
LEARN Journal: Language Education and Acquisition Research Network  
ISSN: 2630-0672 (Print) | ISSN: 2672-9431 (Online)  
Volume: 16, No: 1, January – June 2023 
 

  Language Institute, Thammasat University 
  https://so04.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/LEARN/index  

 
Effects of Integrated Performance Assessment 
Modules on English Speaking Ability of Thai EFL 
Undergraduate Students 
 
Benjawan Plengkhama,*, Punchalee Wasanasomsithib  
 
a ajarnbenjawan@hotmail.com, English as an International Language Program, 
Graduate School, Chulalongkorn University, Thailand 
b punchaleew@yahoo.com, Chulalongkorn University Language Institute, Thailand 
* Corresponding author, ajarnbenjawan@hotmail.com 
 
APA Citation:  
Plengkham, B. & Wasanasomsithi, P. (2023). Effects of integrated performance 
assessment modules on English speaking ability of Thai EFL undergraduate 
students. LEARN Journal: Language Education and Acquisition Research Network, 
16(1), 448-472. 
 
Received 
01/11/2022 
 
Received in revised 
form 18/12/2022 
 
Accepted 
22/12/2022 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT  
 
Integrating assessment into speaking instruction has been a 
challenge for English language instructors. The Integrated 
Performance Assessment (IPA), proposed by the American 
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) 
(Adair-Hauck et al., 2015), is an assessment protocol featuring 
three modes of communication: interpretive, interpersonal, and 
presentational, to reinforce second and foreign language 
learning. This present mixed-method research aimed to 
investigate the effects of the IPA modules on Thai EFL 
undergraduate students’ speaking ability. Three IPA modules 
were taught over the course of nine weeks to 33 Thai EFL 
undergraduate students enrolled in an English speaking course, 
and the students’ performance was assessed using an adapted 
IPA rubric. The research instruments included a pretest, a 
posttest, unit tests, an IPA opinion questionnaire, and a semi-
structured interview protocol. The findings indicated that the 
implementation of three IPA modules had a positive effect on 
students’ speaking ability as evidenced by the posttest results. 
In addition, the findings obtained from the IPA opinion 
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questionnaire and the semi-structured interview protocol 
yielded further evidence of positive effects of the IPA, 
particularly on students’ perceived speaking improvement. 
Based on the study findings, it is suggested that the three IPA 
modules can be used as an instructional and assessment model 
to promote students’ speaking ability as well as to elicit insights 
into how English language teaching and assessment can be 
seamlessly integrated. 
 
Keywords: integrated performance assessment, speaking 
ability, EFL, undergraduate students  

 
Introduction   

 
 English language instruction has shifted away from grammar-based 
instruction toward communication and performance-based learning in recent 
years (Adair-Huack et al., 2006). According to the American Council on the 
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) (2011), language educators have 
come to the belief that the objective of language teaching is to increase 
students’ language competency through modes of communication that seem 
to mirror real-life situations. This is essential since language and 
communication are considered the most fundamental aspects of human 
experience. When it comes to communication skills, it is not questionable that 
conversation is a crucial part of education and teaching pedagogy. However, 
it has been discovered that EFL students are often less motivated to learn 
English speaking when compared to ESL students. More importantly, many 
of them are unable to communicate in English. This is because their 
opportunities to speak and practice English outside of the classroom are 
limited due to a lack of English-speaking environments (Nakhalah, 2016). It 
is worth noting that although many educational institutes in EFL settings 
provide English speaking courses, each institute’s teaching pedagogy is 
different. In other words, despite the fact that Communicative Language 
Teaching (CLT) has been implemented in many countries, including 
Thailand, the English speaking ability of EFL students appears to be 
unsatisfactory (Atagi, 2011). Because of this, merely teaching students to 
speak may not be adequate to improve their ability to communicate; it is also 
necessary to actively involve them in the learning process at the same time.   

Choosing an assessment technique is a crucial part of language 
instruction. This is because assessment reflects how teachers recognize 
students’ needs, signal their progress, and establish their own educational 
plans (Frank, 2012); therefore, selecting an appropriate assessment technique 
can help students learn more effectively. Traditional assessment, on the one 
hand, is defined as a method of evaluation that is generally focused on pencil-
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and-paper examinations and quizzes (Mertler, 2017). Traditional evaluation is 
extensively utilized in classroom assessment since the instructor may be 
required to examine a large number of students at once. In traditional 
assessment, the instruction and assessment are seen as two separate 
constructs, and assessment always occurs after a unit of instruction has been 
completed to determine whether and how well students have achieved the 
learning goals, which is signified in the form of letter grades or comments. It 
is  often argued that such  forms of assessment might not help students 
develop their language skills fully because  they do not give sufficient 
information for them to improve themselves (Tunstall & Gipps, 1996). 
Alternative assessment, on the other hand, enables instructors to place their 
focus more on the students’ learning process rather than just the final output. 
It is believed that alternative assessment may be more effective to help 
students develop mastery of the language skills as instructors, instead of 
having to wait until the end of the instruction period, have more chances to 
learn about their students’ progress and to help them overcome challenges 
while they are still in the process of learning.  

In terms of assessment types, summative and formative assessments 
have both been employed in language classrooms. Summative evaluation is 
described as an assessment strategy that intends to assess what students have 
learned and how well they have achieved the course goals at the end of the 
course (Brown, 2004). However, it is clear that summative evaluation alone is 
unlikely to be sufficient in assessing students’ learning progress. 
Consequently, language instructors have increasingly turned to formative 
assessment to reflect how students learn the language. Formative assessment 
is a method of evaluating students’ performance in terms of their progress in 
developing their language competence and abilities with the goal of 
continuing their learning development process (Brown, 2004). Formative 
assessment may not only assist language instructors in providing immediate 
assistance to students, but it may also enable students to develop themselves 
throughout the learning process. This is because formative evaluation focuses 
on students’ performance as it occurs and actively incorporates both 
instructors and students in the learning process (Madison-Harris et al, 2012).  

