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Abstract—This study is based on the theory of “Production-Oriented Approach” (POA) proposed by 
Professor Wen Qiufang. It relies on the online course “Practical College Oral English” on the “Cool 
Learning Liaoning” platform. Using the POA theory as a foundation, relevant course designs were 
developed, and a blended teaching approach was implemented, combining online and offline components. 
During the fall semester of the academic year 2023, two groups of students, an experimental group and a 
control group, were selected for a cross-institutional elective course in “Practical College Oral English”. 
Two different teaching methods, POA and non-POA, were employed, and data collected were subjected to 
statistical analysis using SPSS. This empirical research aimed to analyze the effectiveness of the POA 
theory in the context of a blended teaching model. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The College English Teaching Guidelines (2020 
edition)[1] states that universities should focus on the 
construction and effective utilization of online course 
resource libraries. It encourages universities to develop 
digital course resources for College English that are in 
line with their own positioning and characteristics. The 
guidelines also encourages universities within the same 
region to collaboratively develop digital resources for 
College English courses and to establish effective 
mechanisms for sharing these teaching resources. 

The College English Teaching Guidelines (2020 
edition) [1] emphasizes that general English courses should 
focus on training students in oral and written expression. 
“Many universities in our country have not only failed to 
offer separate College English speaking courses but also 
lack a corresponding system for oral language courses. 
This leads to students lacking opportunities to practice 
speaking,” [2]. Due to limitations in class hours and 
traditional teaching methods, the importance of oral 
language teaching in College English is still not 
sufficiently emphasized. This results in students’ English 
speaking abilities and cross-cultural communication skills 
not being effectively cultivated and exercised [3]. 

This tremendous effort to strengthen education 
technology has shown the need for and the benefits of 
digital solutions that can support both on-campus and 
online activities [4]. In the field of English language 
learning most researches relative to blended learning have 
indicated the positive perception of students and/or 
improvement of the four macro skills such as listening, 

reading, writing and speaking skills as well as the overall 
English proficiency [5]. In China there is still a significant 
lack of research on integrating online teaching into 
classroom teaching in a blended teaching model for 
College English speaking courses. Therefore, there is a 
need for teaching theories suitable for China’s national 
conditions to guide the exploration and research of 
blended teaching models for College English speaking 
courses. Teaching designs based on the Production-
Oriented Approach can significantly reduce the anxiety 
students feel when expressing themselves in English. In 
recent years, the Production-Oriented Approach has 
gradually become one of the most attention-getting and 
vital English teaching theories in China. This theory, 
which possesses both local and global characteristics, has 
been applied in classroom teaching practices for various 
College English courses, both specialized and non-
specialized [6]. The POA theoretical system centers on the 
occurrence of effective classroom learning, emphasizes 
the application of student language and the cultivation of 
students' humanistic quality, and this theoretical system 
aligns with the overall objectives of current college 
English teaching [7]. 

2. OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION OF 

PRODUCATION-ORIENTED APPROACH (POA) 
IN BLENDED ORAL ENGLISH TEACHING AT 

UNIVERSITIES 

The “Production-Oriented Approach” (POA) system, 
constructed by Professor Wen Qiufang, consists of three 
parts: teaching philosophy, teaching assumptions, and a 
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teaching process led by teachers and co-constructed with 
students.  

2.1.Output-Driven Teaching Segment  

Instructors set tasks based on the theme of each unit. 
While attempting to complete these productive tasks, 
students develop an interest in learning, realizing that 
completing the tasks will enhance their English 
proficiency and cultural literacy. Simultaneously, in the 
process of completing these tasks, students recognize their 
shortcomings, thus generating a strong driving force, 
prompting them to watch online course videos attentively, 
completing the output-driven segment of the teaching. 

2.2.  Input-Enabled Teaching Segment  

Students autonomously watch online teaching resources 
and engage in selective learning, with teachers providing 
guidance and acting as a “scaffold” [8]. After utilizing the 
platform for learning, students engage in productive 
practice, such as individual topic presentations, pair role-
plays, etc. 

