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Abstract 

This study aims at exploring the factors that hinder oral interactions in small groups in EFL 
classroom with particular reference to Mekelle University. Seventy-two first year students and 5 
instructors were selected by drawing lots from the total population of 169 students and 9 
instructors as data sources. Questionnaire, interview and observation were employed in data 
gathering. The questionnaire was prepared for students. Their main area of focus was close-ended 
and open-ended questions. The students' questionnaire was developed using two methods. Firstly, 
standardized scales formulated and utilized by different scholars in the previous related studies 
were adopted and used here and secondly, new scales whose base was the theoretical discussion in 
the literature review section were devised. In both fonns of scales six characteristic items (whose 
ave rage number of respondents was taken to determine their effect) were included with the 
assumption that it wou ld enable the researcher to consider each variable as a real cause for the 
observed problem. Besides, the open-ended form was used to co llect further information about the 
problem under investigation. A structured interview was also conducted with the subjects and 5 
classroom observations were can'ied out. According to the result of the study there were di fferent 
affecting vari ables that hindered students' small-group oral interaction during the cOlllm unicative 
Engli sh Skills classes and they could be termed as intell1al leall1er variables (which included 
having undesirable level of self-esteem, the feeling of inhibition, lack of risk-taking behaviour, 
language problem, lack of communication strategies), and extell1al learner variables (which 
included social class, task type, gender, grouping pattern and group size). Finally, it was 
recommended that a conducive classroom atmosphere should be created in order that students 
approach the process of language leall1ing with high spirits . Besides it was suggested that 
instructors should provide students with the necessary language input with which students can 
sound off their thoughts with less dif1iculty. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

When learning or practicing the spoken language under the classroom setting, foreign/second 

language learners encounter different problems. To find out so lutions to these hindering factors, 

di ffe rent studies have been conducted especially from the 1950s onwards (Elli s, 1994). Most of 

these studies have been carried out giving special emphasis to a particular learner variable (intemal 

or extemal variables) . 

In his study, Schwartz (1972), for instance, identifies the intrinsic leamer variables (which include 

anxi ety, need to achieve, self-concepts and aspirations) and extrinsic leamer variables (which 

include socio-cultural factors and social reinforcers) that have an effect upon students' oral skills. 

Heyde (1979) also conducts a research about the effect of self-esteem on students' spoken 

production using a self-report questionnaire as his research instrument (cited in Ellis 1994). His 

result shows that self-esteem and oral production have a positive con·elation. Besides, Ely (I 986a) 

studies the relationship between risk taking and classroom participation through the use of self­

report questionnaire as hi s research tool. He concludes that the two have positive relationship. 

Similarly, MacIntyre and Gardners' (1972) work on the effect of anxiety on language leaming, 

Busch's (1982) and Strong's (1983) studies about the effect of extroversion and introversion on 

language proficiency, Naiman et aI's (1978) and Guiora et ai's (1967) research studies about the 

effect of empathy on language proficiency and Guiora et aI' s (1972) work about the effect of 

inhibition on oral production are the main studies which have been carried out in the past and 

which have a lot of relevance for conducting further research in a related problem area (quoted in 

Elli s 1994) . 

Two local studies have also been conducted in relation to the factors that hinder oral interaction in 

the EFL classroom . Among which Birhanu 's (2000) extensive research is the one. The main 

objective of thi s research is to investigate the extent to which students' oral pal1icipation is 

di fferent and the causes for such differences, and to explore the factors that influence students' 

participatory behav iour. The research tools used to conduct this study was audio-video recordings 
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and di fferent types of questionnaire. His result states "there was a huge difference among students 

in terms of their verbal participation in group discussion" Accordingly, the percentage of the 

extremely silent students and very high participators has been found to be the same, both 17.1 %. 

Likewise, Fissaha ' s study is the other work which has been carried out regarding the factors that 

affect oral interaction in the classroom. The focus of Fissehs's research is Jimma University 

Graduating Class's whole class interaction. The research adopts questionnaire, interview and 

observation as its main data gathering instrument. Based on a single-item characteristic statement 

the researcher attempts to draws his conclusions. The result shows that there are different factors 

that affected students' classroom oral interaction. 

The studies which have been carried out internationally as well as locally so far have given an 

important insight into the method of investigating the problem of the current study. 

1. 2 Statement of the Problem 

in Ethiopia the EFL classroom is theoretically considered as the only place where the English 

language achieves dominancy over the students' flIst language. In order to fully exploit students' 

target language repertoire and bring about progress in their target language use, carrying out oral 

interaction effectively through the fonnation of small groups wins research suppOli nowadays. Pica 

(1987) says "Classroom events now include discussion-oriented problem-solving activities, and 

students are asked to frequently work in groups or pairs rather than in the more traditional teacher­

fronted arrangement" (p.17). Studies, however, suggest that students' oral interaction is affected by 

di fferent factors. 

Chastain (quoted in Scovel, 1978: 130), reports that students confront with difficulties that obstruct 

their effective use of the target language at the time of small group discussion. In addition, 

Schwartz (1972:73) makes an attempt to identify the intrinsic and extrinsic variables that have an 

effect on students' language use. 

On the other hand, Birhanu's (2000) and Fisseha's (2006) studies have been conducted locally to 

address the same problem. Birhanus's extensive work is on students' participation bahaviour and 

2 
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the factors that attribute to the differences in participation with a special emphasis to first year 

students of Addis Ababa University. Through the use of questiorU1aire and video-recoding, he 

comes up with his results. Besides, Fisseha (2006) studies the factors that impede students' oral 

interaction in the classroom on the Graduating Class of Jilmna University using questionnaire, 

interview and classroom observation as his research instruments. 

To increase the amount of time each student requires for classroom oral interaction in English in 

EFL classes at Mekelle University, the current researcher - while working there - used to get his 

students grouped into three, four or five. From such repetitive experience it was leamed that the 

students' involvement in the group activities at different times showed wide disparity. Those 

students who were vigorous on one occasion appeared to be submissive on another, for no apparent 

reason. Whenever new groups were f0ll11ed different picture was observed. And again there were 

more often than not apathetic group members. This situation appeared to have bearing upon the 

overall results of the students at semester end. 

This investigation is, therefore, set up to explore the salient communication-related barriers that 

deter students' effective small-group oral interactions particularly in Communicative English Skills 

classes at Mekelle University. The problem is worth investigation since the matter is against the 

general aim of English language curricula at large and the objectives of the course in particular. 

This study is similar with those previously done studies (especially with Fisseha's, 2006) in that it 

uses questionnaire, observation and interview as its main data gathering tool. 

Thi s research is, however, different from the above two research studies in tenns of its focus and 

methodology. The focal point of this research is an investigation of the factors that hinder small 

group oral interaction in the first year students of Mekelle University, which is different especially 

from Fisseha's study whose main concern is whole class interaction among the Graduating 

students' of Jimma University. 

Moreover, the research procedures followed by Fisseha (2006) and the cUlTent researcher are 

di ssim ilar. Fisseha (2006) makes an attempt to draw conclusions about the effect of different 

variables upon students verbal whole class participation based on the responses given by the 

3 
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sample participants to a single characteristic item for each hypothesi zed variable. It is believed, 

however, that a conclusion drawn on the basis of a single characteristic item results affects the 

reliability of the conclusion. Put differently, the result or conclusion made fi·om a single-item 

question that address a construct seems to less reliable. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), McIver 

and Carmines (1981) , and Spector (1992) point out the rationale behind employing more than one 

characteristic ite m instead of an individual item for measuring the effect of variables. According to 

them , individual items have significant random measurement enor, which, as a result, tend to 

make the conclusion less reliable. As Nunnally and Bernstein (1994:67) explain, "Measurement 

error averages out when individual scores are summed to obtain a total score" . In addition, a single 

item lacks scope. McIver and Carmines (1981: 15) point out "It is very unlikely that a single item 

can full y represent a complex theoretical concept or any specific attribute for that matter" . They 

further comment: 

The most fundamental problem with single item measures is not merely that they 
tend to be less valid, less accurate, and less reliable than their multiitem 
equivalents. It is rather, that the social scientist rarely has sufficient injormaliol1 
to estimate their measurement properties. Thus their degree of validity, 
accuracy, and reliability is often unknowable. (p. 15). 

Therefore, to avoid this assumed measurement error, different characteristic items have been 

developed and employed in this research and their mean result is taken to measure the effect of the 

variable. An attempt has also been made to fill the gap created in the research procedures, among 

other things, in the earli er studies through this research. 

In conclusion, this research attempts to identify the problems that students may encounter at the 

time of small-group oral interaction in Communicative English Classes at Mekelle University. It 

also tries to fill the methodological gap observed in the previously done related research works. 

Fo llowing the main objectives of this study are presented. 

4 



~ 

o 

I Q 

I 

Q 

'J 

o 

,) 

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The main objective of the study is to identify the factors that hinder first year students' oral 

interaction in EFL classroom at Mekelle University. 

The study makes an attempt to answer the following three questions. 

I. What are the factors that impede students' effective oral interaction in small-groups? 

2. Are there mechanisms devised by instructors and the students to increase the success of 

small group interaction and to make students communicatively competent? If so, what are 

they? 

3. In general, what should be done to make students beneficiaries out of the small-group 

interaction? 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

This study is important in different ways. In the first place, it is significant for teacherslinstructors 

in indicating them the areas that call for their effort in order to address their students' 

communicative needs and in order to succeed in their language teaching endeavours. Secondly, it 

is believed that the results of the study will make policy makers and material developers aware of 

the factors that inhibit students from taking part in small-group discussion so that they may 

consider them at the time policy formulation and material development. Last but not least, it may 

also be used as a stepping stone for further studies on a related topic in the future. 

1.5 Delimitation of the Study 

The study was delimited to one higher institution, i.e. Mekelle University and the subjects of the 

stud y were 72 students and 5 English instructors who were attending and offering the 

Communicative Engli sh Skills course respectively in the first year. Also, the central focus of the 

study was identifying the factors that hinder oral interactions in small groups. 

5 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2. 1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the theoreti cal underpinnings of the main concern of thi s study. It contains 

five main sub-sections which all deal with the di fferent aspects of the subject as viewed by 

di fferen t researchers in the fi eld of language teaching. In begins with the definition of the term 

' interact ion'. Then it presents the place given to oral interaction in the theories of foreign/second 

language acquisition. The significance of oral interaction has been investigated with parti cular 

reference to small-group discussion. Nex t, the roles teachers and students may play during the time 

of small-group oral interaction have been di scussed. The last sub-section of thi s chapter dea ls with 

the vari ab les which are identified by various researchers and which are thought to affect the 

behaviour of students during oral interactions which are caITied out in EFL classrooms. Fo llowing 

comes the technica l definition for the term ' interaction' as suggested by different authoriti es. 

2.2 What is Interaction? 

Di fferent schol ars in the field of language teaching have attempted to provide a definition for the 

term ' interaction' at different times. Rivers (1987: 4) states "Students achieve Jluency in using the 

language when their attention is focused on conveying and receiving authentic messages (that is, 

messages that contain information of interest to speaker and listener in a situation of importance to 

both" . For her thi s is called an interaction . Similarl y, Wells (cited in Ri vers, 1984) points out 

" Lingu istic interaction is a collaborative activity" which involves "the estab li shment of a triangular 

relationship between the sender, the receiver and the context of situat ion whether the 

communication is in speech or writing." Rivers further says that interaction is a two-way, tlu'ee­

way or four-way process which involves exchange of ideas among a speaker and listeners. Bygate 

defines interaction as "the use of language for maintaining communication between participants" 

( 1987: 11 5). Allright ' s (1984: 159) explanation is not conceptually far from the aforementioned 

ones. He says "Interaction, by definition and in practice, is a co-production. It is the product of the 

action of all the participants". In a similar vein, Celce-Murcia states "Human interact ion is a 

process whereby two or more people engage in reciprocal action" (1984:25). 

7 
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Therefore, in all of the definitions it can be possible to observe that an interaction is an activity 

which is perform ed by a speaker and a li stener(s) collaborative ly on a given situation to get across 

genu ine message(s) which are of participants' interest. We can al so di scern that the interaction 

may be taken place through the oral or written medium. Our concern here, however, is merely the 

oral aspect of interaction which is carried out in cooperation between li steners and a speaker in 

small-group in the EFL classroom. What place does oral interaction have in fo reign/second 

language acquisition research? 

2.3 Oral Interaction and Foreign/Second Language Acquisition 

Researchers in the field of foreign/second language teaching have been exerting their concerted 

effort to develop firm scientific approaches to language teaching and ' a sound theoretical 

framework' which safeguard the existence of the field as a professional enterprise. They also work 

towards developing sc ientific procedures that enable learners to approach foreign/second language 

learning in an easy and systematic mmmer (Stern, 1983:35). Among the assumptions (provided by 

these theoreticians) that have been met with a popular acclaim, the centrality of the concept of 

interaction in the process of language acquisition is the one and has highly been accentuated. 

Accordingly, it is asserted that students ' oral proficiency can be fostered through a face-to-face 

interaction in the target language in the classroom contexts. 

According to Breen and Candlin (1980:95), cOlllmunication interaction is at the heart of the 

communicative curriculum and it is " likely to engage the abilities within the learners' developing 

competence in an arena of cooperative negotiation, joint interpretation, and the sharing of 

express ion. The communicative classroom can serve as a forum characterized by the activation of 

these abilities upon the learner' s new and developing knowledge." Krashen' s second language 

acquisition hypothesis also considers acquisition as being resulted from meaningful and natural 

ora l interact ion in the target language. He argues "Fluency develops gradually as a result of 

communicati ve experi ence in the target language, with progress occurring when the learner is able 

to understand most of what is contained in the communication but when that communication also 

contains language material the learner needs and is ready to acquire" (quoted in Krahnke and 

Christ ison, 1983: 626). Likewise, Mclaughlin, (1987:20) holds that it is poss ible to acquire a 
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language in the c lassroom setting whenever the emphasis is upon communication - for example, 

through , role playing, dialogues and other types of meaningful interaction. 

In add ition, Taylor (1983:69) and Allwright and Bai ley (1991:19) report that students acq uire a 

second/ foreign language if and on ly if they are exposed to and acti vely invo lved in rea l, 

meaningful oral interaction in that target language. Among the two basic components that provide 

opportuniti es for such communication to take place, one is an environment that gives learners 

encouragement to exercise their own initiati ve to involve in communication. The proponents of 

thi s claim argue that although there are learners who can master the grammar rul es of the target 

language within short period of time, man y of them often fail to use their knowledge 

communicatively. As a so lution to such a probl em, Littlewood (1981 :46) also suggests "C lass room 

com munication opens up a rich stimulus for communicative interaction, namely, the varied 

experi ences, in terests and opinions of the learners. These may be complemented by written or 

visual material s wh ich bring further aspects of the outside world into the classroom." 

Generall y, to achieve conuTIlmicative competence, students should be ass isted to acq uire the 

language subconsc iously through meaningful communication which is similar the process of chi ld 

language acq ui si ti on. So students should be provided with opportunities that invo lve them in a full 

range of real situational settings and soc ial contexts . Studies in foreign/second language 

acqui sition suggest that oral interaction is beneficial in ternlS of creating favourabl e conditions to 

what KJ·ashen calls 'comprehensible input' and to what Swain terms ' pushed output ' 

(comprehensible output). 

2. 3. I Comprehensible input 

As di scussed above a number of studies recommend that interaction should be at the centre of 

foreign or second language teaching programmes. In his 'The Monitor Theory' (a second language 

acquisition theory), KJ-ashen (1980) strongly argues 'Comprehensib le Input ' (an input which is a 

bit beyond the current level of the students) is an essential element in fostering the second/ foreign 

language acquisition . And again, KJ-ashen and Terrel explain that speaking profic iency cannot be 

'taught ' direct ly but rather, it 'emerges ' after the acquirer has bolstered competence by means of 
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comprehending the input (1983:32). Similarly, Long (1981) (in Ellis et a!. , 1994:450) reinforces 

this idea saying "When second language (L2) learners experience communication problems and 

have the opportunity to negotiate so lutions to them, they are able to acquire new language" . In his 

interaction hypothesis (ibid) posits the following two core issues: the importance of 

comprehensible input for acquisition and modification of the conversation made to find out 

solution for the conU11llnication problems so that the input becomes comprehensible. In his 

argument Long emphasises the centrality of ' negotiated interaction'. In addition, Long (l983a) (in 

Ellis et al 1994:450) presents the details of 'the conversational modifications' associated with 

negotiating meaning. According to Long, these include: "comprehension checks (speaker checks 

whether interlocutor has understood something), confirmation checks (speaker attempts to 

ascertain whether she has heard or understood something interlocutor said) and clarification 

requests (speaker requests help in understanding something interlocutor said)". These devises 

provide learners with opportunities to resolve the comprehension difficulties they face and, 

therefore, make negotiation of meaning possible. Thus, according to interaction hypothesis theory, 

leamers have to engage in the task of conversational modification to resolve their communication 

problems in order to acquire a second language. 

Verbal Opportunities 
commun ication for the less competent - Negotiated modi fication 

of the conversation 

task involving a two- speaker to provide 
way exchange of feedback on his or her Comprehensible input 

information lack of comprehension 

[ Language acquisition 

Figure - Model of the interactive hypothesis regards (Source: Ellis et al 1994:450) 

Simi larly, the research conducted by Pica et al (1987: 747) indicates that modifying conversation 

through negotiation results in better comprehension. However, this assumption has not been left 

unchallenged. Some scholars such as Derwing (1989) and Ehrlich et al (1989) (in Ellis et al 

1994:453) report that expanded elaboration of meaning results in confusion and difficulty to 
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comprehension rather than assisting the interlocutors. Opposing this view, Ell is et al (1994) 

maintains "Abandoning the general claim that comprehens ion is essential for acquisition runs 

counter to intui tion" (p.455). So the argument that regards acquisition as the direct result of 

comprehension is unconvincing and it remains an unrequited question. Consequently, Ellis (1991) 

(quoted in Elli s et ai, 1994) formul ates a 'weaker ' version of interaction hypothesis. As he argues, 

"A weaker form of the interaction hypothesis can be maintained if it is accepted that (a) 

comprehension does not necessarily lead to acquisition and (b) that only some interaction 

modifications (those that cause learners to notice new material in the input) promote the kind of 

comprehension that fosters acquisition." The ass umption in (a) is well -matched with Krashen's 

(1980) and Long (1983b) believe in that it views comprehens ible input as a workab le concept only 

if students are developmentally prepared to attend to the structures in the new language. The 

concept of comprehensib le output is also the other point of argument in the second language 

acquisition continuum . 

2.3.2 Comprehensible output 

In addition to the 'comprehensible input' , Swain (1985) argues that 'comprehensib le output ' is 

imporiant since students may need access to ' pushed output' in order to advance to higher levels of 

grammatica l proficiency. She further holds "One function of output is that it provides the 

opportunity for meaningful use of one's lingui stic resource. Smith has argued that one lea1l1s to 

read by reading, and to write by writing. Similarly, it can be argued that one learns to speak by 

speaking" ( 1985: 248). She also comments that out put of the student have to be "pushed towards 

the delivery of a message that is not only conveyed, but that is conveyed precisely, coherent ly and 

appropriate ly. Being "pushed" in output ... is a concept that is parallel to that of the i + I and 

comprehensible inpu t" (1985 : 249). 

