s comments make me feel more aware of my current speaking ability.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.8. Immediate oral feedback makes me want to improve and develop my speaking abilities. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.9. My teacher’s constructive feedback on pronunciation helps me speak more fluently. 
	
	
	
	
	

	3.4.10. Detailed feedback from my instructor boosts my motivation and speaking confidence. 
	
	
	
	
	














Oral Fluency Assessment Rubric
Purpose of the Rubric
This rubric was developed to assess learners’ oral fluency in English oral presentations. It evaluates four dimensions: speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation. The rubric was used to generate quantitative fluency scores for analysis in this study.
Speaking Task and Time Limits
Participants will be required to deliver an individual oral speech within a time limit of 1-3 minutes. Before delivery of speech, a brief planning time or topic familiarity will be employed to balance ecological validity and measurement control (Brunswik, 1955) to organize ideas in advance while requiring real-time speech production, enabling reliable assessment of oral fluency.
Participants will be instructed to speak continuously for the full duration without reading from a script. Notes are permitted only as outline and prompts. The assessment focused on oral fluency features (speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation) rather than content accuracy or grammatical complexity.
Instructions for Raters
1. Listen to the participant’s speech once without scoring.
2. Listen a second time and rate each dimension independently.
3. Assign one score (1–5) per dimension based on the descriptors below.
4. Do not allow performance in one dimension to influence ratings in another.
5. The final oral fluency score is the sum of all four dimensions.
Rating Scale
1 = Very Low Fluency
2 = Low Fluency
3 = Moderate Fluency
4 = High Fluency
5 = Very High Fluency




Oral Fluency Analytic Rubric
	Dimension
	1 – Very Low
	2 – Low
	3 – Moderate
	4 – High
	5 – Very High

	Speech Rate
	Speech rate is consistently too slow or too fast, severely hindering communication.
	Speech rate is frequently inappropriate, disrupting fluency.
	Speech rate varies and occasionally affects fluency.
	Speech rate is generally appropriate with minor variation.
	Speech rate is natural, stable, and comparable to proficient speakers.

	Pausing
	Excessive and prolonged pauses severely fragment speech.
	Frequent and inappropriate pauses disrupt continuity.
	Noticeable pauses occasionally interrupt flow.
	Pauses are mostly natural and do not disrupt speech.
	Pauses are minimal, brief, and strategically placed.

	Smoothness of Delivery
	Speech is highly fragmented with constant hesitation and false starts.
	Speech is fragmented with frequent hesitation and repetition.
	Speech shows noticeable hesitation and self-correction.
	Speech is mostly smooth with minor hesitation.
	Speech flows smoothly and continuously with minimal hesitation.

	Pronunciation
	Pronunciation errors severely limit intelligibility.
	Frequent pronunciation errors reduce intelligibility.
	Pronunciation problems occasionally affect understanding.
	Minor pronunciation issues with no effect on intelligibility.
	Pronunciation is clear, accurate, and fully intelligible.









Rater and Scoring Procedure
To ensure scoring consistency and reliability, raters followed a structured training process prior to formal evaluation.
Rater Training Checklist
Before scoring, each rater:
☐ Reviewed the operational definitions of speech rate, pausing, smoothness of delivery, and pronunciation
☐ Studied the rubric descriptors in detail
☐ Evaluated at least two practice speech samples
☐ Compared scores with the co-rater and discussed discrepancies
☐ Reached agreement on benchmark performance levels
Raters independently evaluated each speech sample using the rubric. Scores were recorded immediately after listening. Inter-rater reliability was calculated prior to data analysis.
Note on Instrument Validity
The rubric was developed based on established research on second language oral fluency and was designed to provide a reliable and systematic evaluation of speech performance.