There are different types of assessments that may be used to assess 
students formatively (Brown, 2004). The Integrated Performance Assessment 
(henceforth IPA) is seen as one form of assessment that offers instructors 
and language learners a rich opportunity to focus on the learning progress. 
The IPA was first introduced by the American Council on the Teaching of 
Foreign Languages (ACTFL). The purpose of the implementation of the IPA 
is to seamlessly integrate assessment into second and foreign language 
instruction. As such, IPA changes the focus of assessment from pure 
memorization to students’ actual performance by themselves or with their 
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peers. At present, IPA has been implemented in many foreign language 
classes including Spanish, Chinese, and French, in addition to English (Center 
for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition, 2019). However, it is 
noteworthy that even though the implementation of the IPA has been 
explored in different language learning contexts and with positive results 
(Adair-Hauck et al., 2015), to date, little research on the IPA with EFL 
students has been undertaken, particularly in English speaking courses. This 
study, therefore, aimed to investigate the effects of the IPA on Thai EFL 
students’ speaking ability to help shed more light on the effectiveness of this 
assessment protocol when it is used in the Thai context. Accordingly, two 
research questions were formulated as follows: 

1. What are the effects of IPA modules on undergraduate students’ 
English speaking ability? 

2. What are undergraduate students’ attitudes towards the 
implementation of IPA modules? 

 
Literature Review   

 
Integrated Performance Assessment 
 
 The Integrated Performance Assessment (IPA) is defined as “a multi-
task cluster assessment featuring three tasks, each of which reflects one of the 
three modes of communication, namely interpersonal, interpretive, and 
presentational” (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015, p. 22). The multi-task cluster 
assessment in the IPA is outlined in the Standards for Foreign Language 
Learning in the 21st century (National Standards for Foreign Language 
Education Project, 1996, 1999, 2006). The standard features five goal areas, 
known as the Five Cs, as outlined in the World-Readiness Standards for 
Foreign Languages: Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, 
and Communities (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015). The IPA can evaluate students’ 
language proficiency at three levels: novice, intermediate, and advanced, and 
the use of standard-based and performance-based language evaluation is 
integral to the assessment process (Center for Advanced Research on 
Language Acquisition, 2019). The IPA is utilized in conjunction with a 
scoring rubric to assess students’ performance in terms of whether they meet, 
exceed, or do not meet expectations upon completion of the assigned task.  

According to the theoretical framework of the IPA, there are six 
important characteristics of which language instructors and course developers 
should be aware when wishing to implement the IPA in their classroom. 
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Figure 1  
 
IPA theoretical framework   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
To begin with, the IPA is based on the three modes of 

communication, namely interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational, as 
outlined in the Standards  for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century 
(National Standards for Foreign Language Education Project, 1996, 1999, 
2009, as cited in Adair-Hauck et al., 2015). These three modes are integrated 
as a single unit of assessment and are all aligned with the same theme 
throughout the tasks in the unit. Each task reflects the necessary information 
as well as the linguistic interaction needed for students to perform the 
subsequent tasks in the same unit of assessment. Theoretically, the 
interpretive IPA refers to the interpretation of meaning from the written or 
spoken form. As for the interpersonal mode, it is defined as the active 
negotiation of meaning among individuals. The last IPA mode is 
presentational, which is the production of oral or written messages with the 
interpretation made by the audience. These principles serve as a key 
component of the design of an IPA unit (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015; Sandrock, 
2008). 

As for the second characteristic, the IPA is a performance-based 
assessment that enables students to perform tasks that are meaningful, 
motivating, and suitable for their backgrounds (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015; 
Sandrock, 2008). It has been found that a performance-based assessment 
shows great potential for students’ performance. The principle of 
performance-based assessment has influenced the design of the IPA, as it 
could enable learners to apply their linguistic and cultural backgrounds to 
communicative tasks. (Sandrock, 2008). 

Thirdly, the IPA is an authentic assessment as it mirrors real-world 
tasks (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015; Sandrock, 2008). Authentic assessment refers 
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to an assessment method that is based on real-world tasks involving the 
meaningful application of fundamental knowledge and skills (Mueller, 2005). 
Accordingly, IPA units are designed to feature authentic tasks, which are 
based on real-world situations.  This authentic assessment helps to provide 
the real-world context necessary to assess students’ competence based on the 
5C goal areas. 

Another characteristic of the IPA is its developmental nature. 
Development in the IPA refers to the developmental progress of language 
learners towards the specific levels of proficiency outlined in the ACTFL 
Proficiency Guidelines (2012), which describe what language learners can do 
with the language in terms of the four skills of speaking, writing, listening, 
and reading at different levels of proficiency based on real-world situations. 
The proficiency levels are ranged along a continuum of language learning, 
labeled Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced. 