Swain (1985) argues "Pressure to produce language that is concise and appropri ate may help 

learners test hypotheses about the L2 and encourage them to engage in syntactic as opposed to 

semant ic processing." (p.456). Gass and Varonis (in Long and Porier, 1985: 2 18) have also given 

explanation about the two key concepts (comprehensib le input and comprehensible output) in 

relation to oral interaction in the classroom. They report that negotiation making use of the target is 
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comprehension rather than assisting the interlocutors. Opposing thi s view, Ellis et al ( 1994) 

maintains "Abandoning the general claim that comprehension is essential for acquisition runs 

counter to intuition" (p.455). So the argument that regards acquisition as the direct result of 

comprehension is unconvincing and it remains an umequited question . Consequentl y, Ellis ( 1991) 

(quoted in Elli s et ai, 1994) fom1Ulates a 'weaker ' version of interaction hypothes is. As he argues, 

"A weaker form of the interaction hypothes is can be maintained if it is accepted that (a) 

comprehension does not necessarily lead to acquisition and (b) that only some interaction 

modifications (those that cause leamers to notice new material in the input) promote the kind of 

comprehension that fosters acquisition." The ass umption in (a) is well-matched with K.!·ashen 's 

(1 980) and Long (1 983b) bel ieve in that it views comprehensible input as a workable concept only 

if students are developmentally prepared to attend to the structures in the new language. The 

concept of comprehensible output is also the other point of argument in the second language 

acquisition continuum. 

2.3.2 Comprehensible output 

In addition to the 'comprehensible input' , Swain (1985) argues that ' comprehensible output ' is 

important since students may need access to ' pushed output ' in order to advance to higher levels of 

grammatical proficiency. She further holds "One function of output is that it provides the 

opportunity for meaningful use of one' s linguistic resource. Smith has argued that one leams to 

read by reading, and to write by writing. Similarly, it can be argued that one learns to speak by 

speaki ng" (1 985: 248). She also comments that out put of the student have to be "pushed towards 

the deli very of a message that is not only conveyed, but that is conveyed prec ise ly, coherently and 

approp riately. Being "pushed" in output . .. is a concept that is parallel to that of the i + 1 and 

comprehensible input" (1 985: 249). 

Swain (1 985) argues "Pressure to produce language that is concise and appropriate may help 

learners test hypotheses about the L2 and encourage them to engage in syntactic as opposed to 

semantic processing." (p .456). Gass and Varon is (in Long and Porter, 1985: 218) have also given 

explanation about the two key concepts (comprehensible input and comprehensible output) in 

relation to oral interaction in the classroom. They report that negotiation making use of the target is 
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a constructive practice in that it allows the leamers to manipulate input. When input is negotiated, 

they maintain, conversation can then be carried out with a minimum level of perplexity. In 

addition, the inpu t will be more meaningful to the students because of their invo lvement in the 

negotiation process. Similarly, Kramsch (1987: 17) contends that leaming takes place twice: when 

students learn vocabulary items and fonns of the language that signify a traditional foreign culture, 

and when they make use of these items and structures to verbally interact with their fellows in the 

EFL classroom. Moreover, Allwright and Bailey (1991 :19) further state "Our concern with the 

interacti on is related to our three outcomes of learning: the input provided fo r learning, the practice 

opportunities that emerge, and the effects of all that happen on the receptivity of the learners." 

Similarl y, Ri vers ( 1984) has identified the importance of interaction in language leaming 

programmes. As she states, classroom interaction enables students to develop their 'language 

sto re' through li stening to others and reading different authentic materials. In addition , she adds, it 

IS a means through which students can exercise the language they have gained through varied 

means. 

2.4 Oral Interaction in Small-Groups: Pron's and Con's 

Researches in the field of foreign/second language acquisition argue in favour of as we ll as against 

the contributions of small-group interaction in EFL classes. 

2.4.1 Line 1: Pron's 

Elli s (1994:598) maintains that small-group interaction is an area of considerable pedagogic 

interest in the second language research . It is important in tern1S of the total amount of time each 

student spends interacting with their partners (Harn1er, 1991:245). For instance, Ur (1996: 232) 

asserts "Learners in class that are divided into fi ve groups get fi ve times as many opportunities to 

ta lk as in full-class organization." Davis (1993) strengthens this idea by saying 

Students learn best when they are actively involved in the process . ... regardless 
of the subject matter, students working in small groups tend to learn more of 
what is taught and retain it longer than when the same content is presented in 
other instructional formats . Students who work in collaborative groups also 
appear more satisfied with their classes. 
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Similarl y, Brumfit ( 1984:77) explains that small groups provide an increased degree of student 

involvement so the quality of language use becomes higher. The studies conducted on speech 

samples between teacher-fronted class and small-group interaction by Long Adams, McLean, and 

Casta nos (1976) (c ited in Long and Porter 1985 :215) and of Allwright and Biley ( 199 1:148) 

ascertain this ass umpti on through their findings. In their report they contend that quality of speech 

(vari ety of student talk) and quantity of speech (number of student talk) are greater in small -groups 

than teacher-led classes. This is mainly because, the setting of a small-group seems to be more 

natural than that of whole class and the size of the group is similar to that of the common 

conversational groupings in real life situation. As the other repercussion of the setting, the stress 

leve l which is observed during 'public ' performance in the whole-class contex t becomes minimal. 

Bru mfit further comments "Placing students in small groups assists individuali zation, for each 

group, being li mited by its own capacities, determi nes its own appropriate level of working more 

prec isely than can a class working in lock-step, with its larger members." Ur, (1 996 : 232) argues 

that it promotes student responsibility and autonomy and tends to increase moti vation and it 

contributes to the development of students' sense of cooperativeness and warmth in the language 

class . Jolly and Earl y ( 1974) (in Brumfit, 1984: 77) describe the cooperation among students in the 

following maimer: 

Psychological/y, group work increases the intellectual and emotional 
participation or involvement of the individual pupil in the task of learning a 
fore ign language. Some pupils are more intelligent than others, while some ... 
are more gifted in learning languages, some pupils are outgoing, 
coml1lunicative, extrovert personalities, while others are shy, withdrawn 
introverts. in small groups, all these type of learners can meet and mix, 
compensating for one another's strong points and deficiencies as language 
learners. 

Further Bygate (1987:96) says that students li se up more time negotiating and checking on 

meanings in small-groups, and they do not seem to correct each other more or less than the teacher 

does in teacher-fronted situations. This, in turn, provides the group members the freedom to get 

across their thought interestingl y. 
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In general, Long and Porter (1 985:207) have summerised the pedagogic and psycholingui stic 

arguments for group work. According to them, the pedagogic significance inc lude: increas ing the 

opportunity of pract icing the language, improving the quality of student talk (students are 

encouraged to use formal as well as in fornlal language since it resembles the natural sett ing for 

conversation) , assisting an individualization of instruct ion, encouraging positive atmosphere in 

terms of affect, and increasing students' moti vation. The psycholingui sti c significance includes 

creating an opportunity for gaining comprehensible input and output that foster acquisition. 

2.4.2 Line 2: Con's 

A number of researchers have maintained that small-group interaction fosters foreign/second 

language acqui sition. Nonetheless, there has been an opposing view to thi s claim. According to the 

opponents, exposure to en'oneous peer input may result in fossili zation (Plann (1977) quoted in 

Foley et ai, 2003: 165). 

Two of POtier's studi es, however, provide reason to such belief. In her report she states that when 

students corrected each other's errors, they did so wrongly only 0.3 per cent of the time and also 

that onl y 3 per cent of the errors the learners produced could be attributed to repetition of a fellow 

student' s etTors (in Elli s 1994:599). Kramsch holds "The fear that errors will be transferred from 

one student to the other if they are not immediately corrected by the teacher is an un warranted 

behaviorist view of language" (1987:24) . 

Therefore, although some researchers suggest the limitations of small-group oral di scuss ion, a 

considerable amount of them, however, favor its employment in EFL classes specifyi ng the 

teachers and students rol es . 

2.5 Teacher 's and Students' Roles in Small-group Interactions 

Different researchers have proposed a definition to the term ' role' as it frequentl y used in the field 

of language teaching. Widdowson, (1987: 83) defines role as "a part that people pl ay in the 

per formance of socia l life." Write, (1987: 7) also says "Role is a complex groupi ng of factors 

whi ch combine to produce certain types of social behaviour." According to the Oxford Advanced 
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Learners' Dictionary (2006) role refers to "the function or position that somebody has or is 

expected to have in an organization, in society or in a re lationship." Thus, role can be defined as a 

part assigned to someone within a society or a certain soc ial group to accomp li sh a certain soc ial 

responsibility. In the cl assroom setting, the teacher and the students play their own ro le to attain 

the objecti ves of the course or programme . 

2.5.1 Teacher's Role 

Despite the fact that the teacher is not at the centre in the process of learni ng, they assume a big 

responsibility for the effectiveness of the activity. According to Rivers (1987), the teacher can play 

a key role in developing contexts and situations that create opportunities for students to involve in 

some kind of interact ion. She further says that to create a genuine interaction, the teachers should 

be aside fi'om the limelight so that students can have the authority to contro l over what they 

perfo rm through the acti vities; they should receive any fornls of opinion, and they should tolerate 

students' ell'Ol'S while they invo lve in communication (Rivers, 1987: 4) . Bejarano, ( 1987:485) 

reveals "The teacher is no longer a lecturer or transmitter of material , but rather a facilitator of 

learning who foc uses on the learning process by encouraging cooperation among the students". 

Further Breen and Candlin (1980: 99) point out that the teacher plays three key ro les 'wi thin the 

communicat ive methodology ' wh ich places interaction through group-formation in its centre: 

acting as facilitator, a participant, and an observer and learner. Besides, the role of the teacher in 

communicative activ ities include: providing adv ice, acting as a source of guidance and support, 

monitoring students' strengths and weaknesses and their use of the target language (Littlewood, 

1981: 19). About the involvement of the teacher in the small-group oral interaction sess ions, 

Kramsch (198 7: 26) states "The teacher goes from group to group without intervening, but taking 

mental or written notes of confusions, errors, or interesting insights." This guidance role is ongoi ng 

and largely unpredictable, so the teacher needs to share it with the other students. Generally, the 

teacher has the following roles : facili tator, manager, in fo rmant, social worker, monitor, model and 

counselor (Prodromou, 1992: 35). 
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2.5.2 Students' Role 

Students are the principal actors during small-group oral interactions. They are even at the very 

heart of the classroom events. Bejarano (1987) states that the students' attention has been drawn 

towards learning actively through group formation Ii'om making an attempt to impress their 

teacher. One of the main roles of the students is negotiating meaning between themselves, thei r 

learning process, and they progressively explain the object of learning (Breen and Candlin, 

1980: I 00). Similarly, Nunan (1989: 86) indicates "in small-group interaction tasks ... learners are 

required to put language to a range of uses, to use language which has been imperfectl y mastered , 

to negotiate meaning, in short, to draw on their own resources rather than simply repeating and 

absorbing language." Therefore, the students' may play the roles which include: an encourager, a 

harmonizer, an expediter, a compromiser, an observer, and an evaluator in the EFL classroom 

(Nunan, 1988). 

2.6 Factors Affecting Small-group Oral Interaction 

There are different factors or variables that invo lve in effective classroom oral interacti on. These 

variables, which can be called ' learner variables ' , may have a facilitating or debilitating effect 

upon the language learner depending on the situation in which they are in. The learner variab les 

may originate either from within the learner (intrinsic learner variables) or outside (extrinsic 

learner variab les) since students are generally motivated or demotivated either intrinsica lly or 

extrinsically (Chastain in Scovel, 1978 : 130). 

Schwartz (1972) li sts the intrinsic motivators as anxiety, need to achieve, self-concepts, and 

aspirations and the extrinsic motivators as sociocultural factors and social reinforcers (p.73). 

Simi larly, Brown's (1994) discusses the cognitive, personality and social factors that affect human 

language learning process. Although the same classification procedure has not been adopted in this 

literature rev iew section for the sake of clarity (since different authors classify the variables 

diffe rentl y), the variables mentioned in Brown (1994) are grouped under two m,00r sections -

intrinsic learner variab les and extrinsic learner variab les. The intrinsic variab les subsume self­

esteem, inhibition, risk-taking, anxiety, empathy, extroversion and introversion, motivation, and 

learning strategies. The extrinsic variab les include culture, attitude, social di stance, social class, 
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and gender and other group-related and task-related factors. Next, each of these variab les will be 

discussed . 

2.6.1 Intrinsic learner variables 

The EFL classroolll situation appears to cause an undes irable affective and emotional state of 

being in Illany students. As Domyei (200 I) states, it "is an inherently face-threatening envi ronlllent 

with leamers being expected to cOllllllunicate using severely restricted language code" (p.91). A 

nUlllber of research studies largely attribute the success or failure of students' foreign language 

learning to intrinsic (personality/affective/cognitive) factors. Shore (1976: 153) points out that 

intrinsic variables (personality factors) have a great effect upon classroolll perforlllance and 

language- learning outcollles. According to Brown (1994: 136), self-esteelll , inhibition, risk-taking, 

anxiety, Illotivation etc. are alllong the Illajor intri nsic factors that affect the success or failure of 

foreign language learn ing. 

2.6.1.1 Self-esteem 

Self-esteem refers to "a personal judgment of worthiness that is expressed in the attitudes that the 

individua l ho lds towards hilllself' (Cooperslllith cited in Brown, 1994: 136). According to Ellis 

(1994: 518) se lf-esteelll "refers to the degree to which individuals feel confident and believe 

thelllseives to be significant people." 

The devel0Plllent of individual's personality involves the growth of the ind ividual's self-co ncept, 

self acceptance, and self-reflection at the tillle of interaction between 'self and others' (Brown, 

1994: 136). Self-esteem originates from the individuals' experiences and assesslllent of their 

surroundings. Dornyei (2001: 90) also holds "Self-esteelll and self-confidence are social products, 

which Illeans that they are created and shaped by the people around us." The three levels at which 

self-esteelll is Illanifested are global (which is unchangeab le at all times in a grown-up person), 

situational/spec ific (which refers to the se lf-assesslllent Illade in certain life situations, such as 

soc ial interactions, work, education, hOllle, or on certain re latively discretely defined traits -

intelligence, communicati ve ability, athletic ability, personality traits like gregariousness, elllpathy, 
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and fl ex ibility) and task-self esteem is related wi th the self-assessment regarding a specific process 

speaking or writing in a certain language class (Brown, 1994: 136). 

The research which has been conducted using self-report questionnaire as its research instrument 

by Heyde (1979) comes up with the result that self-esteem positively cOITelates with the spoken 

production (cited in Elli s, 1994). 

2.6.1.2 Inhibition 

Inhibition and self-esteem are closely related terms. As that of self-esteem, inhibition affects oral 

interaction (Ur, 1996: 120). Brown (1994: 138) maintains "All human beings, in their 

understanding of themselves, build sets of defenses to protect the ego." This defensive inhibition, 

he further argues, is developed in each stages of human development: childhood, adolescence, and 

adulthood. People who have high 'self-esteem and ego strength' tend to be defensive. "Those with 

weaker self-esteem maintains walls of inhibition to protect what is self-perceived to be a weak 

fragile ego or lack of self-confidence in a situation or task" (Ibid). 

A language ego that changes depending on the situation assists the student to lower the degree of 

inhibition which impedes their success in acquiring a foreign language. As many studies indicate, 

mistakes are good indicators of progress in the process of language learning. But some student' 

ego is seriousl y affected as soon as they make mistakes. As a result, at each stage of learning the 

students become more critical of themselves to the extent that they cannot produce a word lest they 

make mistakes in discussion group. Ur (1996: 120) asserts "Learners are often inhibited about 

trying to say things in a foreign language in the classroom: worried about making mistakes, fearful 

of criti cism or losing face, or simply shy of the attention that their speech attracts." 

Therefore, it is beli eved that lower level of inhibition should be created in a foreign language 

classes in order that students can approach the language learning situation with a sense of 

success than a threat. Meaningful communicative activities are, thus, identified as better 

so lutions for lowering the level of students' inhibition and enabling the student to take part in 

unfettered classroom interaction. 
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2.6.1.3 Risk-taking 

It is assu med that opt imum risk-taking is an impoliant facto r fo r success in fore ign language 

learn ing. Elli s, ( 1994: 5 (8) explains "Risk takers show less hesitancy, are more wi ll ing to use 

complex language, and are more to lerant of errors. They are less li kely to rehearse before 

speaking". In the classroo m setting there are students who often keep si lent for fea r of making 

mistakes in thei r utterances. As Brown (1994: 140) puts "When foolish mistakes are made, a person 

with high global se l f-esteem is not daunted by the possible consequences of being laughed at." 

This indicates that risk-taking (one aspect of extraversion-introversion) and self-esteem are closely 

intertwined traits (Morris, 1979:41; Brown, 1994: (40). The prominent study on the re lationsh ip 

between risk-taking and classroom participation has been made by Ely ( 1986a) who uses self­

report quest ionnai re as hi s main research tool. According to the result of hi s study, risk-taking and 

classroom pariicipat ion have a positive correlation (p.20) Hence, it should be noted that moderate 

leve l of ri sk-taking is a supportive facto r for the reaching the desired proficiency level. 

2 .6.1.4 A nxiety 

This variable is also closely linked with the above tlu·ee variables: self-esteem, inhi bi ti on and ri sk­

taking. According to Brown (1 994: 141), it is diffi cul t to define anxiety but it is related to 

"feelings, of uneasi ness, frustration, self-doubt, apprehension, or WOlTY." Scovel, (1978: 134) states 

that anx iety refers to "a state of apprehension, a vague fear that is only indirectl y associated with 

an obj ect." Language anxiety is a worry and depressing emotional state aroused when one learns or 

uses a second language (MacIntyre quoted in Young, 1999:27). Similarly, Maclntyre and Gardner 

(1994: 284) define language anxiety as the fee li ng of emotional stra in and app rehension 

pal1icul arly related to second language situations that include learning, writi ng, and speaking. 

Several studies show, MacIntyre and Gardner further say, second language ach ievement and 

language anxiety are observed to have negati ve cOlTelation: as the language anxiety score gets 

higher, lower the language perfolTllance score is observed. Krashen (1982) maintains that two 

condi tions are necessary for acquisition to take place. First, learners need to have access to 

comprehensib le input containing structures a bit beyond thei r cun·ent level of competence. Second, 

they need a low or weak affecti ve fi lter, like anxiety, to allow the input into their second language 
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system (Krashen, 1982: 33). Likewise, Maclntyre (in Yo ung, 1999:24) holds that anxiety can have 

an influence on both learn ing of a language and communication processes. Anxiety arises within 

ourselves due to di fferent reasons. 

Horwitz and associates (quoted in Young, 1999:27) argue that language anxiety grow out of three 

principal sources: communication apprehension, fear of criticism by members of the group, and 

test anxiety. Similarly, Maclntyre and Gardner (1994: 285) state "Anxiety arousal is associated 

with distracting, se lf-related cognition such as excessive self evaluation , worry over potential 

failure, and concern over the opinions of others; therefore, the anxious person has his/her attention 

di vided between task-related cognition and self-re lated cognition, making cognitive performance 

less effici ent." Young, (1999: 241) also comes up with personal factors that are identified as 

sources of language anxiety. These include: low self-esteem, competitiveness, se lf-perceived low 

ability levels, comm unication apprehension, lack of FLiSL group members, learner's believes 

about language learning and learner's fear of being incorrect in front of thei r peers. 