Appendix E
Reliability Test Result
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Appendix F
Raw Statistical Tables
	Model Fit Measures

	
	Overall Model Test

	Model
	R
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	F
	df1
	df2
	p

	1
	0.163
	0.0266
	0.0160
	2.51
	3
	276
	0.059

	Note. Models estimated using sample size of N=280


 
	Model Coefficients - ORAL FLUENCY

	
	95% Confidence Interval
	

	Predictor
	Estimate
	SE
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	p
	Stand. Estimate

	Intercept
	15.728
	2.307
	11.186
	20.270
	6.817
	<.001
	 

	SPEAKING ANXIETY
	-1.397
	0.526
	-2.433
	-0.360
	-2.653
	0.008
	-0.1609

	QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
	0.416
	0.498
	-0.565
	1.397
	0.835
	0.404
	0.0593

	LANGUAGE EXPOSURE
	0.131
	0.499
	-0.851
	1.113
	0.262
	0.793
	0.0187



	Model Fit Measures

	
	Overall Model Test

	Model
	R
	R²
	Adjusted R²
	F
	df1
	df2
	p

	2
	0.162
	0.0264
	0.0193
	3.75
	2
	277
	0.025

	Note. Models estimated using sample size of N=280


 
	Model Coefficients - ORAL FLUENCY

	
	95% Confidence Interval
	

	Predictor
	Estimate
	SE
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	p
	Stand. Estimate

	Intercept
	15.849
	2.257
	11.405
	20.292
	7.02
	<.001
	 

	SPEAKING ANXIETY
	-1.382
	0.522
	-2.410
	-0.353
	-2.64
	0.009
	-0.1591

	QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
	0.485
	0.422
	-0.346
	1.317
	1.15
	0.252
	0.0691



	Canonical Correlations

	
	Correlation
	Eigenvalue
	Wilks Statistic
	F
	Num D.F
	Denom D.F.
	Sig.

	1
	.172
	.030
	.943
	1.352
	12.000
	722.582
	.184

	2
	.163
	.027
	.972
	1.326
	6.000
	548.000
	.244

	3
	.043
	.002
	.998
	.
	.
	.
	.

	H0 for Wilks test is that the correlations in the current and following rows are zero




	Set 1 Cross Loadings

	Variable
	1
	2
	3

	PublicSpeakingAnxiety
	.124
	-.112
	.004

	SelfconfidenceinSpeaking
	-.102
	-.037
	.033

	CommunicationApprehension
	-.007
	-.146
	-.019




	Set 2 Cross Loadings

	Variable
	1
	2
	3

	SpeechRate
	.108
	.111
	-.013

	Pausing
	-.002
	.144
	-.020

	SmoothnessofDelivery
	.027
	.150
	.000

	Pronunciation
	.054
	.135
	.009






CMIN
	Model
	NPAR
	CMIN
	DF
	P
	CMIN/DF

	Default model
	175
	2307.835
	1655
	.000
	1.394

	Saturated model
	1830
	.000
	0
	
	

	Independence model
	60
	8389.567
	1770
	.000
	4.740


Baseline Comparisons
	Model
	NFI
Delta1
	RFI
rho1
	IFI
Delta2
	TLI
rho2
	CFI

	Default model
	.725
	.706
	.903
	.895
	.901

	Saturated model
	1.000
	
	1.000
	
	1.000

	Independence model
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000



RMSEA
	Model
	RMSEA
	LO 90
	HI 90
	PCLOSE

	Default model
	.038
	.034
	.041
	1.000

	Independence model
	.116
	.113
	.118
	.000



[image: ]






Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.815


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	P2
	0.785

	P3
	0.778

	P4
	0.778

	P5
	0.802

	P6
	0.790

	P8
	0.779


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.754


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	S1
	0.742

	S3
	0.732

	S6
	0.711

	S8
	0.673

	S9
	0.694


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.769


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	C2
	0.732

	C5
	0.749

	C7
	0.737

	C8
	0.710

	C9
	0.731

	C10
	0.753


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.788


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	F1
	0.774

	F3
	0.732

	F5
	0.751

	F6
	0.759

	F9
	0.754

	F10
	0.767


 Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.710


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	D5
	0.680

	D6
	0.654

	D7
	0.667

	D8
	0.646

	D10
	0.668


 Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.789


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	I2
	0.725

	I3
	0.753

	I4
	0.764

	I6
	0.766

	I9
	0.740


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.833


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	M2
	0.811

	M4
	0.793

	M5
	0.805

	M6
	0.812

	M7
	0.811

	M10
	0.807


 


Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.793


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	IC2
	0.774

	IC3
	0.717

	IC5
	0.723

	IC8
	0.758


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.820


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	MS1
	0.773

	MS3
	0.784

	MS4
	0.796

	MS5
	0.768

	MS10
	0.803


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.853


 
	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	FA1
	0.822

	FA2
	0.837

	FA6
	0.831

	FA7
	0.833

	FA8
	0.823

	FA10
	0.825


 
Reliability Analysis
	Scale Reliability Statistics

	 
	McDonald's ω

	scale
	0.883



	Item Reliability Statistics

	
	If item dropped

	 
	McDonald's ω

	FQ1
	0.859

	FQ2
	0.858

	FQ3
	0.872

	FQ4
	0.859

	FQ5
	0.858

	FQ10
	0.873


























Appendix G
Assumption Checks

Assumption Checks
	Collinearity Statistics

	 
	VIF
	Tolerance

	SPEAKING ANXIETY
	1.04
	0.960

	QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
	1.43
	0.700

	LANGUAGE EXPOSURE
	1.44
	0.697


 
	Normality Test (Shapiro-Wilk)

	Statistic
	p

	0.981
	<.001


 
Q-Q Plot
[image: ]




Appendix H
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
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December 19, 2025

Lyllan Gay D, Magdale, LPT, PhD

School President

City College of El Salvador p”
€1 Balvador City, Misamis Oriental oy

THRU: Wilma R. Taganas, PhD
Vice President for Research and Extension

Subject: Pilot Testing Request for Master's Thesis

Dear Dr. Magdale:

Graafings! | am currently a graduate student taking up Master of Arts in English major in
Taaching English Communication Arts at Lourdes Cellage, Inc. In partial fulfilmant of the
requiraments for the degree, | am condusling a thesis entitied: “Speaking Anxiety, Language
Exposure, and Quality of Instruction as Determinants of Oral Fluency Ameng First-year

College students.”

In this regard, | respectfully seek your approval to conduct @ pilol lesting of my research
instruments amang thirty (30) first-year studunts at the Clly Coliege of El Salvador, The pilot
study aims 1o validate and refine the survey guestionnaires and oral Nuancy assessment
tubtics prior to the full implementation of the main study. Please be assured that the study will
atrictly observe othical renearch standards

| sincerely hope for your favorable consideration af this request. Should you require additional
documants or clarification, | would be glad to comply.

Thank you very much for your time and aupport.

Rospoctfully yotrs, s e
AT COLLeTE OF EL SALVATIO®
[ Tame Lo anian, Bl Salvarine Sity j
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LOURDES COLLEGE, INC.
Cagayan de Oro City
Research, Planning, and Development Office (RPDO)

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR SURVEYS, RPD-FO-001

INTERVIEWS, AND FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS
Adapted from the WHO Informed Consent Template.
(http:/jwwwwho.intipcresearch_ethics/informed_consent/er)

‘Note: This template Is for research interventions that use questionnaire:
group discussions.

~depth interviews or focus

Tnformed Consent Form for first-year college students at City College of E1 Salvador, El Saivador City,
Misamis Oriental

Name of Researcher/ Principal Researcher: Blzabeth Francee B, Labrador

(Name of OrganizationInstitution): ity College of El Salvador

[Research Title and LREC No.): Speaking Anxiety, Language Exposure, and Quality of Instruction as

Determinants of Oral Fuency Among First-Year College Students

PART I: INFORMATION SHEET

INTRODUCTION The researcher is conducting a study 1o explore the factors influencing oral
fluency among first-year college students. We are inviting you to participate in
this important study, which aims to gain insights into how language exposure,
speaking anxiety, and the quality of instruction affect students' at
communicate effectively in English.

Please know that your participation is voluntary, and you may take all the
time you need to decide whether to be part of this research. If there are any
words or concepts you do not understand, they will be explained, and you are
welcome to ask questions at any time. Your comfort and understanding are very
important to us, and your participation will be greatly appreciated.

PURPOSE OF THE The main goal of this study is to find out what can help students speak more
STUDY smoothly and confidently in English. Specifically, we want to understand how
being exposed to English, feeling nervous about speaking, and the quality of
teaching in the classroom can affect how well students can speak the English
language. This research will help teachers and schools find better ways to
support students in becoming more comfortable and fluent in their oral
communication

TYPE OF Tn this study, you wil be asked o answer questionnaries few simple
RESEARCH questions. These questions will ask about how often you hear and speak
INTERVENTION English, how you feel about speaking in class, and what you think about your
teachers' way of teaching. There will be no medical procedures or tests

just answering questions to help us understand your experiences

PARTICIPANT You are being asked 1o take part i this study because we want o leam
SELECTION about how students speak English better. We chose students like you because

you are currently studying at the college, and your experiences can help us
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‘understand what helps students improve their speaking sKils. Your answers wil
help us find ways to support students in speaking confidently.