Additionally, the IPA is a standards-based assessment focusing on the 
integration of the standard goal areas outlined in the World-Readiness 
Standards for Learning Languages (5Cs). Apart from emphasizing the 
Communication standard in the three modes of communication, the IPA also 
integrates the other standard goal areas in the 5Cs, namely Cultures, 
Connections, Comparisons, and Communities. The incorporation of the 
Communication goal in the three modes of communication with other 
standard goal areas is reflected through the IPA assessment tasks (Adair-
Hauck et al., 2015; Sandrock, 2008; Center for Advanced Research on 
Language Acquisition, 2019). 
 The last important characteristic of the IPA is its seamless connection 
between instruction and assessment. In other words, the IPA blends 
classroom instruction and experiences by rejecting the disconnection between 
instruction and assessment. In doing so, it redefines the practice of 
assessment. Recent research on language assessment has emphasized the use 
of integrated assessment for improving instruction and learning. Accordingly, 
it is believed that the IPA’s combination of performance-based and authentic 
assessment, together with its model of performance descriptions and the role 
of feedback in assessment, can enable it to link instruction and assessment in 
a seamless manner (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015; Sandrock, 2008). 
 
Speaking ability  
 
 Speaking ability is defined in various ways. Brown (2004) states that 
speaking is primarily related to listening since it is difficult to constrain speech 
alone without the interaction of aural awareness. Speaking ability is separated 
into two subskills: microskills and macroskills. Microskills stress smaller parts 
of the language, whereas macroskills emphasize larger elements of the 
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language such as discourse, fluency, and nonverbal communication (Brown, 
2004).   
  According to Goh and Burns (2012), despite their awareness of the 
significance of speaking, language instructors are not often equipped with the 
skills they need to teach speaking due to a lack of a particular speaking 
instructional model. As such, it is imperative that instructors adopt a suitable 
speaking teaching model to effectively develop the speaking skills and ability 
of their students. 
 
Figure 2  
 
The Conceptual framework of the study  

 
 
 
                                                                                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  In this study, the IPA modules were developed based on two 

theoretical frameworks: the IPA framework proposed by Adair-Hauck et al., 
(2015) and Sandrock (2008) and the speaking instruction framework (Goh & 
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Burns, 2012). These frameworks were selected because the speaking 
instruction cycle and the IPA seemed to share some common concepts in 
terms of the characteristic of learning activities. Hence, the speaking tasks in 
the IPA modules were designed by using principles of both frameworks. 

                      To design each IPA module, the instructional goal was first identified. 
After that, standards-based assessment was employed to ensure that the 
module included communication standards as well as integrating the other 
goal areas outlined in the 5Cs standards. The key activities were then designed 
and appropriate resources were provided for students to complete the tasks. 
The next component to be designed was the IPA assessment tasks, which 
offered opportunities for students to learn through assessment application. 
The last component was the IPA feedback session, which allowed students 
to receive co-constructed feedback on their performance and thus improve 
their speaking ability.  

 
Methodology 

 
 The present study employed a mixed-methods research design to 
collect data on students’ speaking ability. A one-group pretest-posttest design 
was used to investigate the effects of the IPA modules on Thai EFL 
undergraduate students’ English speaking ability. An IPA opinion 
questionnaire was administered to explore students’ opinions on the 
implementation of the IPA modules, particularly their effects on their 
speaking ability. Also, a semi-structured interview protocol was utilized to 
elicit in-depth information from students. 
 
Participants 
 
 Thirty-three third-year undergraduate students majoring in English 
Education who were enrolled in an English speaking course at the Faculty of 
Humanities and Social Sciences at a government university in Nakhon 
Pathom Province, Thailand, participated in this study. There were both 14 
male and 19 female participants. As for the English proficiency of the 
participants, most of them were at an intermediate level. Students were 
required to enroll in this course in their third year of study since it was a 
compulsory course. 
 
Data Collection and Research Instruments 
 
 Data collection was conducted over the course of nine weeks in the 
first semester of the 2021 academic year. Four research instruments were pilot 
tested and then used in this study as follows: 



 
Plengkham & Wasanasomsithi (2023), pp. 448-472 

 LEARN Journal: Vol. 16, No. 1 (2023)                                                                     Page  456 

Pretest and Posttest  
 

A pretest was conducted before the implementation of the IPA 
modules. The pretest and posttest included three test tasks that reflected three 
IPA modes: interpretative, interpersonal, and presentational.  

The first task tested students’ ability to interpret meaning. In this task, 
they watched a video and completed four assessment activities. In the second 
task, students were tested on their ability to negotiate meaning with the 
interlocutor by talking together and exchanging ideas in the form of a 
conversation. In the final task, students were assigned to deliver a speech on 
the same topic as the first two tasks. After nine weeks of the implementation 
of the three IPA modules, students completed the posttest, which shared the 
same test constructs with the pretest but with a different topic. In terms of 
scoring, the ACTFL IPA rubric was adapted based on the context of this 
study. The students were assessed on whether they exceeded, met, or did not 
meet the performance expectations described in the rubric. The description 
of each task in the pretest and posttest is illustrated below. 

 
Table 1   
 
The element of pretest and posttest  

Pretest - Posttest 
IPA Modes Assessment 

Criteria 
Assessment Tasks Time 

Allocation 
Interpretive Keyword 

recognition 
Students watched a movie trailer and 
provided 10 words they heard from the 
video. 

15 minutes 

Main idea detection Students watched the whole movie and 
wrote about the main idea of the story. 

15 minutes 
(After watching 
movie) 

Supporting detail 
detection 

Students wrote the supporting details of 
the story based on the words given.  

15 minutes 

Cultural 
perspectives 

Students answered questions related to the 
cultural perspectives found in the movie 
compared to their own culture. 

15 minutes 

Interpersonal  Language Function  Students had a conversation about the 
movie with the instructor in the form of an 
interview. 

5 minutes 
Discourse Type  
Communication 
Strategies  
Comprehensibility  
Language Control   

Presentational  Language Function  Students delivered a two-minute speech to 
review the movie.  