To conclude, a student who is highly anx ious is less likely to orally interact The research reveals 

that in classroom contexts anxious students may not interact in spoken tasks act ively wi th thei r 

co ll eagues as anxiety influences their ability during the time of information processing. Those 

students that are relaxed tend to benefit more in gathering information since they are free from 

such kind of interfering variables (Horwitz ,1986, quoted in Gardner and MacIntyre, 1993). 

2.6.1.5 Empathy 

As Brown ( 1994) states empathy in simple terms is "the process of ' putting yourself into 

someone's else's shoes,' of reaching beyond the self and understanding and feeling what another 

person understanding and feeling" (P.43) . For Stern ( 1983:381) the term refers to the compliance 

and capacity to consider oneself as similar to somebody else. Ellis has also defined the term in 

c learer manner - it "concerns the ability to put oneself in the position of another person in order to 

understand him/her better" (1994:51 8). [t has been used in second language lea rning to refer to the 

abi li ty of the student to act in accordance with the communicational attributes of the speakers of 

the target language. 
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The prominent studi es in relation to empathy are Naiman et aI's (1 978) and Guiora 's ( 1967) (cited 

in Elli s 1994: 5 18). In Naiman 's stud y it is found that there is no relationship between empathy 

and profic iency. Although the stud y is not replicated in the subsequent studies, empathy and 

pro fi c iency are positive ly correlated in Guiora 's fi ndings. Their measurement instrument includes 

Hogan Empath y Scale and Micro-Momentary Expression test. So as to carry out effecti ve 

communication between the two persons - the speaker and the hearer - they should understand 

each other's affecti ve as well as cognitive states. As Brown (1994: 144) mai ntains "Oral 

communication is a case in which, cognitively at least, it is easier to achieve empathetic 

communication since there is immedi ate feedback from the hearer. A misunderstood word, phrase, 

or idea can be questioned by the hearer, and then rephrased by the speaker until a clear message is 

interpreted. " 

2.6.1.6 Extrovel'sion-introversion 

Extroversion and in troversion are the two significant factors that affec t the process of 

foreign/second language acquisition. According to Brown (1 994: 147): 

Extroversioll is the extent to which a person has a deep-seated lI eed 10 receive 
ego enlwncement, selfesteem, and a sense of wholeness !i'Dln other people as 
opposed 10 receiving that affirmation with in oneself. ... introversion, on Ihe 
other hand, is the extent to which a person derives a sense of wholeness and 
jilljillinent apart from a reflectioll of this self f rom other people. 

In a classroom context, extrovert students are those learners that look for social situations. 

Students with ex troverted type of personality get power from other individuals and they usuall y 

do not prefer to depart the party. Introverts, contrarily, are interested to be alone and prefer 

individual acti viti es or gatherings with a few close classmates. Students with introverted type of 

personality are recognized as warier, more confonnist and solemn than extroverts, who are more 

im pUlsive and want to take more ri sks (Ellis, 1994: 51 8; Brown, 1994: 147; Moris, 1979:41 ). 

Li kewise, Chastain ( 1975:154) adds "Some students are so shy, so timid , and so unsure o f 

themselves even in English that attempting to communicate in a second-language can be 

traumati c. The extroverts seem to be able to engage more freely in activities which may expose 

hi s lingui sti c inadequacies to his classmates" . 
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The prominent stud ies in relation to empathy are Na iman e t aI's (1978) and Guiora 's (1967) (cited 

in E lli s 1994: 518). In Naiman 's study it is found that there is no re lationship between empathy 

and proficiency. A lthough the study is not replicated in the subsequent studi es, empathy and 

proficiency are positi vely correlated in Guiora 's findings. Their measurement instrument includes 

Hogan Empathy Sca le and Micro-Momentary Expression test. So as to carry out effecti ve 

communication between the two persons - the speaker and the hearer - they shou ld und erstand 

each other's affecti ve as well as cognitive states. As Brown (1994: 144) maintains "Oral 

com munication is a case in which, cogniti ve ly at least, it is easier to achieve empathetic 

communication since there is immediate feedback from the hearer. A misunderstood word , phrase, 

or idea can be questioned by the hearer, and then rephrased by the speaker until a c lear message is 

interpreted. " 

2.6.1.6 Extroversion-introversion 

Extroversion and introversion are the two significant fac tors that affect the process of 

foreign/ second language acquisition. According to Brown (1994: 147): 

Extroversion is the extent to which a persall has a deep-seated need 10 receive 
ego enhancement, self-esteem, and a sense of wholeness F OI11 other people as 
opposed to receiving that affirmation within oneself ... introversion, on (he 
other hand, is the extent to which a person derives a sense of wholeness and 
fulfi llment apartFom a reflection of this seifFom other people. 

In a classroom context, extrovert students are those learners that look for social situations. 

Students w ith extroverted type of personality get power fi'om other individuals and they usually 

do not pre fer to depart the party. Introverts, contrarily, are interested to be a lone and prefer 

individual acti v ities or gatherings with a few close classmates. Students with introverted type of 

personality are recogni zed as warier, more conformist and so lemn than extroverts, w ho are more 

impulsive and want to take more risks (Ellis, 1994: 518; Brown, 1994: 147; Mori s, 1979:41). 

Likewise, Chastain (1975: 154) adds "Some stud ents are so shy, so timid, and so unsure of 

themse lves even in Engli sh that attempting to communicate in a second-language can be 

traumatic. The ex troverts seem to be able to engage more freely in activiti es which may expose 

hi s lingui stic inadequacies to hi s c lassmates" . 
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However, even if it is all eged stereotypicall y that ex trovert students tend to succeed in fo reign 

language learn ing than introverts students, the latter groups also thought to have ' an imler 

strength of character ' that extroverts lack (Brown, 1994). According to Ely (1986:2), there are no 

studies so fa r which relate the stated assumption positively, negati vely or with no relati on. So 

there is no c lear-cut so lution that reso lves the extroversion-introversion mysteries. Brown (1994: 

147), however, COJ11 J11 ents that unlike li stening, read ing, and writing, extroversion can be a 

va luab le asset in the deve lopment of general verbal communicati ve ability which invo lves face ­

to- face interaction. 

Among from the research studies in anx iety Busch 's (1982) and Strong's (1983) studies are qui te 

fa mo Lis ones. Through the use of Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI), Busch fai ls to show the 

relationship between ex troversion-introversion and proficiency. Strong (1983), however, employs 

classroom observati on and Earl y School Personality Questionnaire to study the effect of the 

variables on 13 Spani sh Speaking kindergarten Chi ldren. The study has found out that children 

with an extrovert personality learnt faster. 

2.6.1. 7 Motivation 

Motivation refers to the degree to which an indiv idual des ires to learn the second language (E ly 

1986: 3). Brown (1 994: 152) also maintai ns that it is "an inner dri ve, impulse, emotion or des ire 

that J110ves one to a paliicular action." Therefore, motivation - in language lea rning - is a 

psychological iJ11pu lse that arouses a person to learn a new language. 

According to E lli s, ( 1994), "motivation has an impact upon the degree to which the students want 

to continuously learn the second language, the type of learning behavio ur they exhibit and thei r 

real perf01l11anCe (P.36). The highl y influenti al research by Gardner and Lambert ( 1972) on 

learner's J11oti vation comes up with the two forms of mot ivation that give explanat ion about how 

an indi vidual can acquire a second language: instruJ11 enta l and integrative moti vation. Instrumental 

J11o ti vation re fers to the assumption that a person can acquire a second language whenever they 

beli eve that the target language is useful for them. Integrative motivation , on the other hand, 

suggests that a person will acquire a second language when they feel that it is important for them 

to integrate theJ11 selves with the target language speaking community. They fin all y conclude that 
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integrative moti vation is stronger motivating force than the instrumental one. Howev, t 
en 

findings indicate that the effect of these two moti vational factors depends upon the contex,-
-I\~ 

situation of the leamer. As Brown (1994: 154) indicates, many foreign language learn ing sit u 
... I t\s 

Invo ve a mi xture of each type of motivat ion." Therefore, both of these forms of Illotivatt· 

'-a\ ori entations are responsible for the leamers' participation in small-group oral interactions. 

2.6.1.8 Strategy factors : communication strategies 

Lack of COmmunication strategies is one among from the factors that affect students' Intel 
b . <I.~t." 

ehav lolls in small-group (Brown, 1994: 11 8). Communication strategies which are relev<tnt t. l.<:)l::\. 

use of verbal or non-verbal means for the effective communication of information are ess <:) tl:::t.". 
. eltt" '0 

staYI ng in cOlllmunication. According to O'malley and Chamot (1990), 1<1.\ ~ 

Communication strategies are an adaptation to the failure to realize a languQge 
productIOn goal. They therefore serve an important role in negotiating mean.in 
between individuals. Communication strategies are particularly important i~ 
negotiation meaning where either linguistiC structure or sociolinguistic /'L/ l 1 es 
are not shared between a second language learner and a speaker of the tCtrg 

er language (p.43). 

Following are the communicative strategies that have been developed by Tarone (in I3
rCl 

11 8). \>" 1) , 

A. Paraphrase 

i) approximation - thi s refers to the use of a word that share common semantic feat 
lire 

Which have approximately similar meaning with the original word (e.g. pipe fOr Vv s <ll"\cI 
'. ater . 
It) word co inage - the student may fom1 their own word which they think that it c PIlle) 

199<f. : 

al) e 
the intended meaning (e.g. air ball for balloon) l( lltess 

iii) circumlocution - instead of naming a particular object or thing, the student 111a 
Y cles . 

characteristic features of the thing or the object. Ct1be the 

B. Borrowing 

i) Literal translation - this refers to the act of trans lating ideas of the target lang 
llage 

word (e.g. Saying ' He invites him to drink,' For ' they toast one another.') \Yord r 
lOr 

I\. Language switch - the student may use their own first language in stead of . 
USIng 
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language to express their idea. 

C. Appeal for ass istance - the students ask the interlocutor to help him with the appropriate 

language 

D. Mime - the students may use gesture when they fa il to remember or use lex ical items 

F. Avoidance 

i) Topic avo idance - the students simply jump the topic they feel they cannot use its co rrect 

words or structures. 

ii) Message abandonment - The students starts to talk about a pat1icul ar topi c but stop in the 

middle of their ta lk. 

Table 2.1 C lassi fication of Communication Strategy 

Thus, as Dornyei (200 I: 95) suggests it is possible to teach students the communicative strategies 

that help them solve the communication breakdown during their talk as a result of lack of the L2 

command . 

2.6.2 Extrinsic Learner Variables 

2.6.2.1 Social variables 

Social vari ab les have a profound impact upon second language proficiency though the influence 

may be indirect. Their consequence is mediated by several variables . Among these variabl es one is 

students' attitudes. Social variables play their own role in shaping students' att itudes which, 

consequentl y, determ ine learning outcomes. Social variables also determine L2 learnin g in an 

indirect manner by shaping the learning opportunities that each of the students experience. For 

instance, the students' socio-economic as well as ethnic background may have an effect upon the 

nature and the amo unt of the new language they are provided (Ellis, 1994: 199). in thi s section, 

attitude, social di stance, social class, and gender will be treated in relation to thei r effect on 

students' ora l interact ion in small-groups. 
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2.6.2.1.1 Attitude 

The word 'attitudes' refers to the set of beliefs that the students have towards members of the 

target language speaking community and also towards their own cultural va lues (Brown,198 1 in 

Rahman, 2005). Gardner and Lambert (1972) also indicate that an 'attitude' is the persistence 

manifested by the student in struggling to achieve a particular goal (in Rahman, 2005), 

Furthermore, Elli s ( 1994: 207) states "The attitudes that leamers hold towards the learning of a 

particular L2 reflect the intersection of their views about their own etlmic identity and those about 

the target language culture." The type of attitude the individual leamer holds towards the target 

language speaking people and their cu ltural practices is a highly detenninant factor in achieving 

foreign or second language acquisition. As Gardner and Lambert (1972) point out student ' att itude 

toward the society or cu lture cOfll1ected with the language being leam ed can strongly affect success 

in leaming the language (cited in Krahnke and Christison, 1983: 625). According to Stem (1983: 

376), there are three forms of attitudes in a situation of second language learn ing: "(a) Attitudes 

towards the community and people who speak the L2 ( group specific attitudes), (b)Attitudes 

towards learning the language concerned; and (c) Attitude towards languages and language 

learning in general. " Two main factors may influence these attitude types include: the students' 

personality (being ethnocentric or authoritari an) and the social context in which the process of 

language learning is carried out (Rahman, 2005). 

2.6.2.1.2 Social distance 

According to Brown (1994: 176), social distance " refers to the cognitive and affective proximity of 

two cu ltures that come into contact within an individual." Schumann (1976:135) assumes that as 

the soc ial distance between two groups gets wider, making an attempt to acquire the language of 

the target language group tends to be more challenging for the individual members of the two 

groups. In his Acculturation Model, Schumann tries to demonstrate the degree to which the 

language learner can confonn themselves to new cu lture - which is a core factor in the model as 

culture and language are closely related entiti es - to acquire the second language. The mode l 

contains eight factors that have their own bea('ing on social distance of a group. Following is a 

brief treatment of the factors that attribute to social distance. 
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A. Social dominance: refers to political , economical cultural, technological domination among 

the two groups. 

B. Cultural pattern: dea ls with the interest of the two groups (target language and language learner 

groups) to adopt assimilation in tenns of culture . 

C. Enclosure: is concerned with the degree of interdependent between the two groups in vari ed 

social aspects (in terms of attending the same school, church etc) 

D. Cohesiveness: concerned with the degree of being intimate only to one's group. 

E. Size : as the size of the group becomes less in number there is a tendency of being assimi lated 

to the group with larger number of population. 

F. Cultural similarity: refers to the extent to which the cultures of the two groups are similar 

G. Attitude: refers to whether the two groups have positive or negative attitude towards one 

another. 

H. Intended length of residence: concerned with the amount of time one of the groups wants to 

stay in the other group's area. 

2.6.2.1.3 Social class 

Ellis (1994: 205) points out that social class (in terms of income, level of education, and 

occupation) has its own bearing on succeeding in the attair1l11ent of a forei gn language. 

According to Preston (in Ellis 1994:204) "There is a clear parallel between soc iolinguistic 

phenomena associated with social class and language change and interlanguage development" 

As different stud ies indicate, learners who are from the upper middle class tend to outperform in 

foreign language classrooms learners from the lower class. The main reason for such disparity in 

achievement rests upon other factors related to the socio-economic situation. Ell is states "It is 

important to recognize, however, that it is not socio-economic class per se that produces these 

effects, but rather the experiences of the world which members of the different social classes are 

likely to have (Ellis, 1994). Similarly, Write (1987:12) reveals that among the initial 

contributions for having group activity one is the group members ' views concerning attitudes 

and values and status and position. 
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2.6.2.1.4 Gender 

Gender refers to the ro le given to male or female member of the society which deteml ined by the 

soc iety itself while sex refers to either of the two categories (male or female) into which most 

organisms are divided. According to (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet: 2003 : 10) "Gender is not 

something we are born with, and not something we have, but someth ing we do, someth ing we 

perform .... Sex is a bio logical categorization based primari ly on reproductive potentia l, where as 

gender is the soc ial elaboration of biological sex. Gender builds on biological sex; it exaggerates 

bio logica l difference in to domains in which it is completely irrelevant." 

Studies show that fe males are better than men at second language learning. The ma in reason 

suggested for such claim is "they are like ly to be more open to new linguistic forms in the L2 inp ut 

and they will be more likely to ri d themselves of interl anguage forms that deviate fro m target­

language norms" (Elli s 1994:202). In addition, their positive attitude towards learning the second 

language can be taken as the other attribute fo r their grater performance. Be that as it may, such 

natural predisposition appears to be influenced by the societal attitudes towards them (or rather 

gender influence). Thi s particular behaviour can be observed in, fo r example, group discuss ion in 

EFL classrooms, in which men and women are mixed. As Birhanu, (2000 : 55) states, " ... male 

engage in more active task behaviour (e.g. giv ing opinions, or info rmation) whereas females 

engage in more pass ive socio-emotional behaviour (e.g. agreeing, being fri endly). Simil arl y, in hi s 

fi nd ing Goodwin (in Eckert and McConnel l-Ginet: 2003: 14 1) said " ... boys engaged in a task­

oriented activity both commanding (' ginmle .. . ' and seeking permission ('Can I ... " ... the girls she 

observed in a similar activity with one another were fa r less likely to speak from either a 

commanding or a subordinate posi tion." They more often framed directi ves as suggestions or 

proposals for join t action ('Let's ... ,", "Why don' t we ... "), rather than as commands." Both 

aspects are believed to be important in group di scussion." He fUIiher comments, " in terms of rate 

of participation, men appear to be more willing to participate verbally in small-group discuss ion 

than women who seem reluctant to participate full y." (p.56). Tennen(1990) characteri ze women as 

most interested in promoting intimacy with others, in strengthening affil at ive bonds among people 

in promot ing so lidarity. Men, in contrast, are seen as most interested in estab li shing their 

independence fr0 111 others, their autonomy (cited in Eckert and McColmell-Ginet: 2003: 140). 
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Amanuel's ( 1996) findi ng, however, di ffers from these assumptions. Accord ing to his resul t, sex 

composit ion does not have a considerable effect upon students' ora l performance or ' individua l 

turns' in gro ups; the dominancy of male students in number in the gro ups observed does not 

innuence girls ' verbal involvement (p. 30). 

2.6.2.2 Situational Va riables 

There are situations under which the student feels discomfort and communicative stress which as a 

resu lt affect their moti vation to undertake verbal interaction. As Kent (1994b) , and Hare and Davis 

(1994) poi nt out, personality variable coupled with the situational factors have the capac ity to 

impai r students' behav iour in the EFL classroom (cited in Birhanu, 2000). Birhan u di scusses the 

situat iona l factors in terms of two variables: activity-related variables and group-related variab les. 

2.6.2.2.1 Task-related variables 

The nature of the tasks is the other variable that detel1nines small-group oral invo lvement. For 

Write (1987: 12) the teachers' as well as students' belief about the nature of the activ ities or 

tasks and the nature of students' and groups' invo lvement in the tasks can be cons idered as one 

of the preli minary contribution to effective group activity. Next the two main task-related factors 

for small-group oral interaction wi ll be di scussed. 
J [;!'''_ 

~~:,.'-7~ o· 
.. I ~ 

2.6.2.2.1.1 Type oftask 
. , . ..., , 
'\J J 

'T~ 

The acti vity types that are chosen to be worked upon by students in c lass shou ld all hav·e the 

capac ity to invo lve them in some kind of oral interaction. U r, (1996: 232) states " the sllccess of 

group work depends ... on the selection of an interesting and stimulat ing task whose 

performance is well , effective and careful organization Other things being normal, ... nature of 

the acti vities have the power to let the students in the groups remain under the shadow of 

silence." Accord ing to Nunan (1989: 64), two-way infol1nation gap activities wh ich can be 

performed in small-groups appear to be particularly suitable for arousing interactive language 

use. 
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Nunan further states that there are three general characteristics of acti vities. These are 

authenticity, being skill getting ('in which learners manipulate phonological and grammatica l 

forms') or skill using (in which learners are meant to apply their newly acquired mastery of 

lingui stic fonll s to the comprehension and production of communicative language) and accuracy 

focused or fluency focused. An effective small-group interaction can highl y be determ ined by the 

kind of activiti es that employed in the group. 