2.3.Diversified Evaluation System  

Different from the traditional teaching where teachers 
evaluate students, teachers in this system clearly define 
the content, standards, and forms of tasks. Teachers set 
tasks, learning focuses, discussions, and a diversified 
assessment system for each unit of the online course, 
involving evaluations by teachers and peer assessments. 

POA emphasizes output as the primary drive and 
ultimate goal, therefore, using it to guide college English 
speaking instruction has certain practical significance [9]. 

3. RESEARCH METHODS AND EXPERIMENTAL 

DESIGN 

3.1.Overview of Research Methods  

The subjects of this study were selected from three classes 
taught by the author in the spring semester of 2023. Two 
classes were chosen randomly as experimental and control 
groups. The majority of students in both classes have 
taken the College English Test Band 4 for the first time, 
with scores of 425 or above. The experimental group 
utilized the Production-Oriented Approach (POA) for 
course design and teaching; the control group used non-
POA methods. 

TABLE 1.Research Methods 
RO1 POA O2 
RO3 Non-POA O4 

After a semester of teaching, pre-experiment and post-
experiment tests were conducted on the students’ 
performance in both classes, using SPSS software to 
perform independent sample T-tests between groups and 
paired sample T-tests within each group. This was to 
conclude whether a blended oral English teaching model 

guided by POA theory could improve students’ oral 
English abilities. Refer to TABLE1 . 

3.2.Specific Research Process  

3.2.1. Course Design Guided by POA Theory:  

Output-Driven: The first assignment of each week, 
designed before studying the unit video systematically, 
involved a pair role-play recording on a topic related to 
the unit, encouraging team cooperation and making 
students aware of their deficiencies in vocabulary and 
background knowledge, thus generating further learning 
motivation. 

Input-Enabled: Unit learning videos were made 
available at set times, requiring students to complete them 
within a specified period, with teachers summarizing key 
vocabulary and sentence patterns. 

Productive Task: After completing unit learning, the 
second assignment was given, related to the unit theme 
and similar to the first assignment, involving individual 
oral presentations on a topic. Students could use the 
knowledge acquired in the input-enabled stage for a more 
fluent and relevant presentation. 

Diversified Evaluation: Teachers first graded the pair 
role-play segment; then, for the individual topic 
presentation in the productive task, aside from teacher 
grading, peer evaluation was also conducted, with teacher 
scores accounting for 70%, student scores 20%, and 
participation in peer evaluation 10%. 

3.2.2.Questionnaire Design and Validity and 
Reliability Analysis:  

To align with the overall design of the POA theory-based 
course and to investigate students’ actual learning 
experiences, a questionnaire titled “POA-Based College 
English Oral Intercollegiate Study Survey” was designed, 
distributed, collected, and analyzed at the end of the 
semester. The questionnaire was designed around several 
aspects: output-driven, input-enabled, production, and 
overall course experience, comprising 22 graded 
questions.  

After conducting structural validity, content validity, 
reliability analysis of three common factors, and overall 
scale reliability analysis, and after removing questions 8 
and 22, the results were very good. The revised 
questionnaire can be further improved and play a larger 
role in the teaching sessions of the next semester. 

3.3.Experimental Design  

3.3.1.Hypothesis Formulation:  

H0: μ1=μ2, i.e., the null hypothesis: The blended oral 
English teaching model guided by POA theory does not 
improve students’ oral English abilities.  
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H1: μ1=μ2, i.e., the alternative hypothesis: The 
blended oral English teaching model guided by POA 
theory does improve students’ oral English abilities. 

3.3.2.Establish data files:  

Based on the two planned intergroup independent 
samples T-tests and two intragroup paired samples T-
tests, establish the following data files. 