2 minutes 
Discourse Type 
Impact  
Comprehensibility 
Language Control 
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Unit Tests 
 

Three unit tests were conducted in each unit. The test construct was 
similar to that of the pretest and posttest. Each unit took three weeks to 
cover, and students completed the unit test upon completion of each IPA 
task in each unit. The IPA modules task cycle is illustrated below: 

 
Figure 3 
 
IPA Modules Task Cycle 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 According to Figure 3, each IPA module was designed based on the 
aforementioned conceptual framework. The three modes of 
communication—interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational—were the 
main focus in designing the IPA modules. The 5Cs standards were also 
integrated into the assessment tasks. Moreover, the assessment tasks were 
constructed based on the students’ proficiency levels, which were at the 
intermediate level in the current study. 
 As for the implementation stage, three IPA modules were taught over 
the nine weeks. Each IPA module employed a different theme, while the test 
constructs were the same. After each IPA module, students completed the 
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unit test, which featured three assessment tasks, each one corresponding to 
one of the three modes: interpretive, interpersonal, and presentational. The 
format of tasks was similar to those in the pretest and posttest, but with 
different themes. In terms of assessment criteria, the adapted IPA rubric was 
used to evaluate students’ performance in each IPA task.  
  After each unit test, each student co-constructed IPA feedback with 
the instructor. In terms of the nature of the feedback loop, the instructor had 
a conversation with each student and discussed their performance on each 
IPA task. The exchange between the student and the instructor included 
questions from the teacher and self-reflection from the student. Through the 
co-constructed feedback, the instructor encouraged students to realize their 
strengths and weaknesses. The instructor avoided making judgmental 
statements in the feedback session. 
 
IPA Opinion Questionnaire 
 

The IPA opinion questionnaire was designed by the researcher to 
explore students’ opinions on the implementation of the IPA modules and 
whether or not they perceived that the IPA modules had helped improve their 
speaking ability. To ensure the validity of the questionnaire, the Item-
Objective Congruence Index (Henceforth IOC) was used by having three 
experts evaluate the questions. The Cronbach's alpha was employed to 
evaluate its reliability showing a high reliability of .911. The questionnaire was 
administered after the course ended.  
 
Semi-structured interview protocol 
 

To elicit more insightful information from the participants, a semi-
structured interview protocol developed by the researcher was also used. Six 
students were chosen for the interview. The criteria for selecting the 
participants was based on the students’ scores. Two students from each of 
the three score levels—high, middle, and low—were asked to take part in the 
interview. The interview was conducted one week after the students 
completed the questionnaire. There were ten questions, which had already 
been validated by using IOC, that investigated the effect of the IPA module. 
The theme of the interview questions was derived from the questions in the 
questionnaire in order to provide more insight from the data obtained from 
the questionnaire. The questions were based on the overall satisfaction, the 
development of English speaking ability through the IPA modules, the IPA 
instructional activities, and the IPA feedback session.  
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Data Analysis 
 

As for quantitative data analysis, descriptive statistics of mean, 
standard deviation, and frequency were used to analyze the data obtained 
from the pretest and posttest. In addition, the data elicited from the semi-
structured interviews were analyzed by means of content analysis. 

 
Findings 

 
Effectiveness of IPA Modules on Students’ English Speaking Ability 
 
 The pretest and posttest were used to determine if the students’ 
speaking ability had improved after the nine-week implementation of the 
three modules of the IPA.  

Table 2 presents the findings from the pretest and posttest. The 
students’ total posttest mean score (M = 3.27; SD = .32) was higher than the 
pretest mean score (M = 2.62; SD = .31). Moreover, the students’ scores 
showed improvement in all three IPA modes, namely the interpretive, 
interpersonal, and presentational modes. When the paired sample T-test was 
used to compare the two sets of scores, the results revealed that there was a 
statistically significant difference (p < .05) between the pretest and posttest 
scores. 
 
Table 2  
 
Summary of the results of the pretest and posttest   
 

IPA mode Pretest Posttest t p 
M SD M SD 

Interpretive 2.12 .38 3.03 .41 -10.42 .000 
Interpersonal 2.80 .43 3.34 .38 -14.66 .000 
Presentational 2.94 .43 3.45 .34 -12.88 .000 

Total 2.62 .31 3.27 .32 -18.76 .000 
*p < .05 

 
When further considering the test task aspects in each of the IPA 

modes, it was discovered that the students’ posttest mean scores increased 
across all IPA aspects in each of the IPA modes. 

Table 3 displays the findings from the pretest and posttest when it 
came to the interpretive task. It was found that the students’ posttest mean 
score (M = 3.03; SD = .41) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 2.12; 
SD = .38), and the performance of the students had improved in all aspects. 
To begin with, the posttest mean score of the keyword recognition aspect (M 



 
Plengkham & Wasanasomsithi (2023), pp. 448-472 

 LEARN Journal: Vol. 16, No. 1 (2023)                                                                     Page  460 

= 2.65; SD = .59) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 2.15; SD = 
.49). As for the main idea detection aspect, the posttest mean score (M = 2.71; 
SD = .59) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 1.82; SD = .74). 
Furthermore, the posttest mean score of the supporting detail detection 
aspect (M = 3.48; SD = .63) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 
2.35; SD = .81). Finally, the posttest mean score of the cultural perspectives 
aspect (M = 3.27; SD = .49) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 
2.17; SD = .65).  Of the four aspects of the interpretive test, the students’ 
improvement in the supporting detail detection aspect was largest, while that 
in the keyword recognition aspect improved the least.  