Different methodo logists have proposed variety of acti vities that enable learners to engage in 

genuine face-to-face verbal interaction. Celce-Murcia (1984:28) presents " introducing variety into 

learning activities is a more external form of motivation . .. . Variety can be introduced on many 

different levels." She further says that one is " to move as quickly as poss ible from manipulative 

drill s to communicati ve activities; these communicative activities, in turn, a variety of tasks 

(problem so lving, role-playing, values clarification, skill s competition etc)". 

Bygte (1987:67) has summarized the activities proposed by Littlewood (1981), Harmer (1983), 

Ri vers and Temperl ey (1978) and Ur (1981). Littelwood (1981) proposes activiti es call ed 

' functiona l communication activities' which consists of four of such kinds: sharing information 

with restricted co-operation (identifying um: picture from a set; di scovering identical pairs, 

di scovering sequences or locations; discovering missing information; di scovering missi ng features; 

di scovering games), sharing information with umestricted cooperation (communi cating patterns 

and pictures, communication models, discovering differences, following directions); sharing and 

processing information (reconstructing story sequences, pooling inforn1ation to solve a prob lem); 

processing informat ion and social interaction acti vities such as using the c lassroom as a social 

context and simulation and role playing are also grouped as his second form s of acti vities . 

Harmer's (1983) interaction activiti es include ' practice activities' and ' communicative act ivities'. 

Under the oral practi ce activities Harmer lists oral dri lls, information gap activi ti es, games, 

personali zation and localization and oral acti vities. Under the conm1unicative acti vities, he groups 

reaching at consensus, relaying instructions, communication games, problem so lvi ng, interpersonal 

exchange, story construction, simulation and role play. 
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Similarly, Rivers and Temperley (1978) propose fO lilteen interaction activ ities from which 

teachers select those that suit their students. These inc lude: establishing and maintaining social 

relations (te lephoning, welcoming visitors etc), express ing reactions (situations requ iring reactions 

to TV show etc), hiding one's intensions(students given a mission to carry out must not reveal it 

under and provocation), talking one's way out of trouble seeking and glVll1g 

in forma tion(interviews, surveys etc), learning or teaching how to make or do something ( a sport, 

a dance etc), Conversing over the telephone problem so lving (Alibis, Guilty Party etc), di scussing 

ideas (arising from read ings etc), playing with language (crossword puzz les, spelling games etc), 

acti ng out socia l rol es, enteltaining others (through rad io-type programme etc) sharing leisure 

activ ities (partic ipat ion in a typical national meals, festivities etc) . 

Ur (1981) also develops three types of interaction activities which contain a number of other 

SUbtypes: brai nstorming activities (guessing games, finding connections, ideas from a central 

theme, implications and interpretations), organizing activities (comparisons, detecting differences, 

putting in order, priorities, choosing candidates, layo ut problems, combining versions) and 

compound acti viti es (composing letters, debates, publicity campaigns, surveys, planning proj ects). 

Nunan (l989: 66) also presents the acti vities developed by Prabhu ( 1987), Clark ( 1987) and 

Patti son (1987). Their interaction activi ties can be summari zed as: in formation gap activity, 

reasoning-gap activi ty and opinion-gap activity, prob lem solving activity, reacting after 

viewing/reading a materi al, dialogues, role plays and forming stories fi'om pictures. 

2.6.2.2.1.2 Difficulty of the task 

Different scho lars have suggested that there are di ffe rent factors that should be considered to 

determ ine the difficul ty level of a task. Nunan (1989: 141) presents the factors that have been 

proposed by Brindly (1987), Brown and Yule (1983), Nunan (1 985) and Anderson and Lynch 

( 1988). For Brindl y (1987), the learner (degree of confidence, motivation, learning experi ence, 

pace of learning, level language skill , cultural knowledge task and text factors will interact to 

determine task difficu lty), the task (cognitive complex ity, number of steps, degree of contex tual 

c lues, requirement of grammatical accuracy, amount of time) and the text (length, clarit y, degree 
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of contextual clues, familiarity) have a decisive influence over the level of difficulty of a given 

task. Brown and Yule (1983) suggest factors which are associated with the speaker (number of 

speakers, attractiveness, syntax level of difficulty, vocabulary specificity, content famil iarity 

contextual clues, availability of visual aids, and involvement of the learner), the listener, content, 

support and purpose wi ll affect task difficulty. For Nunan (1985) "difficulty is determined by the 

type of the learner. 

Easier 
Comprehension 

Production 

Interaction 

More difficult 

Listen/read, no response 
Listen/read, non-verbal response 
Listen/read, verbal response 

Listen/read and repeat/copy 
Listen/read, carry out drill 
Listen/read, respond meaningfully 

Listen/read, rehearse 
Listen/read, role play 
Listen/read, solve problem/come to conclusion 

Table 2.2 Factors in task difficulty (Nunan, 1985) 

In addition, Anderson and Lynch (1988) identify information sequence, topic familiarity, 

explicitness, non-verbal support and item correspondence as determinant factors for the difficult 

level of a task. 

Generall y, the complex or difficult nature of a task may originate either from the task itself or it 

associated with the intelligence of individual who is accomplishing the task. A task may also be 

complex because a student has negative feelings towards the task itself, or its content, or their 

group members (Write, 1987: 35). Hence, as Nunan (1989) recommends, the tasks that are selected 

by the classroom teacher should be at the appropriate level of difficulty for the learner so that they 

can produce the intended result (136). 
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2.6.2.2.1.2 Group Variables 

Group variab les subsume group size and grouping pattern and cohesion. 

2.6.2.2.1.2.1 Group-size 

Currently, small-group interactions or co llaborati ve learning have been foregrounded especia ll y in 

EFL research studi es (Brumfit, 1984; Long and Porter, 1985; Nunan, 1989; Elli s, 1997). Brumfit, 

(1984:72) defines a group as "a number of people who interact with one another, who are 

psychologicall y aware of one another, and who perceive themselves to be a group." Accord ing to 

him, psychologica l groups may refer to the formal or infonnal groups. For the purpose EFL 

classroom interaction, however, informal groups which are formed during the time of interaction 

are preferred. 

Before the small-group interaction, the size of the group should be determined. Byrne ( 1987: 75) 

states although there is no fixed rule that dictate the number of members in a group, four to eight 

wo uld be recommendable. Hatmer (1991: 246) suggests "It is probably safe to say that groups of 

more than seven students can be unmanageable. Since the amount of student participation 

obviously fall s and thc organization of the group itself may stmi to disintegrate." As Bejarano 

(1987:485) admits "The class can be organized from two to six students so as to accomplish the 

learning task in a cooperative." The learning task is based on interaction and rec iproca l 

interdependence among the members of the group and requires mutual help." Generall y, "Groups 

of four or five members work best. Larger groups decrease each member's opportun ity to 

participate acti vely. The less skill ful the group members, the smaller the groups shou ld be. The 

shorter amount of time available, the smaller the groups should be" (Davi s, 1993). 

2.6.2.2.1.2.2 Grouping pattern and cohesion 

In any f0l111 of groupings, friendship patterns arise Ii'om, for instance, common interests, 'mutual 

respect', and shared background (Write 1987 : 12). Different researchers have investigated the way 

groups can be organized for an effective group interaction in an EFL classroom. According to their 

results, sex di fferences, age of participants, language background and proficiency, ethnicity, 

fami li arity o f partic ipants and verbal styles that learners adopt in the classroom tend to affect 
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students' performance. Accordingly, students may be assigned to get into groups (0 ' max imize 

their heterogeneity' - mixing males with females, active and passive students, 'cynica l and the 

optimistic' . [n some other occasions students will be allowed to fo rm groups based on their in terest 

(though it is feared that students tend to form exc lusive groups or they 'will socialize too much and 

that students will se lf-segregate'). Also, the other option is that instructors themse lves fo nTI the 

smal l-groups on the basis of students' academic achievement, ' leve ls of preparat ion' , their habits 

towards work, gender, and ethnicity. The other vari ety is that well-prepared students can be 

grouped with the well -prepared students. Also, some instructors spread the 'wel l-prepared ' 

students in each of the groups. As Ellis (1994) comments, "Mixed gender and mixed profic iency 

pairs may be opt imal" (p.601) . Walvoord (cited in Davis, 1993) advises instructors to give the 

chance fo r the students to choose with whom they prefer to work and then to make the ass ignments 

by themselves. Similarly, Write ( 1987 :1 2) suggests "Existing pattern of friendship must be taken 

into acco unt when the teacher sets up small-working group." Therefore, the grouping pattern 

should be given due consideration in order that students become benefi ciaries out of the group 

interaction (Cameron and Epling, 1989: 393). 
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3.1 Research Method 

CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The main objective of this study is identifying the factors that hinder students' oral interaction in 

small-groups in EFL class in the first year. To this end, an attempt has been made to describe the 

characteristics of the population by collecting survey data through the use of questionnaire, semi­

structured interview and an observation checklist from the sample of that group. 

3.2 Sampling 

3.2.1 University 

The institution that was selected to conduct the research was Mekelle University. It was chosen 

because of two main reasons. In the first place, it was the institution where the researcher believed 

to access the necessary data from the subjects easily since he had an acquaintance with members of 

the English Department. In the second place, the problem was initially observed there while the 

researcher was teaching the Communicative English Skills course some years ago. 

3.2.2 Students 

Students were the subjects of this study. All of the students who participated in the stud y were in 

the first year and from the English Department. First year students were se lected because it was 

thought that they were easily challenged by different hindering factors when communicating with 

their peers and teacher in their freshman year. The kind of help that they get on the basis of the 

identified problems as soon as they start university education would, therefore, assist them in 

alleviating these challenges in the following years and make them succeed in their academic 

endeaviours. Students of the English Department were chosen because it was believed that they 

were the groups who were expected to have good command of the language as they trained to 

professionals in the field and they were the groups on whom the problem was initiall y observed. 
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The total number of students in the department was 169 and they were distributed among 4 

sections according to their alphabetical order. From the total number, therefore, 72 students (47 

males and 25 females) who were attending in two of the sections (section I and 4) were se lected 

by drawing lots. The sampling was thought to take students age, gender, educational background, 

academic capab ility, socio-economic status, L2 learning background and type of L2 instruction 

rece ived into consideration so as to assure that the conclusion which has been drawn becomes 

strong in its rep resen tat iveness of the total population. 

3.2.3 Instructors 

The other subjects of the study were instructors. During the time data gathering, the researcher was 

informed that there was only one teacher who taught the Communicative English Skills course for 

students of the Engli sh Department. The data gathered from only one person was assumed to affect 

the reliability of the study so other instructors who taught the same course to students of other 

departments were included in the study since they were believed to have the knowledge about the 

subjects of this study. From the total of9 instructors who were offering the communicative English 

Skills course 5 were chosen by drawing lots. From among these 5 sample groups 4 of them were 

males and I was female. 

3.3 Instruments 

3.3.1 Questionnaire 

Questionnaire was one of the main data gathering instruments of this study. It was developed and 

administered to students to yield factual information (such as their socio-economic status), 

attitudinal information (such as their attitudes and beliefs) etc. as regards the communication­

related barriers student' s may encounter during small-group oral interaction in Com muni cati ve 

English Skills classes. Two methods were employed to develop the structured questionnaire; 

fi rstly, standardized scales fOlIDulated and utili zed by di fferent scholars were adapted and used 

here and second ly, new scales whose base was the theoretical discussion in the literature review 

section were devised. 
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The questionnaire contained the different aspects of 14 variab les which were assumed to hi nder 

students' ora l participation. These variab les included se lf-esteem, inhibition, ri sk-taking, anxiety, 

introversion-extroversio n, motivation, communicative strategies, soc ial class, soc ia l distance, 

gender, group pattern, group size, task difficulty and task type . 

To see the effect of a single variab le, six closely related characteristic items were used in both 

form s of scales. As fully discussed in Chapter One under the Statement of the Problem section of 

thi s paper, this technique was employed to reduce the measurement error that may be resulted Ii'om 

the use a 's ingle item measures' which causes less reliable and less valid conclusion and a single 

item has very limited scope. To thi s end, mu lti-item measures were put to use in the Likert Scale. 

The Likert scale (a sca le of I to 5, for instance, with one being 'strongly agree' and 5 being 

'strongl y disagree') contains various positively and negatively worded characteristic statements. It 

was beli eved to be worth including both positively and negatively worded items in the 

questionnaire in order to avoid a response set in which the respondents label onl y one side of a 

rating scale. The questionnaire includes 6 items in relation to each of the 14 variables. These were 

about sel f-esteem, inhibition, risk-taking, anxiety, motivation, communicative strategy use, gender 

group patter, group size take difficulty and task type. 

Besides, there were open-ended questions that assumed to allow respondents to put down their 

thoughts abo ut the items provided. The total number of open-ended questions was 3. The questions 

asked students to list the factors that impeded their small-group interaction and to identify the 

mechanisms they devised to free them from the hi ndering factors at a personal leve l, among others. 

3.3.2 Interview 

The second form of data gathering instrument was interview. Semi-structured interview was 

conducted with 10 students who were selected by drawing lots from the total samp le group and 5 

instructors. Each group was asked 10 questions that had direct association with the requi red pieces 

of data.The con tents of the interview prepared fo r both groups were similar. They included: 

students ' interest towards group discussion, the hindering factors students ' may face when 

interacting orall y, the teachers ro les, the mechanisms both groups devised to so lve the 
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The questionnai re contained the different aspects of 14 variables which were assumed to hinder 

students ' oral partic ipation. These variables included self-esteem, inhibition, risk-taking, anxiety, 

introversion-extroversion, motivation , communicative strategies, soc ial c lass, social di stance, 

gender, group pattern , group size, task difficu lty and task type. 

To see the effect of a single variable, six closely related characteristic items were used in both 

form s of scales. As fully discussed in Chapter One under the Statement of the Problem section of 

thi s paper, thi s technique was employed to reduce the measurement error that may be resulted from 

the use a 'single item measures' which causes less reliable and less valid conclus ion and a single 

item has very li mited scope. To thi s end, multi -item measures were put to use in the Likert Scale. 

The Likert sca le (a scale of 1 to 5, for instance, with one being 'strongly agree' and 5 being 

'strongly disagree' ) contains various positively and negatively worded characteristic statements. It 

was believed to be worth including both positively and negatively worded items in the 

questionnaire in order to avoid a response set in which the respondents label onl y one side of a 

rating scale. The questionnaire includes 6 items in relation to each of the 14 variables. These were 

about se lf-esteem, inhibition, risk-taking, anxiety, motivation , communicative strategy use, gender 

group patter, group size take difficulty and task type. 

Besides, there were open-ended questions that assumed to allow respondents to put down thei r 

thoughts about the items provided. The total number of open-ended questions was 3. The questions 

asked students to li st the factors that impeded their small-group interaction and to identi fy the 

mechanisms they dev ised to free them from the hindering factors at a personal level , among others. 

3.3.2 Interview 

The second form of data gathering instrument was interview. Semi-structured interview was 

conducted with 10 students who were selected by drawing lots from the total sample group and 5 

instructors. Each group was asked 10 questions that had direct associat ion with the required pieces 

of data. The contents of the interview prepared for both groups were similar. They included: 

students ' interest towards group di scuss ion, the hindering factors students' may face when 

interacting orall y, the teachers roles, the mechanisms both groups devi sed to so lve the 

36 



o 

(1 

'.' 

o 

" 

hypothesized problems. It was assumed that the interview questions would help interv i 

express thei r views in detail as regards the problem and open up the opportun ity to widl 

possible answer categories. 

3.3.3 Observation 

The other fonn of data gathering tool was classroom observati on. The situation of the sma ll -~ 

interaction was observed 5 times by two individuals (the student researcher and an ext 

observer) with the help of an observation check li st beli eving that it was a better too l in obsel 

data about what was actuall y go ing on during the time of the group interaction and in CI 

checking the infol1l1ation gathered tlu'ough the questionnaire. The total number of items I f 

check li st was 12 and it comprised issues such as students' language use, male-female do mi na 

students motivation, teacher's role, and nature of group fonnation. 

3.4 Data Gathering Procedure 

The questionnaire was developed to 72 students who were attending in two of the fo ur secti c 

Then piloting or testing out of the research instrument was undertaken in 15 people - who were 

of the main sampl e population but who were in the same level w ith the subjects [i'om 

remai ning 2 secti ons - in order to establish their clari ty. Based on the result of the pilot study, 

content of the students' questionnai re was translated into Amharic by a profess iona l from 

Amhari c Department (of Mekelle University since some items remained unanswered by many 

the respondents Illay be due to the difficulty in understanding the language) assumi ng that all 

the students had good command of the Amharic language and that it avoided the gap 

infol1l1ati on created due to the shortage of the Engli sh language. Besides, some items we 

mod ified. After refining the instrument, an attempt was made to administer and gather the fi liI 

out questionnaire from the paIiicipants of the study. 

In addi tion, out of the 72 sample sllldents, 10 randomly selected ones from both sections aIld 

teachers were asked 10 questions. Primaril y interview was preferred to be used as one fo rlll of dat 

gatheri ng too l because it was beli eved that it wo uld give the opportuni ty to observe the non-verb , 

behaviour, to assess how many of the respondents' answers were valid and to listen to reasons fo 
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what the participants commented as regards the structured questions. It was also assumed that 

within a short period of time different unexpected data might be gathered. 

Further, the data was gathered through the use of classroom observation. The students were 

observed 5 times when they were involving in small-group activity by the researcher and an 

ex ternal observer in order to maintain its reliability. The data obtained through an observation was 

mainly used to fill the space in the data gathered that was created during the time of questionnaire 

admini stering. The data that might be inaccess ible through only questionnaire which included 

students' fee li ngs, invo lvements, rol e sharing in speaking acti vities etc was gathered with the help 

of observation checkli st which contained di fferent behav ioural or attitudinal characteri sti c items. 

3.5 Data Organization and Analysis 

After the questionnai re was administered and collected, it was analysied using the quantitative 

research paradigm. Each response option was assigned a number for scoring purpose (for example, 

strongly agree = 5, strongly di sagree = I) . Then the selected response option could eas il y be coded 

numeri call y using percentage and mean and standard deviation (just to show the full pi cture of the 

data). The degree o f the effect of each of the assumed vari able was assessed making use of 6 

characteri stic items (with 3 positively worded and 3 negatively worded statements on the average 

mainly to avoid bias) addressing the same construct (variable). The data of the 5-point liken scale 

was categori zed into three sections depending on their contents: Favourable Response, Neutral 

Response and Unfavourable Response. Whenever larger percentages were recorded under the 

Unfavourab le Response category, the variable was considered as a factor hindering students' 

participation. Each o f the items under each variable in the scale were analysed and in terp reted and 

then their average score was taken to consider the variable as a real factor for the observed 

problem . The anal ys is di d not include the data recorded under the Neutral Response category since 

it was thought that they do not clearl y define the effect of each variable. 

The other part of the questionnaire was the open-ended form which employed the qualitati ve 

resea rch paradigm. It was primarily used to co llect the pieces of information whose scope was 

beyond those that could be obtained through the close-ended ones. Possible answer catego ri es 

were developed on the basis of the respondents' response and a table was used to presen t its result. 
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In addition , all the data obtained through interviews were transcribed from their original f01111, tape 

recording. The interview data gathered from the students and instructors were discussed separately 

and the analysis was made according to the order of the questions asked during the interview 

sess ion. Besides, they were gone through repet itively to construct meaning and to condense them 

into themes. Whenever there was relation between and among items, they were treated together so 

that they could give complete meaning. 