VOLUNTARY
PARTICIPANT

Ttis completely Up to you whether you want to take part in this study or not.
If you choose not to participate, you will il receive the same support and
services from the school as you normally do, and your studies wil not be affected
any way. Deciding to participate or not will not impact your grades, your
relationship with teachers, or anything else at school.

If you decide to join, you can choose to stop at any time before you answer
the questions. However, if you have already shared your answers and decide to
stop, your previous responses can be kept or not used, depending on your
preference. Your participation s voluntary, and you are free to decide without
feeling pressured.

PROCEDURES

A This research study aims to understand how factors ke language
exposure, speaking anxiety, and instructional qualty influence students’
abilty to speak English confidently and fluently. As a participant, you wi
be involved in oral fluency assessment and completing survey
questionnaires. Your participation will help us gather valuable
information to improve language leaming support for students like you

5. Participants will voluntarlly take part in an oral fluency assessment
involving a speaking task to measure speech rate, pausing, smoothness
of delivery, and pronunciation. The assessment will be conducted in a
chosen location, and recordings will be made for accuracy. Al
recordings and results will be kept confidential and stored securely for a
designated period before being destroyed

Participants will voluntarily complete questionnaires in a private
setting. They may choose to answer independently and are free to skip
any question or stop at any time. Responses will be anonymized using
2 code, with access limited to the researcher and authorized personnels
only. Al responses will be securely stored and subsequently discarded
after the study is completed.

Tn focus group. NA
discussions:
For interviews NA

For questionnaire
surveys:

The questionnaires wil be distributed in person by the researcher.
Participants have the option to complete the survey privately on their own.
Participants are encouraged to answer honestly and are informed that they may
skip any questions they do not wish to answer and then proceed to the next
question without any penatty

The information provided will be kept strictly confidential; the questionnaires.
not include participants’ names, only a unique identification number will be
used to ensure anonymity. Access to the survey results will be limited to [name
of persons with access, and all collected data will be securely stored and
destroyed after the completion of the study.
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DURATION

Parlicipants wil be asked fo complete the questionnaires within a
designated time frame of approximately 30-40 minutes. They may choose to
finish the survey at their own pace, and are free to take breaks if needed, without
any penalty. For the oral fluency assessment, the participant will render 1-2
minutes speaking time. The researcher will provide clear instructions to ensure
that participants understand the estimated duration and feel comfortable with the
process

RISKS

Participants may experience mid_discomfort or_nervousness_when
answering questions and participating in oral fluency. There is also a minimal
risk of breaches of confidentiality despite strict data privacy measures, which
could potentially affect participants' privacy if data security is compromised
However, these risks are considered minimal and are addressed through
confidentiality protocols and ethical guidelines.

BENEFITS

Participants wil have the opportunity to reflect on their language leaming
experiences and feelings, which can increase self-awareness regarding their
speaking abiliies, anxiety levels, and exposure to English. The findings from this
study may contribute to improved language teaching strategies and learning
environments, ultimately benefiting current and future students by promoting
more effective language acquisition practices

REIMBURSEMENTS

The participants in the study will not receive rembursements for their
participation. Participation in the research is voluntary and without financial
compensation, in accordance with the ethical procedures outiined. If
reimbursements are intended, they should be clearly specified and ethically
approved prior to data colection.

CONFIDENTIALITY

‘All data collected in the study will be kept strictly confidential. The researcher
will ensure that all files are securely stored in password-protected folders and
that no identifying information of the participants s included in any reports or
publications. Personal identifiers will be anonymized to protect participants'
privacy. Access to the data will be limited to the researcher alone, and any
shared results will be presented in a manner that prevents the identification of
individual participants. Additionally, data will be used solely for academic
purposes and will be destroyed or properly disposed of after the completion of
the study, in accordance with data privacy regulations.