 
Table 3 
 
Result of the pretest and posttest in the interpretive task 
 

IPA mode Pretest Posttest t p 
M  SD M  SD 

Keyword recognition 2.15 .49 2.65 .59 -4.00 .000 
Main idea detection 1.82 .74 2.71 .59 -5.77 .000 
Supporting detail detection 2.35 .81 3.48 .63 -6.62 .000 
Cultural perspectives 2.17 .65 3.27 .49 -7.60 .000 

Total 2.12 .38 3.03 .41 -10.42 .000 
* p < .05 
  

Table 4 illustrates the results of the pretest and posttest of the 
interpersonal task. The overall posttest mean score (M = 3.34; SD = .38) was 
significantly higher than the pretest mean score (M = 2.80; SD = .43) The 
students’ improvement could be seen in all five aspects of the test. In terms 
of the language function aspect, the students’ posttest mean score (M = 3.30; 
SD = .57) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 2.59; SD = .52). The 
students also performed better in the discourse type aspect as the posttest 
mean score (M = 3.06; SD = .35) was higher than the pretest mean score (M 
= 2.64; SD = .49). As regards the communication strategies aspect, the 
students’ posttest mean score (M = 3.42; SD = .56) increased and was higher 
than the pretest mean score (M = 2.73; SD = .56). Moreover, there was an 
increase in the posttest mean score of the comprehensibility aspect (M = 3.74; 
SD = .40) compared to the pretest mean score (M = 3.24; SD = .63). The last 
aspect was language control which also showed the students’ improvement 
as the posttest mean score (M = 3.18; SD = .50) was higher than the pretest 
mean score (M = 2.79; SD = .43). 
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Table 4 
 
Results of the pretest and posttest in the interpersonal task 
 

IPA mode Pretest Posttest t p 
M  SD M  SD 

Language Function  2.59 .52 3.30 .57 -9.43 .000 
Discourse Type  2.64 .49 3.06 .35 -6.12 .000 
Communication Strategies  2.73 .56 3.42 .56 -9.68 .000 
Comprehensibility  3.24 .63 3.74 .40 -5.41 .000 
Language Control   2.79 .43 3.18 .50 -5.28 .000 

Total 2.80 .43 3.34 .38 -14.66 .000 
*p < .05 

 
Table 5 presents the findings from the pretest and posttest in the 

presentational task which was the final IPA test task. As can be seen, the 
overall posttest mean score (M = 3.45; SD = .34) was significantly higher than 
the pretest mean score (M = 2.94; SD = .43).  and the students’ performance 
improved significantly in all aspects. Firstly, the posttest mean score of the 
language function aspect (M = 3.58; SD = .50) was higher than the pretest 
mean score (M = 3.14; SD = .79). As for the discourse type aspect, the 
students had a better performance as evidenced by the increase in the posttest 
mean score (M = 3.06; SD = .24) compared to the pretest mean score (M = 
2.52; SD = .51). In terms of the impact aspect, the posttest mean score (M = 
3.27; SD = .66) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 2.67; SD = .49). 
Similarly, the posttest mean score of the comprehensibility aspect (M = 3.90; 
SD = .26) was higher than the pretest mean score (M = 3.50; SD = .48). 
Finally, the students’ performance in the language control aspect improved as 
the posttest mean score (M = 3.40; SD = .52) was higher than the pretest 
mean score (M = 2.90; SD = .39). 
 
Table 5 
 
Results of the pretest and posttest in the presentational task 
 

IPA mode Pretest Posttest t p 
M  SD M  SD 

Language Function 3.14 .79 3.58 .50 -4.93 .000 
Discourse Type 2.52 .51 3.06 .24 -7.13 .000 
Impact  2.67 .49 3.27 .66 -7.01 .000 
Comprehensibility 3.50 .48 3.90 .26 -5.12 .000 
Language Control 2.90 .39 3.40 .52 -6.45 .000 

Total 2.94 .43 3.45 .34 -12.88 .000 
*p < .05 
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In addition to the results of the pretest and posttest, the summary of 
the unit tests yielded further evidence of the effectiveness of the three IPA 
modules implemented in the present study. As can be seen in Table 6, the 
students’ mean scores of the IPA unit tests progressively improved over the 
nine weeks during which the IPA modules were implemented (Unit 1: M = 
2.91; SD = 0.8; Unit 2: M = 3.07; SD = .25; Unit 3: M = 3.21; SD =.19). 
 
Table 6 
 
Summary of the results of the unit tests 

 
Unit test M  SD 

Unit 1 2.91 .08 
Unit 2 3.07 .25 
Unit 3 3.21 .19 

 
To shed further light on the findings of the quantitative tests, semi-

structured interviews were conducted. Although these interviews did not 
indicate the students’ actual improvement in their speaking ability, the 
qualitative findings yielded support to the effectiveness of the IPA modules 
as perceived by the students. For example, the following students both 
explained that their speaking ability had improved because they had more 
confidence to speak English, something they were too worried to do in the 
past:  

 
I thought my speaking skill greatly improved. Before                                                                       
I studied this course, I did not dare to speak English, and                                                      
I did not realize my weaknesses. [Student #1] 
 My speaking skill has improved a lot. I am more                                           
confident and I am not afraid to speak in front of an audience 
any more.     I used to be afraid that someone would make fun 
of  me because of my poor speaking ability, but after taking this 
course, I no longer had that worry.  I am quite pleased with all 
of my presentations. [Student #2] 

 
Therefore, it could be seen that the implementation of the three IPA 

modules enabled the students to improve their speaking ability as they felt 
that they were now able to speak with more confidence.     
 