The data co llected through the classroom observation using an observation checklist were also 

discussed. The results of each of the observations on 5 lessons were presented separately and the 

contents of the checkli st were organized and discussed according to the relation between and 

among them. After each observation session, the reliability of the results of the observations by the 

two observers was measured using the confusion matri x to find out their degree of concordance 

(agreement). 

The results of these three data gathering instruments were brought together whenever necessary to 

crosscheck their truthfulness. Then these resu lts were discussed with the help of literature and 

research outcomes. 

Generally, it was believed that the validity and reliability of the study would be maintained if 

tri angulation technique was adopted. Thus, questiom1aire, interview and observation were used as 

the basic forms of data gathering tools of the study . 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

4.1 Data from the Students' Questionnaire 

Key: 
5 = Strongly Agree 4 = Agree 3 = Neutral 2 = Disagree 1 = Strongly Disagree 
(N.B. the va lues may be reversed depending on the nature of the question - being positively or 
negatively worded) 
RA = Response Average 

4.1.1 Self-esteem 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to gather data on what students repOli about their self­

esteem. Table 4.1 below presents their reports. 

Table 4.1: Students' Self-Esteem (SE) 

Respondents Having 

Item Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descriptive 

Statistics 
Response Response Response 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 I L % Mean SD 

SE I 7 25 32 44.4 3 4.2 21 16 37 51.4 2.8056 1.3803 

SE2 3 8 I 1 15.2 1 1.4 38 22 60 83 .3 2.0556 1.0732 

SE3 18 28 46 63.8 4 5.6 20 2 22 30.6 3.5556 1.2206 

SE4 I 8 9 12.5 4 5.6 44 15 59 81.9 2.11 I I 0.9124 

SE5 7 25 32 44.4 2 2.8 24 13 37 51.4 2.8333 1.3427 

SE6 8 18 32 44.4 13 18.1 30 3 33 45.8 2.9722 1.1 380 

RA 7.3 18.7 26 36.1 4.5 6.3 29.5 11.8 41.3 57.4 2.7222 1.1778 

In item 1. students were asked whether they were sure of what they talk about when they discuss in 

English in smal l groups. As table 4.1 depicts, 51.4% of the students say that they are doubtful 

about their talk while 44.1 % of them report that they are sure of themselves when using English. 
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This indicates that the students are uncertain about their oral skills wh ich in tu rn affects their oral 

interaction in their groups. 

Item 2 was des igned to observe the va lue the students give for themselves in oral skills in 

comparison to their classmates. As the above table shows, 83.3% of the respondents agree that they 

consider their peers as better users of the Engli sh language than them. 15.2 % of them, however, 

revea l that they do not have the feeling that their peers are better than them in their oral 

performance. Based on the the data, it can be said that the students have the beli eve that they do 

not have the capacity to express themselves in Engli sh better than their classmates. 

Item 3 dea lt with weather the students had the fee ling of self-consciousness (being excessively and 

uncomfortably conscious of their behavior) while using the Engli sh language. Accordi ngly, 63.8 % 

of them respond that they do not feel very self conscious while 30.6% of them adm it that they do. 

Thus, it is possible to assume that the students are uncomfortable about their language use which, 

as a result, makes them to be less reacti ve in group di scussions. 

For item 4, which was abo ut the place the students' give for themselves in the use of the Engli sh 

language in comparison with their classmates, 8 1.9% of them say that they consider other members 

of their class as better users. Contrarily, 12.5% of the respondents reveal that thei r peers can speak 

Engli sh with a better fluency than them. This indicates that the students consider themselves as 

poor Engli sh language users in small groups. 

Item 5 focused on students' capability to express their ideas in small-groups with confidence. 

According to Table 4.1 , 5 1.4% of the students report that they lack confidence whereas 44.4% of 

them agree that they can confidentl y say what they feel. It can be learned from these data that the 

students lack confidence in their oral skills. This fee li ng of inferiority can be an obstacle in their 

attempt to express themselves in groups. 

The last item, item 6, dealt with weather the students were good users of the Eng li sh language. In 

thi s regard, 45 .8% of them admit that they are not among the good users whi le 44.4 % of them 

report that they are. This shows that the students do not convince themselves as good users of the 

language. So lack of confidence causes them to develop low self-esteem in the use of the English 

language. 
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As shown in Table 4. 1 above, the degree of being sure about their ability in oral skill s, the ex tent 

of being se l f-co nsc ious when speaking, the degree of having the fee ling of in fe riorit y and the 

degree o f being confident at the time of oral interaction were the central issues raised under the 

se lf- esteem sca le. On the average, 57.4% of the respondents report that they have low self-esteem 

about their own speaking proficiency which, as a resu lt, makes them to be less acti ve during 

di scussion sessions. On the contrary, 36.1 % of them beli eve that their self-esteem does not affect 

their communicati ve performance in their respective small-groups. 

As Heyde ( 1979) (cited in E lli s, 1994) suggests, self-esteem correlates either posi ti ve ly or 

negati vely to the spoken production. Thus, it is possible to conclude from the above data that the 

degree to which the students fee l about themselves in using the English language negatively 

corre lates the small-group oral perfomlance. Put differently, the students' spoken production got 

affected as a result of having low self-esteem towards their own language proficiency. 

4.1.2 rnhibition 

Students' level of inhibition was assessed through the use of six related items (see Appendix A) . 

Table 4.2 below shows the data gathered from the students. 

Table 4.2: Students' Inhibition (I) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourab le Neutral Unfavourable 
Descri pti ve 

Statistics 
Responses Responses Responses 

5 4 I % 3 % 2 1 I % Mean SD 

II 20 20 40 55.5 4 5.6 20 8 28 38.9 33333 1.4241 

12 9 14 23 3 1.9 3 4 .2 32 14 46 63.9 2.611 1 1.3380 

13 26 25 5 1 70.8 4 5.6 13 4 17 23 .6 3.7778 1.2696 

14 20 23 43 59.7 5 6.9 18 6 24 33.3 3.4583 1.3525 

15 22 22 44 61.1 2 2.8 20 6 26 36.1 3.4722 1.3939 

16 20 19 39 54.2 6 8.3 21 6 27 37.5 3.36 1 1.376 

RA 19.5 20.5 40 55.5 4 5.6 20.6 7.5 28.1 39 3.335 1.359 
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Item I was des igned to assess students' degree of sil ence for fear of making mi stakes. [n thi s 

regard, 55.5% of the students say that they do not become silent so as to avoid mak ing 

embarrassing mi stakes in their respective groups whereas 38 .9% of them report that they do not 

worry about making mistakes when they speak so they never tend to be sil ent. This indicates that 

students ' group invo lvement is not affected with the assumption that they may commit mistakes 

when speaking. The data, however, do not match with the results of the classroom observation and 

instructor's interview. 

The second item, item 2, dealt with whether the students make maximum care not to make 

mi stakes when interacting orally in small groups. As the above table depicts, 63.9% of the 

respondents report that they take time and think in order not to make mistakes in their utterances 

while 31.9% of them point out that they do not WOITY about making mistakes. These data shows 

that majority of the students' think about what they befo re they speak since they do not want to 

make mistakes. 

Item 3 was about the negative feeling the students had towards involving in oral interactions. 

Accordingl y, 70.8% of them say that invo lving in groups does not make them to be worri ed 

whereas 23.6% of them say that they become anxious when participating in group di scuss ions. 

Thi s indicates that taking part in oral discussions in small groups has not affected the students' 

feelings negati ve ly . 

In item 4 students were asked whether their participation was affected thinking that they might 

make mistakes . As shown in Table 4.2, 59.7% of the students agree that making mistakes does not 

make them to be sil ent in small group di scuss ion while 33.3% of them say that they tend to be 

quite. These data indicate that students do not keep quite for fear of making mistakes in group 

d iscussions. The data gathered from the classroom observation as we ll as students interview, 

however, do not support this result. 

item 5 was deve loped to ask students if they were afraid that the other students would laugh at 

them when they speak in English. In thi s regard, 61.1 % of them report that they are not wo rried 

abo ut being laughed at whereas 36.1 % of them reveal that they were. This indicates that majority 
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of the students' verbal patticipation has never been affected by the negative feed back they get 

from their peers. 

Item 6 was des igned to ask whether the students were affected by the criticism they rece ive from 

their peers about their use of English. As shown in the above table, 54.2% of them adm it that they 

do not become less active for fear of criticisms while 37.5% of them say that they tend to sil ent in 

order not to be criti cized by their friends about their Engli sh. It is possible to learn from these data 

that the students' oral participation has not been affected as a result of the criticisms they get from 

their peers. 

On the average, the largest proportions of the respondents (55.5%) reveal that inhibi tion does not 

bear upon their small -group oral interaction. Contrari ly, 39% of them report that they are worried 

about making mi stakes at the time of putting across their thoughts so inhibition plays a debilitating 

role in their verbal performance. Although these data show that inhibition did not have an impact 

upon their small -group oral performance, the classroom observation and the instmctors' interview 

did not support such a claim. From these data gathering tools it can be learnt that the students seem 

to be critical of themselves during the time of group discussion so inhibition may be a hindrance to 

their effecti ve language production in small-groups. Ur (1 996: 120) also states that students' oral 

interaction may be affected due to the high level of inhibition developed within students' 

themselves . Thus, in order that the students attend the language learning as an enjoyable activity 

rather than a fri ghtening experience, the level of inhibition should be lowered. 

4.1.3 Risk Taking 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were developed to collect infonnation on what students report about 

their risk taking behav iour. Table 4.3 deals with the data gathered. 
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Table 4.3: Student 's Risk Taking (RT) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourab le Response Neutral Unfavourab le Response 
Desc riptive 
Statistics 

Response 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 I L % Mean SD 

RTI 9 18 27 37.5 8 I 1.1 28 9 37 5 1.4 2. 86 11 1.2816 

RT2 II II 22 30.5 14 19.4 30 6 36 50 2.8750 1.2326 

RT3 12 15 27 37.5 12 16.7 26 7 33 45.8 2.9861 1.2836 

RT4 3 13 16 22.2 7 9.7 28 21 49 68.1 2.291 7 1.1920 

RT5 10 17 27 37.5 10 13.9 26 9 35 48.6 2.9028 1.2909 

RT6 2 7 9 12.5 8 11.1 32 23 55 76.4 2.0694 1.0390 

RA 7.8 13.5 21.3 29.6 9.8 13.6 28.3 12.5 40.8 56.7 2.6643 1.2199 

The first item, item 1, was designed to gather data about the students ' courage to express 

complicated ideas in Engli sh in small groups. As shown in the above table, 51.4% of the students' 

report that they do not like to get across complex ideas while 37.5% of them hold that they do. 

This shows that the students do not want to take risks when expressing their thoughts for fear of 

constructing erroneous sentences in their speech. 

In item 2 students were asked if they could express their ideas as soon as they came to their mind, 

Accordingly, 50% of the respondents say that they do not dare to forward their thoughts whenever 

they want to. On the other hand, 30.5% of them reveal that they can express their ideas 

immediate ly they come to their mind. These data indicate that the students do not dare to speak out 

sentences without making necessary corrections in their mind. 

Item 3 also was about the students' interest to tryout diffi cult sentences in Engli sh in their groups, 

From the total population, 45 .8% of them admit that they do not prefer to use diffi cult sentences in 

their speech while 37 .5% of them rep0l1 that they do , This shows that the students do not have the 

interest to express ideas containing difficult sentences. 
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The fourth item, item 4, was about the time the students take to thiIlk of how a word can 

appropriately be used to express their ideas. According to the above tab le, 68.1 % of the students 

report that they like to wait until they know the exact word to use whereas 22.2% of them point out 

that they simply use a word that they immed iately remember. It can be said, therefo re, that the 

students do not take risks when using the language in their small group discussions . 

On the average, asked whether they were ri sk-takers in expressing complex ideas, getting across 

ideas as soon as they popped up into their mind without worryi ng about their grammati ca l detail s 

during small-group oral interactions, 56.7% of them admit that they are not; they do not prefer to 

put over difficult ideas . Instead they prefer to take time and thiIlk about what they say in 

grammaticall y co rrect, appropriate and acceptable manner. Out of the total percentage, 29.6% 

agree that they take ri sks in their utterances. Therefore, it can be concluded from the analysed data 

above that absence of risk taking behaviour is the other variab le that hampers students' active 

invo lvement in group di scussions. According to Ellis, (1994: 518) and Ely (I 986a) , good language 

learners take ri sks when using the target language orally devoid of won'ying about mak ing errors 

in thei r speech. 

4.1.4 Anxiety 

The six items inc luded under this variable are presented to gather data about students' level of 

anxiety in relation to their group participation. Table 4.4 presents students' report. 
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Table 4.4: Student's Anxiety (AX) 

Respondents Hav ing 

items Favourable Response Neutral Unfavourable 

Response Response 
Descripti ve 
Stati sti cs 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 I L % Mean SD 

AX I 20 26 46 63.9 6 8.3 13 7 20 27.8 3.54 17 1.33 15 

AX2 8 12 20 27. 8 7 9.7 24 21 45 62. 5 2.4722 1.3 632 

AX3 14 24 38 52.8 1 I 15.3 20 3 23 31.9 3.36 11 1.2022 

AX4 18 22 40 55 .6 12 16.7 19 I 20 27.8 3.5 139 1.1 748 

AX5 7 15 22 30.6 12 16.7 19 19 38 52.8 2. 6 111 1.3380 

AX6 15 23 38 52.8 12 16.7 14 8 22 30.6 3.3 194 1.3090 

RA 13.7 20.3 34 47.2 10 13.9 18.2 9. 8 28 38.9 3. 1365 1.2864 

Item I was developed to see weather the students feit very nervous while participating in small 

groups containing new persons. As Table 4.4 depicts, 63.9% of them say that the presence of new 

student in their group does not make them to be anxious. Contrarily, 27. 8% of the respondents 

reveal that they tend to be nervous whenever a new person joins their group. This shows that the 

presence of a new person in the groups does not create anxiety upon the other group members. 

In the second item, students were asked if they could speak out acceptable Engli sh expressions 

whenever they are anxious. Table 4.3 depicts that 62.5% of the students admit that their language 

use is affected by the fee lings they have at a parti cular moment while 27.8% of them say that they 

can use whatever they know regardless of the anxious feeling they have. This indicates that the 

fee ling of anxiety and language use have direct relation and when students become nervous they 

face diffi culty in making use of the language they know. 

Item 3 was about the students' ability to use the Engli sh vocabulary that they knew as a result o f 

being confident in small group oral interactions. Accordingly, 52.8% of the respondents point out 

that they can use the words in their speech since they are confident while 31.9% of them say that 

they cannot remember words due to hav ing less confidence in small group di scuss ions. From these 
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data it can be learnt that their confidence enable the students to make use of the vocabu lary items 

they know in small group discuss ions. The resul t found out tlu'ough the self-esteem sca le about 

students' confidence does not agree with this one. 

In the fourth item students were asked if they were free to express themselves in smal l groups. 

From the total popul ation, 55.6% of them report that they can express themse lves free ly in groups 

havi ng few members. However, 27.8% of them admit that they still do not fee l freedom in small 

groups. This shows that the presence of few members in groups helps students to fee l free and 

invo lve in acti vi ti es. 

Item 5 asked weather students were upset when they know how to communicate something in 

Engli sh but they cannot verbali ze it. As shown in the tab le, 52.8% of them say that the situation 

makes them to be angry while 30.6% of the respondents say it does not affect their fee ling. Thus, it 

can be sa id that whenever students fail to use the language correctly, they become discouraged and 

tend to keep quite. 

In the last item, item 6, students were asked if they fee l tense when they speak in English in small 

groups. In thi s regard , 52 .8% of them report that they do not worry about speaking in Eng li sh in 

small groups. On the other hand, 30.6% of the students say that they still feel tense. This shows 

that as the number of participants in the groups decreases the students fee ling of anxiety lowers. 

On the average, as can be seen from Table 4.4 above, 47.2% of the respondents repo rt that they do 

not prefer to be si lent as a result of being anxious. Getting into groups, being grouped with new 

acquaintance, and being unable to express the already known expressions of English do not let 

them to be apprehensive so it was not a brunt to their group oral participation. However, 38.9% of 

them agree that they fa il to take part in discuss ions due to anxiety. MacIntyre and Gardner (1994: 

284) hold that anxiety negatively correlates oral performance. Even if anx iety, as recogni zed by 

many studies, is a variable that slows down students ' progress especiall y in oral ski ll s in EFL 

c lasses, its in flu ence was very minimal in groups where there were few number of parti cipants (as 

compared to the size of class). Accordi ng to Horwitz and assoc iates (q uoted in Young 1999:27), 

one of the sources of anxiety is the fea r of criti cism by members of the group ; as the number of 

criti cs deceases, the students' fear of criticism also tends to ebb. Sim ilarl y, Bygate (1987:96) 

48 



) 

") 

~) 

., 

r . 

q 

. .1 

maintains that the natu re of the group by itself gives students a way to freedom since the amount of 

correction they receive from their peers is less than that of the teacher during teacher-fronted 

lessons or whole class discussions. Long and Porter (1985:207) also state that in small-groups 

there is a positi ve atmosphere in terms of affect. It does not, however, mean that the other two 

sources of anxiety such as excessive self evaluation and worry over potential failure have no 

consequence upon the students' level of anxiety but it is likely to be nominal as compared with the 

situation observed in larger groups or the whole class. The result of the students' questionnaire has 

also shown concordance with the result of the classroom observation and students' interview. 

4.1.5 Extroversion-introversion 

The items from 1-6 in the table below are used to gather info1111ation about students' extroversion­

introversion behaviour in small group oral interactions. Table 4 .5 depicts the data. 

Table 4.5: Student's Extrovertness-Introvertuess (EI) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourab le 
Descriptive 

Analys is 
Response Response Response 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 1 L % Mean SO 

Ell 5 17 22 30.6 9 12.5 32 9 41 56.9 2.6806 1.1728 

EI2 15 22 37 51.4 14 19.4 17 4 21 29.2 3.3750 1.2154 

ED 13 18 31 43.1 12 16.7 20 9 29 40. 3 3.0833 1.3295 

EI4 13 3 1 44 61.1 11 15.3 1 I 6 17 23.6 3.4722 1.1983 

El5 11 22 33 45. 8 I I 15 .3 20 8 28 38.9 3.1 111 1.2843 

El6 24 II 35 48.6 14 19.4 11 2 12 16.7 3.7500 1.1598 

RA 13 .5 20.2 33.7 46.8 11.8 16.4 18.5 6.3 24.8 34.4 3.2453 1.2266 

item I was about students ' preference to speak in small group interactions to li stening. As shown in 

Table 4.5 , 56.9% of students point out that they like to li sten than to speak in smal l groups while 

30.6% of them say that they are interested in speaking than li stening. This indicates that majority of 

the students prefer to li sten to what their peers say in the groups. 
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In the second item students were asked if they disliked oral interactions in small groups due to being 

shy. In this regard, 51.4% of the respondents agree that their shyness does not make them to dislike 

oral interactions while 29.2% of them state that they are not interested in small group discussions 

because of being shy. It is possible to say based on the data presented here that shyness can be an 

obstacle for students' group involvement 

Item 3 was about the students' interest to stay long in the verbal interactions. As Tabl e 4. 5 shows, 

43 .1 % report that they prefer to stay long in communication. In the contrary, 40.3% of the 

respondents admit that they do not. This indicates that the students are interested to have an oral 

interaction in their respective groups 

In item 4, students were asked weather they liked to work individually or in group. Accordingly, 

61.1 % of the students say that they preferred group work to individual work while 23.6% of them 

point out that they are interested in working in groups than individually. This shows that working 

in groups is their preferred way of learning then working individually. 