 

 
Figure. 1 Pre-experimental test data for both groups  

Score1 represents the test data for both groups, and 
the variable ‘group’ represents the grouping, with 1 and 2 
representing the experimental group and the control 
group respectively, with 56 valid cases in the 
experimental group and 59 in the control group. Refer to 
Figure. 1 

 
Figure. 2 Pre-experimental and post-experimental test data for 

the experimental group 
Score2 represents the pre-experimental test data, and 

score3 represents the post-experimental test data, with 56 
valid cases. Refer to Figure. 2 

 
Figure. 3 Pre-experimental and post-experimental test data for 

the control group 

Score4 represents the pre-experimental test data, and 
score5 represents the post-experimental test data, with 59 
valid cases. Refer to Figure. 3 

 
Figure. 4 Post-experimental test data for both groups 

Score6 represents the test data for both groups, and 
the variable ‘group’ represents the grouping, with 1 and 2 
representing the experimental group and the control 
group respectively. Refer to Figure. 4 

4.EXPERIMENTAL RESUTLS AND DATA 

ANALYSIS 

4.1.Independent Samples T-Test for Pre-
experimental Tests of Two Groups 

TABLE 2.Group Statistics of Pre-experimental Tests 

 group N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 

Sc
ore 
1 

1 56 75.3393 9.47586 1.26626 

2 59 74.1695 8.12436 1.05770 

The average score of the experimental group is 
75.3393, slightly higher than the control group’s average 
of 74.1695. The standard deviation is also slightly higher 
than that of the control group, indicating that the scores of 
students in the control group are more concentrated. The 
difference in average scores between the experimental 
group and the control group is 1.17, with the pre-
experimental test scores of the experimental group being 
slightly higher than those of the control group, but the 
difference is not significant. Refer to TABLE 2 . 

TABLE 3. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances for Pre-experimental Tests 
Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

  F Sig t df 
Sig (2-
tailed) 

Score 1 

Equal variances 
assumed 

.008 .929 .712 113 .478 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  .709 108.457 .480 

The Levene’s test for equality of variances is a 
significance test for homogeneity of variance between two 
groups using analysis of variance methods. In this case, 
the conclusion is F=0.008, P=0.929 > 0.05, therefore, the 
variances are homogeneous, and only the values under the 
assumption of equal variances are considered. In the T-
test, the two-tailed test probability P=0.478 > 0.05 
indicates that there is no significant difference between 
the two groups. The mean difference between the two 
groups is 1.17, which is not large, suggesting that the oral 
language skills of students in both groups are the same. 
Refer to TABLE 3. 

4.2.Paired Samples T-Test for Pre-experimental 
and Post-experimental Tests of the 
Experimental Group  

The template is designed so that author affiliations are not 
repeated each time for multiple authors of the same 
affiliation. Please keep your affiliations as succinct as 
possible (for example, do not differentiate among 
departments of the same organization). This template was 
designed for two affiliations. 
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TABLE 4.  Paired Samples Statistics of the Experimental Group 
  Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 
Score 2 75.3393 56 9.47586 1.26626 
Score 3 83.1786 56 8.10411 1.08296 

The average score for the pre-experimental test of the 
experimental group was 75.3393 with a standard 
deviation of 9.47586; the average score for the post-
experimental test of the experimental group was 83.1786 
with a standard deviation of 8.10411. The pre-
experimental test had a lower average but a higher 

standard deviation, while the post-experimental test had a 
higher average but a lower standard deviation. This 
indicates that after systematic training, there has been a 
significant improvement in the students’ English oral 
skills, and the scores are more concentrated than before. 
Refer to TABLE 4 . 

 
TABLE 5. Paired Sample Test of the Experimental Group 

Paired Differences 

     
95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 
   

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 
Lower Upper t df 

Sig (2-
tailed) 

Pair1 
Score2-
score3 

-
7.839 

10.770 1.439 -10.723 -4.955 
-

5.447 
55 .000 

The T-value is -5.447, with 55 degrees of freedom. 
The two-tailed T-test probability is 0.000, less than 0.05, 
indicating that the difference is statistically significant. 
This demonstrates that the English oral skills of students 
in the experimental group have shown a noticeable 
improvement. Refer to TABLE 5 . 