Students’ Opinions Towards the Implementation of the IPA Modules 

 
To elicit students’ opinions towards the implementation of the IPA 

modules, an IPA opinion questionnaire was administered. As presented in 
Table 7, the students were satisfied with the implementation of  the IPA 
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modules (M = 4.23; SD = .12). Furthermore, they agreed that the IPA 
modules helped them develop their English speaking ability (M = 4.32; SD = 
.25), and they had positive opinions of  the 5 Cs standards (M = 4.27; SD = 
.05), the IPA instructional activities (M = 4.26; SD = .16), and the IPA 
feedback session (M = 4.70; SD = .17).                                                      
 
Table 7 
 
The mean score of the students’ opinions of the implementation of the IPA modules    
                       

Aspects M SD Interpretation of 
agreement level 

Overall satisfaction with the implementation 
of the IPA modules 

4.23 .12 Strongly agree 

Opinions on the development of English 
speaking ability through the IPA modules                          

4.32 .25 Strongly agree 

Opinions on the 5 Cs standards     4.27 .05 Strongly agree 
Opinions on the IPA instructional activities  4.26 .16 Strongly agree 
Opinions on the IPA feedback session 4.70 .17 Strongly agree 

 
 Furthermore, qualitative findings elicited from the interviews also 
reflected the students’ positive opinions towards the implementation of the 
IPA modules.  It could be seen that the students realized how the IPA 
modules helped enhance their speaking ability. Some students commented 
that the cycle of IPA tasks was one of the factors that improved their speaking 
ability in that they had the opportunity to develop ideas on the speaking topic 
in the interpretive task and to speak and exchange ideas with their classmates 
in the interpersonal task. After they completed these two tasks, they were able 
to generate adequate ideas and could apply them in their final speech 
performance. As a result, they could perform well in their speech delivery in 
the presentational task, as can be seen in the following excerpts: 
 

Overall, I was happy to study the way this course taught me. I 
thought it was a good thing when the instructor started by 
giving an overview of the topic as if no one had background 
knowledge about the topic. Moreover, I thought that watching 
a video in the first task was an effective way to lead students 
into the lesson. At first, I did not have any idea about the topic 
and the video was very helpful. Moreover, when I had a chance 
to talk with my friends about the topic in task 2, I could 
improve not only my speaking skill but also my ability to 
expand ideas. Finally, I could apply the knowledge obtained 
from the first two tasks in my final presentation. I assumed that 
once I had sufficient information and proper language 
structures, preparing my final oral presentation would be 
simple. [Student #3] 
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In the first task, I listened to the idea that I could use, and then 
I discuss it with my friends in the second task. These two tasks 
assisted me to come up with my final presentation in the third 
task. The learning steps were organized in a way that I enjoyed 
them. Although it took a long time to complete all tasks, I 
believed this teaching modules was better than starting with 
explanations and then assigning the presentation task just like 
in a traditional class. [Student #4] 
 

 The students also mentioned that the feedback session was very 
important to help them improve their speaking ability. Many students agreed 
that the feedback session in the IPA modules enabled them to have a better 
speaking performance, as illustrated in the excerpts below: 
 

The feedback was very useful for me. I totally agreed with the 
feedback I received from the instructor. I could realize my 
weaknesses and improve my speaking. [Student #2] 
I really liked the feedback session as it was very useful for me. 
When the instructor gave me comments, it reflected my 
strengths and weaknesses and I could develop my speaking 
skill. [Student #5] 
 
The feedback from the instructors and classmates was very 
useful. For me, my heart was fulfilled again because I had never 
received this kind of feedback before. It wasn’t a criticism for 
me, but rather a constructive suggestion. As a result, I didn’t 
feel threatened when I received the feedback. [Student #4] 

  
However, although the feedback sessions were beneficial for students, many 
of them agreed that it would be better if they could have an extra feedback 
session with the teacher so that they could ask more questions on 
performance, as demonstrated below: 
 

 If it was possible, I would like to have more time on feedback 
session. I had more questions to ask. [Student#1] 
 

 Some students also mentioned that more time is needed for 
speaking tasks in interpersonal and presentational tasks. Although each IPA 
task builds upon the others, different emphasis should be put on them, as 
shown in the excerpt below:  
 

I thought that I needed more preparation time for my final 
presentation. Although I had a lot of ideas from the previous 
two tasks, I needed more time to complete the speaking task. 
[Student #1] 
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Discussion 
 

 The findings of the present study confirmed that the implementation 
of the IPA modules had positive effects on the students’ development of 
speaking ability. The posttest scores revealed that the students improved after 
the implementation of the three IPA modules. Furthermore, the findings 
from the questionnaire and semi-structured interviews also yielded support 
to the claim that the students had positive opinions towards the 
implementation of the IPA modules in the English speaking course.    