Item 5 was about the students' courage to talk about the topic presented for di scussion. [n this 

regard, 45.8% of the students repOlt that they are courageous to talk about the topic they are well 

aware of. 38.9% of them, however, reveal that they lack the courage. It is possible to say, 

therefore, that the students have the courage to talk about the top ic they are provided for 

discussion. 

In item 6 asked students if they were happy to get into groups and involve in oral interactions. 

Accordingly, 48. 6% of the respondents assert that they li ke to take part in discussions while 16.7% 

of them report that they do not. It can be learned from the above data that the students like to work 

forming groups. 

As can be seen from Table 4.5 above, the students expressed their own degree of ex trovertness and 

introvertness through the self-rating scale which consists of characteristi c items such as the degree 

of preferring to speak, the quality of being shy, the desire to stay long in commun ica tion , the 

in terest to work indi vidually, and the courage to speak out what they already know. Therefo re, on 

the average, large portion of the respondents (46.8%) report that they do not tend to be simply 
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li steners due to shyness, preferring si lence and individual work to group work, and the lack of 

courage to speak in English in small-groups. On the other hand , 34.4% of them believe that they 

are introvel1s so they are not interested to invo lve in small-group di scussions. The results of the 

observation, however, appear to be di ffe rent fro m the data presented and analysed above. 

According to the result of the observations, the group discussions were almost monopolized by 

cel1a in group members. It was only some members of the group that frequent ly got the opportunity 

to put over their ideas fo r the group members as learnt from the interv iew. Considering their 

negative self- image, undesirable degree of inhibi tion and low level of ri sk-taking behaviour, 

according to the earli er results, it appears that the students are introverts. 

4.1.6. Motivation 

Item 1-6 were asked to gather information as regards students' motivational orientation towards 

small group in teract ion. 

Table 4.6: Students' Motivation (M) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descripti ve 

Statistics 
Response Response Response 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 1 L % Mean SD 

M I 26 28 54 75 10 13,9 5 1 6 8.3 3.9583 1,0804 

M2 24 26 50 69.4 7 9.7 10 5 15 20.3 3.7500 1.2532 

M3 44 21 65 90.3 3 4.2 3 3 6 8,3 4.4444 .8703 

M4 23 33 55 76.4 10 13.9 5 1 6 8,3 4,0000 .9345 

M5 48 20 68 94.4 2 2,8 2 0 2 2.8 4.5833 .6869 

M6 3 5 8 11.1 3 4.2 20 41 6 1 84.7 4.2639 1.1 005 

RA 28 22.2 50 69.4 5.8 8. 1 7.5 8. 5 16 22.2 4. 1666 0 .9876 

Hem I was presented to co llect data about weather the students' thought about what they did orall y 

in groups after class. From the total population, 75% of them say that they think of the points 

raised in the discuss ion while 8.3% report that they do not want to remember them at a ll. This 
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indicates that the students take the classroom practice as an important matter so they give it place 

in their mind even after c lass. 

In second item, the students were asked if they tried to improve their oral skills through 

interactions in groups. According to Table 4.6, 69.4% of them say that make an attem pt to develop 

their oral skills through interactions. Contrarily, 20.3% of them admit that they do not. This shows 

that the students have the motivation to develop their verbal skills through discuss ion practices. 

The third item was designed to see if the students want to use English in wide variety of s ituations. 

As can be seen from the above tab le, 90.3% of them report that they wo uld like to use the English 

language to accompli sh different purposes while 8.3 of them say that they do not. It can be learned 

from the above data the students have understood the impoltance of learning the Engli sh language 

for accomp li shing va ri ed purposes so they have the interest to master it. 

Item 4 was about weather the students gave priority to oral interaction in groups. In th is regard, 

76.4% of the students agree that they prioriti ze verbal interaction so as to develop their ora l skills. 

On the other hand , 8.3% of then point out that they do not consider it as an important activity. It 

can be said based on the above data that since they have the interest to have the command of 

English, the sllldents give prior attention to the oral sk ills. 

In item 5 the students were asked if involving in small group interaction was va luable for them. 

The table shown above indicates that 94.4% of the respondents reveal that they consider taking 

part in oral in teraction as an impOltant practice wh ile 2.8% of them assert that participating in 

group interaction is not valuab le for them. This shows that almost all of the respondents be lieve 

that the ora l interaction is essential for them. 

item 6, was about the students interest to attend remedial classes that aim at deve loping their oral 

skill s. In this rega rd, 84 .7% of the students admit that they do not prefer to join remedi al classes 

where as 11 .1 % of them like to participate in supplementary classes. It is possible to learn from 

these data that the students have the motivation to attend even remedial classes in addition to their 

regular ones. 
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On the average, a s izeab le proportion of the students (69.4%) admit that they have the motivation 

to engage in the small-gro up verbal interactions. They further comment positi vely towards the 

discussions they carri ed out in class, their interest to involve in group discussions to im prove their 

English so that they can use it for various purposes, and towards the idea of arranging add itional 

discuss ion sessions. However, 22.2% of them do not have a favourab le response to these indicators 

of motivational ori entations. Due to having low level of motivation, they are reluctant to 

participate in small -group oral interactions. Therefore, these data presented show that students' 

level of moti vation towards involving into small-group discussions to foster thei r oral sk ills was 

not found to be an impediment. There was also a reasonable concordance among the data gathered 

through the in terv iew held with the students and the students' questionnaire. As Gardner and 

Lambert (1972) state, motivation plays a key role in the success of foreign language learn ing. 

Having moti vation to leam a language by itself, however, cannot be a panacea for carrying out a 

fruitfu l small -group di scussion. If gaps are observed between the students' motivational orientation 

and their real perfo rmance, it means that there are some other factors that attribute to such a 

situation. Their inhibited behaviour and introvert personality, for instance, may prevent them from 

genuinely taking part in the discussion groups. 

4.1.7 Communication Strategy 

Item 1-6 are designed to assess the effect of communication strategies on students oral interaction 

in small groups. Table 4 .7 presents the students' reports. 
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Table 4.7: Students' Strategy Use (SU) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourab le Neutral Unfavourable 
Descripti ve 

Response Response Response 
Statistics 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 I L % Mean SD 

SU I 2 19 2 1 29.2 7 9.7 29 15 44 6 1.1 3.500 1.174 

SU2 14 31 45 62.5 5 6. 9 13 9 21 29.2 2.6 11 1.327 

SU3 4 13 17 23.6 9 12 .5 38 8 46 63.9 3.458 1.086 

SU4 2 7 9 12. 5 7 9.7 35 21 56 77.8 3.9 16 1. 0 17 

SU5 6 9 15 20. 8 8 I I. I 23 26 49 68 .1 3.750 1.297 

SU6 5 I I 16 22.2 10 13.9 32 14 46 63 .9 3.541 1.1 74 

RA 5. 5 15 20.5 27.8 7.7 10.7 28.3 15 .5 43 .8 60.8 3.4626 1. 179 1 

Item 1 was designed to assess students' knowledge of the communication strategies. Table 4.7 

shows that 61 % of the students say that they do not know fill ers such as ' um ', 'u rh ', well, 'you 

kJ1ow', ' I see what yo u mean' etc to gain time when they need to think of what to say. Contrarily, 

29.2% of the respondents admit that the do know them . It can be possible to observe that the 

students lack the knowledge of fill ers that help them fill the gap created in their utterances due to 

shortage of words . 

In item 2 students were asked weather they paused to let themselves have time to th ink and then 

continued the utterance from where they left off when they need to think of what to say. In thi s 

regard, 62.5% of them state that they do not pause in the middle of their utterances while 29.2% of 

them say they do. This shows that the students use mechanisms other than fill ers to fi ll the gap 

created in their speech. 

Item 3 was about asking for clarification when students did not understand others. Accordingly, 

63.9% o f the respondents report that they simply start express ing their thoughts without as king the 

speakers to make themselves clear. On the contrary, 23.6% of them ask for clarifi cation. This 
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indicates that the students have lack of the language items that help them ask others to make their 

ideas c lea r. 

The fourth item, item 4, dealt with the use of synonymous words whenever they did not remember 

the right words in their utterances. As depicted in the table above, 77.8% of the respondents admit 

that they do not use wo rds with similar meaning to so lve their language problems whi Ie 12.5% of 

them say they do. It can be leamt from these data that the students either have shortage of words 

that have simi lar meanings or the do not know if it is possible to use one word in place o f another 

whi le hav ing similar meaning. 

In item 5 respondents were asked if they requested other speakers to confirm what they meant so 

as to help them c larify their meaning. In thi s regard , 68 .1 % of them point out that they have the 

difficulty to ask for clarification whereas 20.8% of them report that they first try to understand 

what others say. It is possible to say, therefore, that the students do not know that asking speakers 

to rephrase their ideas is one strategy to understand meanings of the utterances. 

The sixth item was about the students' reaction whenever they fail to understand others in group 

di scussions. According to the above table, 63.9% of them state that they li sten quietl y and hope 

that they can understand without having had to ask them to clarify themselves when they do not 

understand others. On the contrary, 22.2% of the respondents state that they do ask for 

clarification. Thi s shows that the students lack the strategies that help them comm unicate well with 

speakers. 

General ly, Table 4.7 deals with students' communication strategy use during small-group 

interaction. Accord ingly, on the average, 60.8% of the respondents report that they are deficient of 

the communication strategies that could help them keep the smooth flow of their ideas. On the 

contrary, 27 .8% of the students agree that they use different cOl11l11unication strategies fill their 

communi cation gaps. Therefore, as Brown (1994: 11 8) comments, lack of the knowledge of 

communication strategies, among other things, impairs students' interactional behaviours in small­

groups. Consequent ly, students ' inability to use these strategies casts a shadow over thei r smooth 

verbal language flow in small-groups. 
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4.1.8 Social C lass 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to collect infonnation on what students report about 

their socia l class. Tab le 4.1 below presents their reports. 

Table 4.8: Students' Social Class (SC) 

Respondents Having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable Descriptive 

Response Response Response Analys is 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 I L % Mean SO 

SCI 7 17 24 33.3 6 8.3 22 20 44 61.1 2.5694 1.3720 

SC2 8 12 20 27.8 9 12.5 16 27 43 59.7 2.4167 1.4217 

SC3 12 7 19 26.4 26 36.1 14 13 27 37.5 2.8750 1.2994 

SC4 12 18 30 41.7 8 11.1 24 10 34 47.2 2.9722 1.3529 

SC5 7 12 19 26.4 9 12.5 23 21 44 61.1 2.4583 1.3315 

SC6 8 24 32 44.4 7 9.7 23 10 33 45.8 2.9583 1.2939 

RA 9 15 24 33.3 10.8 15 20.3 16.8 37.1 51.5 2.7083 1.3452 

Item I was deve loped to ask if students' involvement in group discussions was enhanced by their 

earlier exposure to the language through movies, magazines, papers etc. From the total population, 

61.1% of them agree that they do not have access to these materials. On the other hand , 33.3% of 

the say that their access to the materials assists them to involve in group discussions. It can be sa id, 

therefore, that students who have a problem to access materials that assist their language 

development have limited exposure to language inputs. 

ltem 2 was about the students' parents' capability to provide them with the necessary materials that 

may help them improve their oral proficiency. Table 4.8 shows that 59.7% of the respondents 

report that their parents are incapable to provide them with the necessary material s whi le 27.8% of 

them revea l that thei r parents can supply their children with these faciliti es . This indi cates that 

student's language input gets confined to the classroom lessons whenever they are from lower 

soc ial class. 

56 



.J 

I) 

. ) 

Q 

, l 

The third item dealt with weather the students actively involved in group oral act ivities in the way 

they watch peopl e speaking in Eng li sh on movies talk shows on different TV channels. [n thi s 

regard, 37.5% of them point out that their involvement is not supported by movies, talk shows etc 

whereas 26.4% of the students assert that these faci li ties help them to involve actively in group 

discussions. It can be learnt, therefore, from these data that students cannot get other sources of 

language so that they can broader their language repelioire which can be used during group 

di scussions. 

In item 4 students were asked if their background affected their ability to express themselves. As 

can be seen from the table above, 47.2% of the students state that they cannot talk about their 

thoughts due to poor English language background. On the other hand, 41. 7% of them report that 

they can express themselves as a result of their good English language background. This shows 

that students face di fficulty in expressing themselves as they have deficiency of language inputs. 

Item 5 was designed to ask if students had language training opportunities that help them involve 

confidently in ora l interactions in small groups. The larger propoliions of the students (61.1%) say 

that they do not have access to language trainings opportunities that assists them to show active 

participation in ora l di scussions whereas 26.4% of them say that they show progress due to the 

trainings . Thus, it can be said that students do not get language training opportunities other than the 

c lassroom practi ce which limit the time they get for practicing the vocabulary items they know. 

In item 6 students were asked if they could take part in group oral interactions as a result of being 

new to such s ituations. As shown in the above table, 45.8% of the students say that the group 

di scuss ion is new ex perience for them while 44.4 admit that they involve in di scussions as they 

used to practice in the earlier times. This indicates that students' earlier exposure to group oral 

interaction may have an impact on their current practice . 

As can be seen from Table 4.8 above, students ' social class becomes one of the variables that 

impeded their active group verba l participation in that it detennined their access to various 

necessary language deve loping material s such as movies, magazines whose medium was Engli sh 

and different language training opportunities or the degree of exposure to good language learn ing 
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environments. On the average, out of the total percentage, 5 1 % of the respondents report that their 

soc ial c lass influence their invo lvement in small-group ora l interactions. Contrarily, 33.3% of 

students agree that their social class enable them to fulfill the necessary conditi ons for fostering 

their ora l skill s and then they use the speaking opportunity in their small-groups. Therefore , from 

the data analysed above it can be concluded that the students' social class has been identified as a 

factor for their cu rrent passiveness in the amount of involvement in small-group discuss ions. The 

main reason for such inefficiency, as Ellis (1994) states, seems to be that the students cannot get 

the experi ence that open up the door of opportunity to the exposure of the Engli sh language 

speaking community and then learn the basic elements of the spoken language for the ir future use. 

Their language ex peri ence has been confined to the classroom lessons which are assumed to be 

inadequate to gain the necessary language inputs and socio linguistic rules. Consequently, thei r 

attempt to disp lay an acti ve interactional invo lvement in small-groups gets hampered. 

4.1.9 Social Distance 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to co llect information on what students repol1 about 

their socia l distance. Table 4.1 below presents their reports. 

Table 4.9: Students ' Social Distance (SD) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable Descripti ve 

Response Response Response Analysis 

5 4 [ % 3 % 2 I [ % Mean SO 

SOl 17 23 40 55.6 12 16.7 12 8 20 27.8 3.4028 1.3179 

S02 2 8 10 13.9 8 1\,1 25 29 54 75 3.9861 1.1069 

S03 \I 19 30 41.7 28 38.9 I 1 3 14 19.4 3.3333 1.0481 

S04 I I 52 63 87.5 4 5.6 3 2 5 6.9 4.4861 1.0208 

SD5 22 23 45 62.5 14 19.4 10 3 13 IS.I 3.70S3 1.1681 

S06 54 12 66 91.7 3 4.2 2 I 3 4.2 4.61 11 .S 146 

RA IS.2 14.5 32.7 45.4 11.5 16 I I.S 16.2 28 38.9 3.92 12 1.0794 
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In the first item, students were asked if the cultural difference between theirs and the English 

speaking people a ffected their involvement in small groups. From the total respondents, 55.6% of 

them say that thi s is not a chal lenge for them while 27.8% of the students hold that the cultural 

differences affect their group participation behaviour. This indicates that the cultural differences 

between theirs and the Engli sh speaking people do not affect their language learn ing. 

Item 2 was about the effect of students' attitude towards the Engli sh speaking peopl e upon their 

interest to use the language. Majority of the respondents (75%) report that their attitude towards 

the Engli sh speaking people has an effect upon their interest. Contraril y, 13.9% of them reveal that 

the picture they have about the English speaking people has no relation with their interest towards 

the language. Th is shows that the attitude students have about the Engli sh speaking people affects 

their interest. 

item 3 was about the effect of having positive attitude towards the Engli sh speaking people upon 

their oral involvement. As Table 4.9 depicts, 41. 7% of them point out that they invo lve in group 

di scussions since they have positive attitude towards the people while 19.4% of the students 

maintain their participation was not because of their attitude towards the people. It can be learnt 

from these data that the students have positive attitude towards the English speaking people so the 

situation increases their interest to leal11 their language. 

The fourth item dea lt with the students' interest to speak the way Americans and Briti shers speak. 

The sizeable proportions of the students (87 .5%) say that they are interested in speaking as 

Americans and Briti shers do while 6.9% of them admit that they are not. This shows that the 

students' attitude towards the English speaking people is positive which in turn mo tivates them to 

learn the Engli sh language interestingly. 

In item 5 students were asked weather the political picture of the United States and Bri tain affects 

their interest to lea rn Engli sh. As shown in Table 4 .9, 62.5% of them report that it does not affect 

whi le 18. 1 % of them state that it reall y does. This indicates the students ' interest to learn the 

Eng li sh language is not affected by countries' political activities. 

Item 6 asked students if they would like to improve their oral ski lls to close ly work with 

fore igners. Most of the students (9 1.7%) assert that they have the interest to work closely with 
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foreigners whe reas 4.2% of them admit that they are not interested in such relations. Thus, it can 

be sa id that the students' have a positive attitude towards the English speaki ng people so they like 

to learn and use their language. 

Table 4.9 shows the effect of social distance upon students' behaviour of oral interaction. The 

degree of influence of the cultural differences observed between the students' and the Engli sh 

speaking peopl e, thei r attitude towards the people and, their interest to work with the fo reign 

language speaking people were part of the Social Distance Scale. In thi s regard , on the average, 

45.4% of the respondents maintain that social distance can not be a variable that halt their small­

group interactional endeavours. However, 38.9% of the respondents admit that the soc ial distance 

affects their overa ll small-group oral performance. 

Therefore , it is poss ible to generalize based on the above data that social di stance has not been 

observed as a noticeable impingement upon the students ' attempt to effective communication. This 

assertion appears to argue against Schumann's Acculturation Model (1976:13 5). The variables that 

attributes to the creation of social distance between two groups, according to thi s model, includes 

as discussed in the literature review (section 2.5.2. 1.2), social dominance, cu ltural pattern, 

enc losure, cohes iveness, size, cu ltural similarity, attitude, and intended length of residence. 

Although these elements have the potential to either negatively or positively affect the degree of 

maximum attainment of a new language, the situations might not have a significant influence upon 

learning languages such as English as it currently becomes an international language or a lingua 

franca and a medium of instruction, in our case, whose advantages are well recogni zed by most if 

not all. So students' positive attitude and high level of motivation towards learning Engli sh may 

mitigate the effect of the other social distance variables though they still have their own impact. As 

a result, soc ial di stance may not dreadfull y influence students ' small-group verbal parti cipation if 

other necessary conditions such as faciliti es and good language teachers in addition to students ' 

positive attitude and des ired level of motivation are well secured . 