SHARING THE
RESULTS

The results of this study will be disseminated to relevant stakeholders,
including students, educators, school administrators, and future researchers,
through comprehensive reports, acadermic presentations, and professional
development workshops. The findings will serve to inform and improve teaching
practices, curriculum design, and classroom strategies aimed at enhancing oral
fluency and mitigating speaking anxiety. Educational policymakers and
curriculum developers can utilize these insights to formulate programs and
policies that foster an optimal environment for spoken language development.
Furthermore, the research will contribute to the existing body of knowledge on
the interaction between language exposure, speaking anxiety, and instructional
quality, providing a foundation for future scholarly investigations in the field of
language education

RIGHT TO REFUSE
OR WITHDRAW

Parlicipants have the right (o refuse participation or withdraw from the study
at any time without any penalty or adverse consequences.
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WHO TO CONTACT

The research team will provide clear instructions to ensure that participants
understand the estimated duration and feel comfortable with the process.

PART Il: CERTIFICATE OF CONSENT

This section is
mandatory

Thave read the foregoing information, or it has been read to me. I have had
the opportunity to ask questions about it and any questions | have been
asked to have been answered to my satisfaction. | consent voluntarily to
be a participant in this study.

Print Name of
Participant

Signature of
Participant

Date
mmdd)

I literate

A Titerate witness must sign (i possible, this person should be selected by the
participant and should have o connection to the research team). Participants
who are iliterate should include their thumb print as well.

Thave witnessed the accurate reading of the consent form o the potential
participant, and the individual has had the opportunity to ask questions.
confirm that the ual has given consent freely.

Print name of

witness

Date:
mmiddlyyyy

Thumb print of
participant

STATEMENT BY THE RESEARCHER OR PERSON TAKING CONSENT

Thave accurately read out the information sheet to the potential participant,
and to the best of my ability made sure that the participant understands
that the following will be done:

1.
2.
3

1 confirm that the participant was given an opportunity to ask questions.
about the study, and all the questions asked by the participant have been
answered correctly and to the best of my ability. | confirm that the
individual has not been coerced into giving consent, and the consent has

been given freely and voluntarily.
A copy of this Informed Consent Form has been provided to the
participant.

Print Name of
Researcher or
person taking the
consent

Blizabeth Francee B. Labrador
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Signature of
Researcher or
person taking the
consent

I

Date: mm/ddiyyyy

0171512026

‘Adapted from National Ethical Guidelines for Research Involving Human Participant

2022. Philippine Health Research Ethics Board.
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Certificate of Statistical Treatment

This is to certify that the pilot test of the research study has been statistically analyzed,
treated, and reviewed by the undersigned. The statistical treatment of Cronbach alpha (a) and
Krippendorff's alpha () ensured accurate, reliable, and valid results in adherence to standard
statistical methodologies.

Given this 13" of January, 2026 at Cagayan de Oro City, Philippines.

Issued by:

VARIABLES Cronbach Decision

‘Allitems are consistent with each
725 Acceptable other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.

Speaking Anxiety:
Public Speaking Anxiety

Speaking Anxiety: Self- ‘Alems are consistent with each

Coniidence in Speaking 857 Good other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.
Speaking Anxicty. ‘Altems are consistent with each
Communication 811 Good other, and no items need to be
Appreciation removed or revised.
Tanguage Exposure: ‘Altems are consistent with each
Frequency of Language 774 Acceptable other, and no items need to be
Exposure removed or revised.
Lanquage Exposure ‘Alems are consistent with each
'guage EXpe 796 Acceptable other, and no items need to be

Duration of Exposure removed or revised.

‘Allitems are consistent with each
721 Acceptable other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.

Language Exposure:
Interaction Level

‘Allitems are consistent with each
933 Excellent other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.

Language Exposure:
Mode of Interaction

‘Allitems are consistent with each
907 Excellent other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.

Quality of Instruction:
Instructional Clarity

‘Allitems are consistent with each
878 Good other, and no items need to be
removed or revised.