Such findings were consistent with the findings of Davin et al. (2011) 
that students performed better when they were assigned IPA speaking tests. 
Similarly, Kurniawan et al. (2022) also confirmed that the implementation of 
IPA in speaking classrooms helped enhance students’ speaking ability.  One 
plausible explanation of the positive effects of the IPA modules may come 
from the specific characteristics of the IPA that enabled assessment tasks to 
be integrated into instruction in a seamless manner. In so doing, the students 
did not have to wait until the end of the lessons to take a test to find out if 
they had learned what they were supposed to master. Instead, with the IPA, 
assessment was included in the learning process and the students were 
encouraged to think about what they were and were not yet able to do and 
try to improve. As such, as Glisan et al. (2007) have claimed, all three 
components of teaching, learning, and assessment took place simultaneously. 
As a result, the students had a better chance to learn and improve themselves 
based on the assessment results during the learning process rather than having 
to wait until the end of the course to realize what they needed to further 
develop.  
 Besides this, class activities were another key component of the IPA 
that may have contributed to the improvement of the students’ speaking 
ability. According to the qualitative data, the students realized that the IPA 
modules provided them with a new experience in learning English and they 
were satisfied with the cycle of tasks sequenced in the three IPA modules. It 
could therefore be assumed that the IPA’s cyclical approach enabled the 
students to learn more effectively. To explain, the IPA’s interpretive task 
provided the students with the overall related content regarding the theme of 
the unit, and their understanding of the topic gave them the information they 
needed for the next task. In the IPA’s interpersonal task, the students relied 
on the information from the previous task when exchanging ideas with their 
classmates. Finally, the information obtained from the previous two IPA tasks 
led to the completion of the presentational task, which was the final IPA task. 
This was an opportunity that they had rarely had in a traditional classroom 
since the IPA provided authentic class activities which were applied through 
the cycle of the three IPA tasks. As a result, students were more likely to be 
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interested in doing such activities, which were based on real-world situations. 
As Adair-Hauck et al. (2015) mentioned, the IPA is different from traditional 
speaking tasks, which are assessed mainly on linguistic accuracy; in fact, the 
IPA provides learners with authentic tasks that positively enable students to 
learn through a real-world situation. These findings were also in line with a 
previous study undertaken by Zapata (2006) in that the IPA class activities 
were beneficial for students as they helped them prepare for and complete 
assessment tasks.  

The results of the pretest and the posttest confirmed that the 
students’ speaking ability significantly improved after the IPA 
implementation. This is because students became familiar with learning 
through the IPA task cycles, which made them aware of what they had to 
improve in the subsequent tasks. The findings elicited from the semi-
structured interviews also confirmed this since students mentioned that the 
interrelatedness of each task helped them when delivering their speeches. The 
connections among the three IPA tasks allowed students to have adequate 
information and increased their understanding of what was required in their 
speaking performance. Likewise, the Center for Advanced Research on 
Language Acquisition (2019) points out that the interconnectedness of the 
three IPA modes maximizes students’ capacity in learning. In contrast, in 
traditional classrooms, the learning task cycles may not occur in three 
consecutive stages within one unit of instruction as the instructors may use a 
different number of activities which may not build upon one another. Hence, 
some students in traditional classrooms have neither adequate knowledge 
about the topic nor the language functions that are required to produce a 
successful speaking performance, whereas the IPA modules can increase 
students’ knowledge of the topic, give them opportunities to practice 
speaking English, and help them to generate ideas for their speech 
performance based on the first two tasks. This is consistent with Adair-Hauck 
et al.’s (2015) finding that the interpersonal task encouraged students to 
negotiate meaning and obtain new information from their interlocutor. 
Consequently, it helped students to effectively create a speech performance 
by using necessary information they perceived from the interpersonal task. 
However, it is worth noting that this finding was contrary to a previous study 
carried out by Glisan et al. (2007) which suggested that students could not 
perform well in the interpersonal task since it required spontaneous 
communication. It could be assumed that if students could not perform well 
in the interpersonal tasks, it might affect their speaking performance in the 
presentational task as well. 
 Another possible explanation of the positive findings is that students 
had a better understanding of how each IPA task built upon the previous one. 
Understanding how IPA modes were interrelated contributed to students’ 
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greater performance in using their language ability for communication, 
particularly in speaking. This assumption is congruent with Glisan et al.’s 
study (2007), which showed that when students understood the relationships 
among the three IPA modes of communication, they were more aware of 
how they could utilize the language for a communicative purpose.  Kissau 
and Adams (2016) lent support to the claim that when students were familiar 
with learning through the three IPA modes and understood the 
interconnectedness among the modes, they would be able to use the language 
for communicative purposes more effectively. However, Davin et al. (2011) 
reported a contrasting finding indicating that there was a seeming 
discontinuity between the interpretive task and the two subsequent tasks.  

Additionally, the assessment method used in the IPA modules may 
be considered another factor contributing to the students’ development of 
their speaking ability. This is because the assessment method in the IPA 
modules dynamically assessed students throughout their learning based on 
each IPA mode (Glisan et al., 2007), while the assessment method in a 
traditional speaking classroom is more likely to assess students when they 
complete the final speaking performance. This dynamic nature of the IPA in 
the present study led to improvement in speaking ability, primarily due to its 
cyclical procedure. That is, students were firstly assessed on the interpretive 
task, and then they received feedback on this task. Similarly, students were 
assessed in the same way after completing the interpersonal and 
presentational tasks, respectively, so there were more chances to learn and 
improve. Such a finding is consistent with Madison (2019), who contended 
that the principle of dynamic assessment embedded in the IPA helped 
promote students’ ability to learn the language more effectively as the 
instructor continually interacted with each student throughout the assessment 
cycle. Furthermore, in the assessment procedure of the IPA, learners were 
clearly informed of their performance expectations through the IPA rubrics 
that had been specifically designed for the implementation of the IPA in the 
classrooms. In this study, the IPA rubrics were given to students prior to 
undertaking the assessment and the instructor had to ensure that the students 
clearly understood them (Adair-Hauck et al., 2015). Having understood that 
the IPA rubrics were an important part of the assessment method in this 
study, students tended to improve their speaking performance inasmuch as 
they received feedback based on the assessment criteria in the IPA rubrics. 
This interpretation also agrees with that of Adair-Hauck and Troyan (2013) 
that the use of IPA rubrics potentially enabled students to become 
familiarized with rubric language, as well as the types of performance and 
feedback sessions that would occur during the assessment procedure. Based 
on the qualitative findings, students mentioned that they were satisfied with 
how each task was assessed. When it came to the assessment in the IPA 
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modules, the students were able to realize their strengths and weaknesses 
almost immediately after being assessed rather than having to wait until the 
end of the unit or course like in a traditional classroom. In particular, 
Sternberg and Grigorenko (2002) posited that, in traditional classrooms, 
students rarely received feedback after the test and were aware of only a test 
score; therefore, giving immediate descriptive feedback should allow students 
to better improve their performance.     