On the other hand, studies about the effect of gender on students' language performance are 

inconclusive: some argue that it negatively correlates to second/foreign language lea rning others 

re fu te such a stance. 
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4.1.10 Gender 

Items 1-6 (see Ap pendix A) were designed to collect information on what studen ts report about 

their social di stance. Table 4.1 below presents thei r reports. 

Table 4.10 Students' Gender (G) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descriptive 

Response Response Response 
Statistics 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 1 L % Mean SD 

Gl 12 IS 27 37.S 8 III 18 19 37 S1.4 2.7639 1.4679 

G2 27 23 SO 69.4 8 III 10 4 14 19.4 3.8194 1.237 1 

G3 29 27 S6 77.8 7 9.7 7 2 9 12.5 4.0278 1.0743 

G4 21 2S 46 63.9 10 13.9 11 5 16 22.2 3.6389 1. 2482 

GS 32 12 44 61.1 2 2.8 19 1 20 27.8 3.7639 1.30S4 

G6 2 15 17 23.6 17 23.6 20 18 38 52.8 3.5139 1.1627 

RA 20.5 19.5 40 55.6 8.7 12.1 14.2 8.2 28.5 39.6 3.5879 1.2492 

Item I was concerned with weather the students tended to speak more mixing with opposite sex 

than with same sex members. As Table 4.10 shows, 51 % of the students say that they speak less 

whenever they are grouped with opposite sex members while 37.5 % say that mixing with opposite 

sex members does not affect their speaking behaviour. This depicts that students' participation is 

affected whenever they are in mixed-sex groups. 

The second item was about the effect of working with opposite sex members in small groups on 

the number of mo ves they may have. In this regard, 69.4% of the respondents agree that working 

in mixed-sex groups does not affect their degree of oral participation in the groups. On the other 

hand, 19.4% of them state that it has an impact upon the number of moves they have. This 

indi cates that the students' oral involvement is not affected by being grouped wi th opposite sex 

members. Thi s result, however, does not seem to agree with the one presented in Item I above. 
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In item 3 students were asked if they became shy when they grouped in mixed-sex groups. As 

ind icated in the tabl e above, 77.8% of the students say that working with opposite sex members 

does not make them to be shy while 12.5% of them report that they are affected by shyness when 

grouped with opposite sex members. This shows that mixed-sex groups do not have an in Ouence 

on students' verbal participation. 

item 4 was about weather the students tended to be fearful when they were with the opposite sex 

members in their groups. Accord ing to Table 4.10, 63.9% of the respondents reveal that they are 

not afraid of work ing with students of the opposite sex while 22.2% of them state that they become 

anxio us. It is possible to say based on the above data that students can work without fear in mixed­

sex groups. 

item number 5 focused on the students' will ingness to participate in groups containing both sexes. 

J n thi s regard, 6 1.1 % of the students state that they are interested to work in groups which contain 

both sexes. Thi s indicates that students are interested in working with opposite sex group members. 

In the last item, item 6, students were asked if they were courageous to interact orally with the 

opposite sex members of their group. As indicated in the table above, 52.8% of them repo l1 that 

they are courageous to participate in groups with opposite sex members whereas 23.6% of them 

say that they are not. This shows that students have the courage to work in groups where there are 

oppos ite sex members . 

As can be seen from the above table, gender does not have an influence over the performance of 

the majority of the respondents. Accordi ngly, 55.6% of them agree that gender does not have a 

negati ve effect upon their oral pm1icipation in small-groups. Contraril y, 39.6% hold that gender 

can be regarded as one of the variab les that weakens their verbal communication in small-groups. 

The result of the c lassroom observations and the student as well as instructors' interview, however, 

portrayed the other side of the situation. The presence oflarge number of male students in the class 

was observed to have its own influence upon the participation of femal e students in the groups. 

Many a time, male students appeared to take the greater amount of speaking opportunity in the 

d iscuss ion gro ups and the females were simply passive pm1icipants. In a similar vain, Birhanu, 

(2000 : 55) maintai ns that males involve in expressing their opinion and feel ings but remales 

62 



. ) 

() 

() 

" 

o 

involve in ' more passive socio-emotional behaviour' which include expressing agreement and 

being fri endl y. To improve the situation, instructors should close ly monitor the groups containing 

female students and provide them with the necessary help - mainly encouragement and access to 

adequate speaking opportunity. 

The other type of va ri ab le that is identified as an important determinant of the accompli shment o f 

oral interaction in EFL c lasses is the size of the groups formed. 

4.1.11 Group size 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to co llect infolmation on what students report about 

the ir soc ial di stance. Table 4.1 below presents the ir reports. 

Table 4.11 Group Size (GS) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descriptive 

Response Response Response 
Ana lys is 

5 4 L: % 3 % 2 I L: % Mean SO 

GS I 8 14 22 30.6 4 5.6 31 15 46 63.9 3.4306 1.3197 

GS2 5 II 16 22.2 6 8.3 33 17 50 69.4 3.6389 1.2022 

GS3 4 9 13 18. 1 9 12.5 32 18 50 69.4 3.7083 1.1437 

GS4 12 34 46 63.9 II 15.3 12 3 15 20.8 3.5556 1.0863 

GS5 8 27 35 48.6 9 12.5 24 4 28 38.9 3. 1528 1.1708 

GS6 I 10 II 15.3 9 12.5 29 23 52 72.2 3.8750 1.0607 

RA 6.3 17.6 23.9 33.1 8 11.1 26.8 13.3 40.2 55.8 3.5602 1.1639 

Item I was developed to assess students' preference to get into large groups to freely express their 

ideas. Majority of the students (69.4%) reports that large groups are not their favo urite group size 

for oral interaction while 30.6% of them hold that in large groups they freely express their ideas. 

From these data it can be learned that students do not prefer large groups for conducting oral 

interaction. 
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The second item, item 2, was designed to assess students' courageousness to speak in groups with 

limited number of students. As the above table shows, 69.4% of the students admit that they still 

lack courage to speak in small groups. In the contrary, 22.2 of them state that they are courageo us 

to speak in groups with few members. So it is possible to say that students lack courage to speak in 

small groups. 

Item 3 was about students' cooperativeness in oral tasks in small groups. Accordingly, 69.4% of 

the students say that they are less cooperati ve in small group oral tasks while 18. 1 % of admit that 

they are helpful. This indicates that students are not ready to genuinely exchange ideas in the 

groups. 

In item 4 students were asked if they got enough time to express their ideas in grou ps with few 

students. From the total number of students 63.9% of them hold that they get adeq uate ti me to say 

what they want in smal l groups. On the other hand, 20.8% of them state that they do not. The 

above data shows that students can get adequate time as a result of being grouped with less number 

o f students. 

It item 5, the students were asked weather they are affected by the size of the group in oral 

interactions. As indicated in Table 4.11 , 48.6% of the respondents point out that group s ize does 

not affect their invo lvement whereas 38 .9% of them assert that it has an effect upon their 

performance. This indicates that students' oral participation is not affected by the s ize of the group. 

This result, however, contradicts with the result found out through item 6 below and students' 

interview. 

item 6 was concerned with whether the students were freer to speak in small groups than in an y 

other occasions. Larger percentage of the respondents (72 .2%) reveal that they feel free to involve 

in smal l group di scussions while 15 .3% of then say their involvement is not affected by group size . 

These data show that small groups give relative freedom to students to express their ideas. 

The effect of group s ize on students ' oral invo lvement in group di scussions was also assessed as 

shown in Table 4. 1 I. The freedom to express their ideas, the degree of being courageous to speak, 

the degree of being cooperative and the adequacy of the amount of time they got for discussion 
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were raised to observe their effect in relation to the size of group in the Group Size-Output Scale. 

In this regard , 55.8% of the respondents admit that their group paliicipation is affected by group 

size; 33.1 % of them, however, agree that the size of the group does not change their effort in the 

group discussion. The data gathered through the other methods also support the above result. 

During the time of classroom observation it could be learnt that only some particular students in 

groups of six to eight students got the opportunity to speak and the others did not have the courage 

to suggest their own views. Although the size of the groups as compared to the tota l size of the 

class was small, and it improves students' level of anxiety, the total number of students in the 

groups was between six and eight which, on the contrary, lessens the amount of time each student 

may get to speak. Therefore , it is possible to conclude from the above data that the number of 

students within a group hinders the successful perfonnance of individual members of that group 

and there would be a better degree of participation if the groups were between three and five. 

As the other form of group variable, grouping pattern is also thought to be a factor for the students' 

negative or positive oral involvement in groups. 

4.1.12 Group Pattem 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to collect data on what students report about their 

social distance. Table 4.1 below presents their reports . 
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Tab le 4.12: G roup Pattern (GP) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descriptive 

stati stics 
Response Response Response 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 1 L % Mean SD 

GP I 5 1 6 8.3 2 2.8 34 30 64 88.9 4.2639 .9 192 

GP2 6 I 7 9.7 5 6.9 27 33 60 83.3 4.0972 .95 18 

GP3 3 4 7 9.7 9 12.5 22 34 56 77.8 3.9306 1.0525 

GP4 17 12 29 29 8 11. 1 9 26 35 48.6 3.04 17 1.3368 

GP5 5 3 8 40.3 10 13.9 17 37 57 79.2 3.8333 1.0070 

GP6 14 9 23 31.9 10 13.9 14 25 39 54.2 3.29 17 1.3262 

RA 8.3 5 13.3 18.5 7.3 10.1 20.5 30.8 5 1.8 71. 9 3.7430 1.0989 

The first item was about students' interest to orally interact with their intimate friends (accord ing 

to their interest). As shown in Table 4. 12 above, 88.9% of them rep0l1 that their interest declines if 

they are not grouped with persons they like whi le 8.3% of the students respond that does have 

change on their behaviour. This shows that grouping students based on their interest results in a 

change in thei r verbal behaviour. 

In item 2 students were asked if getting grouped wi th active students in their class made them to 

speak well. Acco rdingly, 83.3% of the students say that when they are grouped with good speakers 

of Engli sh they also tend to interact better whereas 9.7% of them report that their performance is 

affected by the type of students in the group. This shows that students' participati on is determined 

by the type ofstudents they are grouped with . 

item 3 was developed to assess students' reaction when they get grouped with the opposite sex. 

77.8% of the respondents say that grouping with opposite sex forces them to be silent wh ile 9.7% 

of the revea l that they show no change in performance behaviour. It can be said based on the data 

presented here that gett ing grouped in mixed-sex group influences students' oral participation. The 

c lass room observation also supports this claim. 
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ltem 4 was designed to observe students' motivational behaviour to invo lve in di scuss ion 

whenever they grouped with students with whom they have no intimacy. According to the above 

table, 77 .8% of the students claim that they get demotivated to speak when they are not grouped 

with their intimate fi·i ends. On the other hand , 9. 7% of them sate that their moti vati on rema ins the 

same. It is poss ib le to say, therefore, that intimacy has its own impact on the students' group 

paI1icipati on. 

Tn item 5 students were asked if they were motivated to actively involve in the oral di scuss ion 

when they got grouped with opposite sex. Accordingl y, majori ty of the students (79.2) report that 

they do not become motivated while 40.3 % of them admit that their participation still remains 

unchanged. [t can be learned from these data that getting grouped in mixed-sex groups affects 

students' moti vation to participate. 

The last item, item number 6, asked students if the become less motivated to speak when they were 

grouped w ith passive speakers. Table 4.12 shows that 54.2% of the respondents state that their 

moti vation becomes less when talking with pass ive students . [n the contrary, 3 1.9% of the students 

say that their motivation is not affected by the type of students they are grouped wi th . Thi s shows 

that students' interest to di scuss is influenced by the type of students they are grouped with . 

As shown in table 4. 12, grouping pattern was reported to be a hindrance for the acti ve part icipation 

of students in small-group oral interactions. On the average, 71.9% of the respondents reveal that 

getting grouped with their intimate or distant friends, active or passive students etc. has an impact 

upon their verbal performance. On the other hand , 18.5% of them agree that the grouping pattel11 

make no di fference on their group discussions. The data analysed above may lead us to the 

conclusion that being ass igned randomly to form groups without considering grouping factors such 

as intimacy, classroom participation or behaviour etc results in a change in students' oral 

behaviour. Thus, Write (1987 :1 2) comments that the students' prior leve l of intimacy with one 

another in the class should be considered when the instructor sets up small di scussion-groups. 

Furthermore, task- related variables have the potential to diminish the parti cipation pattern of 

students in small-groups. Among which one is the level of di fficu lty of the task. 
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4.1.13 Task Difficulty 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to co llect infomlation on what students report about 

their social d istance. Table 4.1 below presents their reports. 

Table 4.13: Task Difficulty (TD) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Neutral Unfavourable 
Descri pt ive 

Response Response Response 
Analyisis 

5 4 L % 3 % 2 1 L % Mean SD 

TDI II 38 49 68 .1 10 13 .9 10 1 11 15.3 3.6111 1.0421 

TD2 13 20 33 45.8 21 29.2 14 4 18 25 3.3333 1.1506 

TD3 15 36 51 70.8 10 13 .9 11 0 11 15 .3 3.7639 .9567 

TD4 5 30 35 48.6 20 27.8 15 2 17 23.6 3.29 17 .9705 

TD5 9 36 45 62.5 16 22.2 10 0 10 13.9 3.86 11 2.2285 

TD6 6 40 46 63.9 12 16.7 13 0 13 23.6 3. 5556 .8863 

RA 9.8 33 .3 43 .2 60 14.8 20.6 12 .2 1.3 l3.3 18.5 3. 5694 1.2057 

Ttem 1 focused on the students ' level of understanding of the tasks selected for di scuss ion. As shown 

in Table 4.1 3, 68.1 % of the students state that they are not in a difficult situation to understand what 

the tasks were require of them to do; 15.3% of them, however, respond that they are di ffi cult for 

them to understand . This shows that the students do no have a problem to understand how the tasks 

should be done. 

In item 2 students were asked if the oral tasks were developed considering their needs and interests. 

In thi s regard, 45. 8% of them admit that their interests are taken into consideration when the tasks 

are developed while 25% of the responded negatively. This indicates that the tasks are designed 

acco rding to the students' interest. However, thi s result seems to contradict with the data in the 

fo ll owing section . 
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The third item, item 3, asked students if they found the oral tasks to be easy and moti vati ng due to 

the contextual c lues in them. Majority of the students (70.8%) reports that the find the tasks to be 

easy whereas 15.3% of them reveal that they were di ffic ult. It can be said, therefo re, that the students 

do not fo und the tasks to be difficult to manage. 

Item 4 concerned with the students degree of parti cipation due to their famil iarity with the content of 

the tasks. As shown in Table 4.1 3, 48.6% of the students point out that the idea contai ned in the 

tasks is not new to them wh ile 23 .6% of them say that contents of the tasks hinder their parti cipati on. 

This shows that contents of the tasks are not the sources of students' problems in the group 

discuss ion. 

In item 5 students were asked weather their moti vation to speak was affected due to the diffic ult 

nature of the tasks. The larger percentage of the respondents (63.9) reveals that they do not have 

problem in the tasks difficulty. On the other hand, 23.6% of the students say that thei r motivation 

was affected because of the difficult nature of tasks. It is possible to say, therefore, that the current 

leve l of diffi cul ty of the tasks does not demoti vate students to speak. 

The last item, itcm 6, deal t with weather the tasks were explicitly tell students how to invo lve in 

gro up oral interact ions. As the above table depicts, 63.9% of the respondents state that the tasks are 

clea rl y worded while 23.6% of them admit that they lack clarity. This shows that the tasks are 

developed in a way that students can read and understand them. 

Generall y, majori ty of the rcspondents do not have a problem in relation to the level of diffic ulty of 

the tasks se lected fo r small -group di scuss ion. Accordingly, on the average, 60% of the respondents 

agree that they do not fa il to cO l11l11unicate in their respecti ve groups due to the diffic ult nat ure of the 

tasks; 18.5% of them, however, admi t that their inactive participation is caused by the complexity of 

the task. Therefore, it can be concluded that even if the level of difficu lty of the tasks can determi ne 

the behaviour o f the group, it did not appear to be a source fo r student's sil ence in small -group oral 

interaction sess ions in thi s particular case. N unan (1 989: 136) also advises that the tasks that are 

chosen by the c lassroom instructor should be at the acceptable level of complexity for the student so 

that they can produce the desired outcome. 
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4.1.14 Task Type 

Items 1-6 (see Appendix A) were designed to co llect information on what students report about 

their social di stance. Tabl e 4.1 below presents their reports . 

Table 4.14: Type of Task (TT) 

Respondents having 

Items Favourable Rcsponse Neutral Unfavo urable Response 

Response 

5 4 E % 3 % 2 I E % 

TT l I 9 10 13.9 IS 25 27 17 44 6 1.1 3.6944 1.0159 

TT2 0 10 10 13.9 16 22.2 2S I S 46 63.9 3.7500 .9S94 

TT3 4 9 13 IS.l 16 22.2 30 13 43 59.7 3.54 17 1.0998 

TT4 0 12 12 16.7 14 19.4 35 11 46 63.9 3.6250 .9410 

TT5 1 14 15 20.S 15 20.S 24 IS 42 5S .3 3.6 111 1. 1077 

TT6 4 14 18 25 14 19.4 32 8 40 55.6 3.36 11 1. 09 17 

RA 1.7 11.3 13 IS. 1 15.5 2 1.5 29.3 14.2 43.5 60.4 3.5972 1.0407 

In item I students were asked weather the tasks they were provided for classroom di scuss ion were 

more communicati ve and atl ractive. As shown in Table 4.14, 6 1.1 % oflhe students report that they 

do not invite students to cOllllll unicate and interact while 13.9% of them say that they do. It can be 

learnt from these data that the students are not attracted by the type of tasks chosen for the oral 

interaction sess ion. 

Item 2 was des igned to see if the students were impressed by the variety of tasks se lected for 

discuss ions. Majori ty of the students admits that they are not interested in the task types whereas 

13.9% of them revea l that thcy like them. This shows that unattractiveness of the tas k types may be 

one cause for students less part icipation in small group discussions. 

In item 3 students were asked if the became reluctant to speak due to the inauthentic and art ificial 

nature of the tasks. From the lotal respondents, 59.7% of them point out that their parti cipati on in 
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the groups is affected si nce the tasks lack authenticity whi le 18.1 % of them respond that the tasks 

do not affect their participation. This indicates that the students do no fi nd the tasks to be the 

reflections of the real- li fe situation. 

Item 4 was about the students' degree of participation due the inspiring nature of the tasks. In this 

regard , 63.9% of the students say that they the tasks do not insp ire them to actively participate in 

the activi ti es. On the other hand, 16.7% of the respondents repOlt that the tasks make them to be 

interested to interact. This shows that the students' low participation can be attributed to the nature 

the tasks. 

Item 5 was concerned w ith weather the students generate ideas in the small group discuss ions due 

to the meaningfulness of the tasks . Accordingly, 58.3% of students say that they produce ideas not 

because of the tasks' inspiring nature. In the contrary, 20.8% of them agree that the tasks help them 

produce ideas in their gro ups. It is possible to say based on the data presented above that the tasks 

contribute less in helping students generate ideas in their respective groups. 

In the last item, it cm 6, studcnts were asked if the tasks were suitable fo r indi vidual work than 

gro up work . Large r percenta~e of the students (55.6) says that the tasks are good enough fo r 

individual work than group wo rk wh ile 25% of the respondents say they are approp ri ate for group 

discussions . Th is indicates that the tasks lack suitability to small gro up di scuss ion . 