4.3.Paired Samples T-Test for Pre-experimental 
and Post-experimental Tests of the Control 
Group  

TABLE 6. Paired Samples Statistics of the Control Group 

  Mean N 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error Mean 

Pair 1 
Score 4 74.1695 59 8.12436 1.05770 
Score 5 75.6441 59 11.32096 1.47386 

The pre-experimental test average score of the control 
group was 74.1695, with a standard deviation of 8.12436; 
the post-experimental test average score of the control 
group was 75.6411, with a standard deviation of 11.32096. 
The average scores of the pre-experimental and post-
experimental tests in the control group did not differ much, 

but the standard deviation increased, indicating that the 
English oral proficiency of the students in the control 
group, who did not use the POA teaching method, did not 
change significantly and their scores became even more 
dispersed. Refer to TABLE 6 . 

 
TABLE 7.  Paired Sample Test of the Control Group  

Paired Differences 
          
  Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean Lower Upper t df Sig (2-tailed) 

Pair1 Score4-score5 -1.474 13.244 1.724 -4.926 1.9770 -0.855 58 .396 
The results show that the t-value is -0.855, with 58 

degrees of freedom. The two-tailed T-test probability is 
0.396, greater than 0.05, indicating that the difference is 

not statistically significant. This suggests that there has 
been no significant improvement in the English oral skills 
of the students in the control group. Refer to TABLE 7. 

4.4.Independent Samples T-Test for Post-experimental Tests of Two Groups  

TABLE 8. GROUP STATISTICS OF POST-EXPERIMENTAL TESTS 
 group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Score 6 1 56 83.1786 8.10411 1.08296 
2 59 75.6441 11.32096 1.47386 

The average score of the experimental group is 
83.1786, while the average score of the control group is 
75.6441. The difference in the averages is 7.53. 
Considering the initial difference of 1.17 in the pre-
experimental test scores of both groups, the average score 

of the experimental group has actually increased by 6.36 
compared to the control group after a semester of 
teaching practice, indicating a substantial improvement. 
Refer to TABLE 8. 

 
TABLE 9. LEVENE’S TEST FOR EQUALITY OF VARIANCES FOR POST-EXPERIMENTAL TESTS  

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  F Sig t df Sig (2-tailed) 

Score 6 

Equal variances 
assumed 

4.921 .029 4.085 113 .000 

Equal variances not 
assumed 

  4.120 105.198 .000 
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Levene’s test for equality of variances, also known as 
the homogeneity test, yields F=4.921, P=0.029 ＜ 0.05. 
Therefore, the variances are not homogeneous, and the 
values under the assumption of unequal variances should 
be considered. The two-tailed test probability P=0.000 < 
0.05 indicates that there is a significant difference 
between the two groups. The average score of the 
experimental group is 83.1786, while the average score 
of the control group is 75.6441, with an average 
difference of 7.53, which is quite large. Hence, there is a 
noticeable difference in the oral language skills between 
the two groups. This suggests that the oral language 
performance of students in the experimental group 
improved and achieved better results after a semester of 
teaching guided by POA theory. Refer to TABLE 9. 

Combining all the above data, after conducting two 
independent samples T-tests between groups and two 
paired samples T-tests within groups, the final conclusion 
is to reject H0 and accept H1. This means that the blended 
teaching model of college English oral skills guided by 
POA theory can improve students’ English oral 
proficiency. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

After a semester of implementing two different teaching 
methods in two classes, the analysis of the results shows 
that the Production-Oriented Approach (POA) has played 
a significant role in enhancing students’ oral English 
skills in college English teaching. The substantial 
improvement in scores indicates that POA theory, with 
its output-driven, input-enhanced, and output production 
aspects, along with a diverse evaluation system, can build 
a more complete learning framework. This framework 
motivates students, stimulates initiative, and leads them 
to study more systematically. 

Of course, there were imperfections in the teaching 
process guided by POA theory during this semester. 
These include aspects such as the settings and timing of 
output-driven activities, input enhancement, output 
production, and diverse evaluations. Also, areas like the 
refinement of key vocabulary and sentence structures in 
the input enhancement phase, and the evaluation of 
typical student outputs by teachers, require improvement. 
To address these imperfections, the author plans to 
continue practicing with an improved survey 
questionnaire in the next semester of oral English teaching. 
The aim is to continually refine each teaching phase under 
the guidance of POA theory, in hopes of obtaining more 
effective and convincing data, as well as better oral 
English teaching outcomes. 
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