The findings of the present study also contribute to a clearer 
understanding of the importance of the constructive feedback used in the 
IPA feedback loop. The qualitative data confirmed that the feedback session 
was beneficial for the students’ improvement. Feedback was provided at the 
end of each IPA mode, and such feedback enabled the students to reflect on 
their past performance as well as prepare themselves to perform better in the 
next IPA task. According to Adair-Hauck et al. (2015), IPA feedback should 
be considered an ongoing feedback loop between the teacher and students. 
The fact that feedback was ongoing was vital to the development of the 
speaking ability of the students in this study because students not only 
received the feedback in the form of a letter grade but they also received 
dynamic feedback in the form of oral or written feedback which was given at 
the end of each IPA task. This feedback was  responsive  to students’ needs 
as the teacher guided the students’ performance through the feedback loop, 
thus fostering their ability to deliver  a more effective speech in  the final  
presentational task,. Adair-Hauck et al. (2013) explained that the IPA 
feedback loop was vital in raising students’ awareness of how to strengthen 
their language performance. It is likely that the co-constructed feedback in 
the IPA feedback loop provided students with a rich opportunity to identify 
areas for self-improvement. This is because, in each IPA task, students 
received descriptive feedback based on detailed criteria rather than 
judgmental feedback. According to Adair-Hauck and Troyan (2013), 
providing descriptive feedback in IPA was more meaningful to students; 
therefore, it enhanced students’ performance.  

In summary, it was shown that the implementation of the IPA 
modules had positive effects on students’ speaking ability. It can be concluded 
that IPA characteristics contributed to students’ improvement in their 
speaking ability. These characteristics include the way in which the IPA 
bridged instruction and assessment by offering a dynamic cluster of 
assessment tasks along with a systematic cycle of class activities and effective 
feedback sessions. Therefore, integrating IPA modules into speaking 
instruction may be considered an effective instructional and assessment 
method in the English speaking classes of Thai EFL undergraduate students. 
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Implications 
 

Pedagogically, the findings of the present study offer support to the 
claim that IPA modules can be implemented effectively in a speaking 
classroom. However, there are some issues that instructors should take into 
careful consideration when implementing IPA modules in their classes.  

Firstly, instructors should consider which IPA mode should be given 
the most emphasis. Although the quantitative findings showed that students’ 
performance on every IPA mode improved, it is suggested that interpersonal 
and presentational tasks should be mostly focused on. This is because these 
two tasks concern students’ speaking ability and require more time for 
students to complete each task. Based on the findings obtained from the 
interview, many students agreed that interpersonal and presentational tasks 
were difficult for them and more time is needed to produce the final oral 
presentational tasks. Although an interpretive task is also necessary, the 
instructor could pay less attention to it than the interpersonal and 
presentational tasks since an interpretive task serves mainly to provide 
students with necessary information about the theme of the topic. This 
approach is in accordance with what Madison’s (2019) position that it is not 
necessary to place an equal emphasis on each IPA task as it should depend 
on the skills that are being focused on.  

Another important issue that instructors should be aware of when 
implementing the IPA in a speaking classroom is time constraints. Since each 
IPA task may take longer than the instructors expect, it is suggested that the 
instructors administer no more than one IPA task per class period, which 
gives adequate time for instructors and students to complete the feedback 
sessions. Madison (2019) explains that if instructors administer the three IPA 
tasks in the same class period, students may miss out on the feedback loop. 
Also, they may be too overwhelmed to make the most out of the feedback 
they receive. 

All in all, the implementation of the IPA modules in this study helped 
confirm that integrating assessment into instruction is helpful to maximize 
students’ capacity for learning as learners could monitor their learning 
performance. As stated by Viengsang and Wasanasomsithi (2022), integrating 
assessments into instruction has been shown to be a beneficial aid for 
language learning since it gives students the capability to identify their own 
learning ability; as a result, it brings about the development of students’ 
performance.  
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Limitations and Recommendations 
  

Some limitations of the present study need to be acknowledged. First 
of all, this study was conducted for only one semester by using three IPA 
modules to investigate the improvement of students’ English speaking ability. 
Although the findings showed an improvement in students’ speaking ability, 
more time might be required to examine the full development of students’ 
speaking skills, which take time to develop. Moreover, the time to administer 
the feedback session was rather limited, so instructors need to carefully devise 
a teaching plan to make sure that there is sufficient time for feedback 
provision so that students can better realize their strengths and weaknesses 
to maximize their speaking ability development.  

As for future research, since IPA feedback seemed to play a vital role 
in students’ speaking ability, further studies on students’ reactions to IPA 
feedback are recommended. This should shed light on how students apply 
feedback to correct, practice, and improve their speaking. Research can also 
be undertaken to explore different techniques of feedback provision to 
determine which is more effective for instructors to utilize. Moreover, 
longitudinal research should be carried out to explore if the IPA results in 
positive long-term effects on students’ speaking improvement. 
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