Quality of Instruction:
Motivation Strategies

‘Allitems are consistent with each

Quality of Instruction: .759 Acceptable other, and no items need to be
Formative Assessment removed or revised.
Used

‘Al tems are consistent with each
Quality of Instruction: 915 Excellent other, and no items need to be
Feedback Quality removed or revised.





image11.png
Krippendorff’s Alpha Reliability Estimate

Oral Fluency- Speech Rate

Krippendorff's Alpha alphamin q

8433 6700 10001

The Krippendorf's alpha test was used (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007) to estimate the inter-
rater relability, and these alpha values are reported in the results below. An alpha below 0.67,
indicates a really low inter-rater reliabilty. Ideally, it should be over 0.8. Below 0.8 but above 0.67,
indicates low reliability. The table shows that there is an estimated 1.00 percent chance that the
alpha would be below 0.67 if the whole population would be tested. Thus, the results show that
the inter-rate reliability was high (a= 0.8433), i.e., that the 2 raters agree.

Oral Fluency- Pausing

Krippendorff's Alpha alphamin q

7981 6700 0131

The Krippendorff's alpha test was used (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007) to estimate the inter-
rater reliability, and these alpha values are reported in the resuits below. An alpha below 0.67,
indicates a really low inter-rater reliabilty. Ideally, it should be over 0.8. Below 0.8 but above 0.67,
indicates low reliability. The table shows that there is an estimated 1.31 percent chance that the
alpha would be below 0.67 if the whole population would be tested. Thus, the resuits show that
the inter-rate reliability was high (a= .7981), i.e., that the 2 raters agree.

Oral Fluency- Smoothness of Delivery

Krippendorff's Alpha alphamin q

7805 6700 0061

The Krippendorff's alpha test was used (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007) to estimate the inter-
rater reliability, and these alpha values are reported in the resuits below. An alpha below 0.67,
indicates a really low inter-rater reliabilty. Ideally, it should be over 0.8. Below 0.8 but above 0.67,
indicates low reliability. The table shows that there is an estimated 6.10 percent chance that the
alpha would be below 0.67 if the whole population would be tested. Thus, the results show that
the inter-rate reliability was high (a= 0.7805), i.e., that the 2 raters agree.
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Figure 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Best-fit Model of Speaking Anxiety,
Language Exposure, and Quality of Instruction Subcomponents

Legend: P = Public Speaking Anxiety, S = Self-confidence in Speaking, C =
Communication Apprehension, F = Frequency of Exposure, D = Duration of
Exposure, | = Interaction Level, M = Mode of Exposure, IC = Instructional Clarity, MS

= Motivation Strategies, FA = Formative Assessment Used, FQ = Feedback Quality

Figure 1 presents the best-fitting CFA model of the eleven constructs. All latent

variables were represented by their retained indicators, and the standardized factor
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Lourdes College Research Ethics

Committee (LC-REC)
Cagayan de Oro City

Name of Researcher : BLLZABETH FRANCEE B. LABRADOR

Designation Graduate Student
Institution Lourdes College
Address Cagayan de Oro City
Date  January 19,2026

Dear Ms, Labrador,
Praised be Jesus and Mary!

This certifies that the Lourdes College Research Ethics Committee (LC-REC) which is
constituted and established, and functions in accordance with the requirements set by the Lourdes
College, Inc, Cagayan de Oro City; the Philippine Health Research Ethics Board (PHREB); and in
compliance with WHO Standards and Operational Guidance for. Ethics Review of Health-related
Research with Human Participants (2011); and the National Ethical Guidelines for Research
Involving Human Participants (NEGRIHP, 2022); has approved the following study protocol and
related documents:

Type of Submission + ETHICS CLEARANCE
LC-REC Code +20252025116-VTD
Study Protocol Title + SPEAKING ANXIETY, LANGUAGE EXPOSURE, AND QUALITY OF

INSTRUCTION AS DETERMINANTS OF ORAL FLUENCY AMONG
FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE STUDENTS

Type of Review  Expedited
Principal Investigator  : BLLZABETH FRANCEE B. LABRADOR
Approval Date  January 19,2026

Expiry of Ethical Clearance: January 19,2027

Approved Site  El Salvador, Misamis Oriental

FINAL APPROVAL WAS GRANTED THROUGH EXPEDITED REVIEW

‘Adapted from Phillppine Health Research Ethics Board (PHREB) Standord Operating Procedures (2020) and
UPMREB FORM 4(8)2019: CERTIFICATION OF APPROVAL (2023)