It is possible to observe from table 4.14 that the types of tasks chosen for oral interact ion sessions 

have a determinant effect upon the students' verbal participation. The communicative and 

authenti c nature 0 f the tasks, the vari ety and meaningfulness of the tasks were the main issues 

ra ised under th is Task-type Scale. In thi s regard, on the average, the sizeable proportions of the 

respondents (60.4%) admit that the types of tasks provided for the purpose of gro up di scussion do 

not attract them. 18. 1 % of them, on the other hand, maintain that the types of tasks do not impede 

their verbal participation . Therefo re, it can be concluded that the type of tasks that were selected 

for the group di scuss ion might not consider students ' interests and backgro und . As a resu lt, they 

cou ld not allow them to stay in discussion and to effectively exchange ideas in Engli sh in their 

respective gro ups. According to the data gathered from the instructors' interview, the tasks that 

were employed in class were not well thought out; their potential to let students stay in 
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commun ication was not taken into account. However, as Ur, (1996) points out, the success of any 

smal l-group di scuss ion large ly re li es upon the meaningfulness and stimulati ng nature of the tasks. 

As the tasks bccome more attractive and authentic, it is more likely that students get inspired to 

take part in the group discussions . 

4.2 Data from the open-ended questions 

In addition to the se l f- rating scale, the students were asked to provide answers to few open-ended 

questi ons. Each of the questions had a direct relation with the main objective of the stud y. lfnot all 

of the respondents, most of them (more than 50 %) gave appropriate responses to the questions 

they were asked. Acco rdingl y, the first question required them to li st, if any, fi ve factors that 

impeded their small -group oral interaction in communicative English Skills classes. The most 

repeatedly ident i fled variables by many of the respondents have been summarised in the fo llowing 

table: 

Table 15: Factors affecting interaction 

No Var iables Specific Barriers 

I Personality I. shyness 

Variables 2. lack of confidence 

3. the feeling of making mistakes 

4. fear of criticism 

5. fear to speak 

6. sense of inferiority 

7. fear of the opposite sex 

2 Teacher 8. teachers' way of introducing the topic of discussion 

Vari ables 9. less encouragement from the teacher 

10. translating ideas to Amharic 

I I. teachers' arrogant behaviour 
, 

Backgrou nd 12. poor educational background of group members ~ 

Variabl es 13. lack of the English language (limited knowledge of vocabulary, 
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grammar and communicati ve strategies to put across their thoughts) 

14. varied levels proficiency among the group members 

15. L1 interference 

4 Task-re lated 16. unattractiveness of the topic 

Vari ables 17. unrelatedness of the time fo r di scussion and the natu re of the task 

5 Social 18. ethnicity 

Vari abl es 19. attitude towards the acti vity (cons idering oral interaction as a simple 

matter (i. e. negligence) and prioriti zing listening to speak ing) 

6 Situat ional 20. uncomfortab le time of the day 

Vari ables 21. group behav iour (lack of agreement among one another in the gro up 

or negative atmosphere within the group) 
---- - - - -- --- - --- -

In addition, the respondents were asked to state the mechanisms they devised to free themselves 

from the hinderi ng facto rs they encountered during small-group oral discussions at personal level 

and the things that should be done at an institution level. In this regard, at a personal leve l they 

commented the fo llowing: read ing different materi al s, li stening to different medi a, usi ng the 

language out o f class, and developing the feeling of courageousness and confidence. At an 

insti tuti on leve l ado pting student centered system of teaching, alTanging different practi ce sess ion, 

providing necessary materials, creating a positi ve atmosphere within the classroo m, arranging 

remedial c lasses and di scussion sessions, establishing debate clubs, contro lli ng the group 

discussions, assessing oral skill s as one part of exam and employing effic ient teachers, among 

other things, could be very essenti al measures fo r students betterment in their oral language use. 

In sum, the respondents li sted out the salient barriers that students experi ence during spoken 

producti on carried out at the time of small-group f01111ation. In addition to those balTi ers con fi nned 

through the use of c lose-ended questionnaire, there were also other communication-related barriers 

which were brought fo rth through the use of open-ended questiolmaire. 
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4.3 Data from the Classroom Observation 

Observation 1 

Institution : Mekelle University 
Department: Engli sh 
Year: Fi rst 
Section: One 
Course titl e: Communicative Engli sh Ski ll s IT 
Lesson top ic: Expressing opinions 
Date: March 5 2009 
Time: 2:30 - 3 :20 

After the instructor greeted the students he invited us (the two observers) to enter into the class and 

then we sat at the two corners of the classroom. In the class there were 24 male and 12 femal e 

students and all appear to be of similar age (between 18 and 20). Then the instructor in troduced the 

dail y lesson which was about "Expressing Opinions" and ordered the students to form groups 

according to their sitting arrangement. For some time there was chaos in the class during the time 

of group formation and then the students got into groups of 6 to 8. In all of the 5 groups there were 

female students. Then the teacher wrote some statements on the board about the dead ly di sease 

HIV/AIDS and asked students to tell him about the disease. After se lecting a secreta ry from each 

group, the teacher ordered the students to talk about the items written on the board. 

It was observed that the students seemed to be reluctant to engage in the di scussion. The secretary 

in troduced the items which were designed for the discussion to their group members and then he 

invited them to suggest their views. The students did not have problems to understand how the 

tasks should be done. In their utterances the students were observed to pause many times due to 

lack of app ropriate vocabulary items. They were also observed to rephrase their sentences stopping 

in the middle of their talk. 

In addit ion, the students were observed to use their mother tongue. Whenever they could not 

produce the wo rd they wanted they bon'owed words and expressions from Amharic. The si tuation 

seems to lower the leve l of anxiety observed on the students. 
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Ln the d iscussion ma le students were observed to dominate in each of the groups. As a result, it was 

difficult to say that a ll members of the smaIL gro ups equa ll y participated in the oral interaction. 

Although there were some female students who had pm1icipation in the discussion , they did not 

in vo lve as they shou ld. 

The instructor was observed to walk around the class and give the necessary ass istance by 

interacting with some members of the gro ups. Some students were observed to ask him some 

questions softly whi ch were not audible to the observers. 

Observation 2 

Ln stitution: Meke lL e University 
Department: Engli sh 
Year: First 
Section : One 
Course titl e: Communicative English Skills II 
Lesson topic: Relative Clauses 
Date: March 9 2009 
Time II : 30 - L2: 20 

The observers took their seats after entering the class together with the students. The class was a 

bit hot. There were 37 students in the class: 23 males and 14 females . The instructor arri ved and 

got into the class after 5 minuets. After greetings, he started to construct sentences containing 

relative clauses. Then he ordered the students to form smaIL groups and discuss the quest ions about 

the relati ve clause. The smaIL-groups were made on random basis. Those who were s itt ing around 

the same area were ordered to be together regardl ess of their sex, degree of participation, e thnicity 

etc. It was observed that the students were not ordered to sit with those students with whom they 

had intimate relati onship . 

The students were not interested in the topics they were provided. They were not observed to be 

reluctant to parti cipate in a similar fashion in the granm1ar-focused di scuss ion sess ions as they d id 

in the opinion gap acti viti es . Their oral invo lvement seemed to be bound by the kind of task they 

were provided. They were observed to keep si lent after sounding off few words about the issue 

under di scussion. 

75 

--



u 

o 

() 

.) 

,', 

a 

As regards the leve l of difficulty of the tasks selected for di scussion, it was learned that the 

students had no seri ous problem in understanding the ways the tasks should be done. In one 

occasion, however, the students sought clarification about how the task cou ld be done from the 

instructor. 

In relation to the teachers' assistance while the oral interaction was underway, the teacher went 

around the class but with no genuine sense of help. Due to this reason, some of the group members 

were observed to perform their own activities rather than engaging in the given task. 

Only some members o f the group were observed to dominantly take the speaking opportunity to 

the extent that the group discussion changed into a di alogue between two of the group members. 

Some students were seen to be silent during the entire time o f discuss ion. Therefo re, there was no 

equal degree of participat ion in the oral interactions in the groups. 

From the observation it was learnt that the students switched their language use into their mother 

tongue to give their thoughts complete meaning. The main reason for such act o f code switching 

may be attributed to deficiency of knowledge of vocabulary items and necessary expressions to get 

ac ross their ideas could be the major one. 

Observation 3 

Institution: Meke ll e Uni versity 
Department: English 
Year: First 
Section : One 
Course title: Communicati ve Engli sh Skills II 
Lesson topi c: Express ing Happiness 
Date: March 17 2009 
Time: 2:30 - 3:20 

After enteri ng the c lass we sat on both sides of the classroom. The classroom was hot since the 

peri od was during the afternoon session. Many students came to the class even after the instructor 

started teaching. In the class there were 35 students: 22 males and 13 females . Most of the girl s sat 

around the middle and back side of the classroom. The instructor first greeted the class and then 

he wrote the top ic o f the dai ly lesson, "Expressing Happiness". The teacher fi rst asked the 
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students if hey had ever happy. Some students raised their hands and told the class their 

experiences. He then ordered the students to fo rm groups of fou r but the students fo rmed groups 

contai ning 5-7 students in a group. The groups were fOlm ed randomly, according to the ir sitt ing 

arrangement and in each group there were both male and female students. 

The students seemed to be bored. They did not fo rm the gro ups fast and a lot of time spent form ing 

the groups. In the group discussion, it was on ly some of the group members who took the speaking 

opportuni ty and others were observed to do their own businesses. In addition, with in a group 

different sub-groups were fonned. 

The students were not observed to use their mother tongue through out the di scuss ion period. On 

the average, three students in each group were taking part in the discuss ion groups. It seemed that 

they had better speaki ng skills. Therefore, it was diffi cult to say that every member of the group 

spoke turn by turn and all members of the group equally participate in the oral interactions, 

During this classroom observation also the teacher was observed to walk around the class and join 

some group members to li sten to what they said, He was not, however, observed speaking with the 

students in the groups and he did not seem to notice the num ber of students in each group. 

Observation 4 

Instit ution: Mekelle University 
Department: Engli sh 
Year: First 
Section: Four 
Course tit le: Communicative Engli sh Ski ll s II 
Lesson topic: Problem Solvi ng 
Date: Apri l 72009 
Time 2:30 - 3:20 
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After wait ing the instructor for some time outside, we entered to the class together with him when 

he arrived. The topic o f discussion was about a kind of problem solving activity. The instructor 

decided to carry out the activity by fonning groups so that the observers can achieve their 

purposes. A group compri sed 6-8 students. 
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The number of male students in the class was larger than females (with the approx imate ratio of 

26: lOin a class) and females were observed to be dominated by their ma le coun te r parts. 

Admittedly, most of the group discussions were led by male group members. Females usuall y 

observed to simply listen to what their male said. Their involvement in the discussions appeared to 

be determined by the goodwill of the male students in the groups. 

Regarding the students sk ill of strategy use at the time of communication break-down, it was 

observed that they seri ously lacked the strategies that could help them fill the gap in thei r speech. 

The students' speech was affected by lack of the use of appropriate vocabulary items and 

ex pressions to express specific ideas. As a result, they were observed to be confused and to 

interrupt their speech in the middle. 

The students were seen to approach the group discussion with a sense of freedom. They were 

observed smiling while speaking and using Amharic when they came to a shortage of words and 

interrupting to ask while the other students in the group were speaking (and still there were shy and 

sil ent students). Unfriendly atmosphere was not observed in the di scussion groups in most of the 

cases and the situati on seemed to contribute to the observed kind of group bahavio uL 

The topic appea red to be new for the students because they were observed to talk each other about 

how it cou ld be done. 

Observation 5 

Institution : Mekelle U ni versity 
Department: Engli sh 
Year: First 
Secti on: One 
Course title: Communicative English Skills II 
Lesson top ic: Case Analys is 
Date: Apri I 9 2009 
Time 2:30 - 3:20 
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A fter greeting the students the instructors remind the student of the lesson they learn t in the 

prev ious period . In the class , there were 34 students: 23 males and 11 females. Since the lesson 

was prepared to develop students' ora l skill s, the teacher brought a case to the c lass for a 

discussion purpose which was done in groups of 5. The case was that somebody comm itted a 

cri me and the court passed verdict after stud ying the case. The students were required to observe 

the case and pass their own verdict in their respecti ve groups. 

One student from each group was chosen to report the results of the discuss ion . The secretari es 

from each group read the case to their group members. Around the beginning of the discuss ion 

there was sil ence. The situation seemed to attract their interest because many of the group 

members were observed trying to get the chance to suggest their own views. 

In thi s observation also males' students' dominancy was observed. Their number of male students 

in each of the groups was larger than fe males. Except in one group, males were chosen to be 

secretaries in 7 of the groups. Although students in the groups tried to speak turn by tum the time 

each student got was not proportional. Even some students were observed to keep quite for the rest 

of the ti me after speaking out a sentence. 

Duri ng the di scussion peri od some students were observed laughing whi le others were speaki ng. 

The students' language was observed to be obstructed by lack of vocabulary items and grammar 

know ledge. There were students who stopped their ideas whenever they fail to use appropriate 

language. There were also students who resumed their talk regardless of the shortage o f language 

faced. Here, the teacher simply walked aro und the class but he was not observed assisti ng those 

who needed help. 

In summary, a ft er observing 5 lessons, the effect of some specific observable va ri ables was 

determined with the help of the classroom observation checkli st. Thus, the nature of the tasks, 

students' lack of communicative strategies and language input, group ing pattern, teachers' 

behav iour and group size were identi fied as affect ing vari ables. 
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4.4 Data from the Interview 

4.4.1 Students' Reponses 

4.4.1.1. Students' interest to oral interaction 

I. Do YOIl /01'111 small-groups and orally interact in your Communicative English Classes? if yes. 

howoflell? 

2. Areyoll iJllerested to get into groups and orally interact with your group members? Why. or why 

1101 ? 

3. Is Ihe classroom setting motivating to accomplish the oral tasks? 

The first and the second questions of the interview were about weather the students formed small 

groups and they orall y interacted and if they were interested in the di scussions. [n their response 

the interviewees said that they formed small-groups in majority of the oral tasks in communi cative 

English c lasses and majority of them admitted that they were interested to take part in such oral 

activi ti es as they were ways for develop ing their cOlllmunicative ability and for being competent 

applicants in the market world after grad uation. As the regards the classroom sett ing they 

commented they li ked it. 

4.4.1.2 Factors hindering oral interaction in small groups 

4. Are there/actors that hinder you during your small-group interaction? If yes. what are they? 

Majori ty of the students agreed that they did not have the confidence abo ut their own Engli sh 

language profic iency. The negative self-image formed within the students' themselves abou t their 

own communicati ve abili ty and their tendency to view the other group members as fl uent 

communicators, therefore, acted as drawbacks to their interactiveness in smal l-groups. In addition 

they sa id that they were shy to speak in front of their peers and they felt that thei r group members 

wo uld laugh at them if they spoke in Engli sh. They further pointed out that they lacked the Engli sh 

vocabu lary items to express what they knew abo ut the topic of discussion. All of the respondents 

agreed that the students' socio-cultural background had an impact upon their invo lvement in the 
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group discussion. They further say that gender, task type and grouping pattern affect thei r 

participation. 

4.4.1.3 Mechanisms devised by the students 

5. Are there allY lIIechanisllls you have devised to free yourselves from these barriers? If yes, what 

(Ire the)!? 

The students were also asked to state the mechanisms they worked out for themselves in order to 

develop their Engli sh. They commented that they have to read different materials whose medium 

was Eng li sh. Moreover, they said that they have to listen in to different media and learn language 

inputs and make themselves acquainted with Engli sh speaking people's pronunciation, using the 

language out 0 f c lass, and developing the feeling of courageousness and con fidence. 

4.4. 1.4 Teacher's role 

G. What is the role of the teacher during your small-group oral interaction? 

7. III what ways does he/she assist you during the oral discussion session? 

The students were also asked about the roles their instructors played during the discussion 

sessions. The interviewees reported that their teachers provided them with the necessary assistance 

during the small -group and they showed them the direction how to do the tasks; they controll ed the 

groups' activity; they provided them with the necessary input and they encouraged to participate 

and created speaki ng opportunity. Although these activities were also manifested during the time 

of observation, they lacked genuineness and consi stency. 

4.4.1.5 Students' performance 

8. /-low do you evaluate your participation and oral proficiency in comparison to YOllr classmates ? 

Do you think that there are differences in performance? If yes, what do you think are the causes 

for the differences? 
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The students al so admitted that the degree of students' perfonnance in a group was di fferent as 

there were students with different behaviours in their respective groups: dominators, leaders, sil ent 

li steners, saboteurs, doers etc. They also admitted that there was no equal degree participation 

during the group discussions, 

4.4.1.6 Student's opinion 

9, /n your opinion, what should be done to make students benefit out of the sinaI/-group oral 

interaction sessions? 

The students suggested that teachers should make every effort to create a positive atmosphere in 

the classroom. Their assistance should be genu ine and it should be aimed at improvi ng the 

students' language proficiency. 

4,4,2 Instructors' response 

4.4.2.1 Students interest to oral interaction 

I. Du YUII let your students form small groups and orally interact ill your Communicative English 

Classes? If yes, how often? 

2. Are the students interested to get ill to groups and orally interact with your group members? 

Why, or why not? 

3. Is the classroom setting motivating to accomplish the oral tasks? 

Regardi ng the formation of small groups and conducting oral interactions in Communi cati ve 

Engli sh classes all of the instructors responded positively that they fonned groups and encouraged 

thei r students to exchange ideas in English , They further said that there were students who had the 

moti vation to actively take part whi le there were also other students who did not have the 

moti vation in such practices mainly due to the language problem to communicate with their group 

members. They further commented that those students who participated in the group discussions 

had the interest to develop their speaking proficiency so they try to use the opportunity. The 

instructo rs also sa id they do not found the classroom to be demotivating, 
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4.4.2 .2 Factors hindering oral interaction in small gronps 

4. Are there factors that impede students' oral interaction in small groups? If yes, what are they? 

As regards the factors hindering oral interactions in small groups, majority of the instructors said 

that the students did not want to be exposed to criticism and unfavo urable judgment about their 

oral skill s. Similarl y, since the students' involvement was affected by the fee ling of inhibi tion, they 

did not dare to take ri sks when using the language in case of making mistakes. In thi s regard , most 

of the interviewees admitted that the students were not lisk takers so they preferred to limit their 

degree of involvement in the di scussions to the extent of being hushed. In addition, the instructors 

also reported that did not seem to influence their verbal participation. The main reason fo r the 

dec line in the level students' anxi ety may be attributed to the presence of small number of students 

in the groups. The limitedness of the number of group members, among other things, is thought to 

reduce the degree of worry and classroom anxiety. Most of the interviewees further admitted that 

the students seemed to fail to communicate effectively as a result of the lack of communication 

strategies. The situation was also observed through the classroom observation. It seemed that the 

students heard nothing about what communication strategies to use and how to use them efficiently 

in their speech devoid of facing interruption in the flow of their ideas. 

4.4.2.3 Mechanisms devised by the teachers and students 

5. Are there any mechanisms you have devised to[ree your students frol11 these hindering factors? 

If yes, what are they? 

Asked weather they devised mechanisms to assist their students in breaking them away from the 

hindering factors , instructo rs pointed out that providing language input (vocabulary and grammar) 

through remedial classes and positive reinforcement, creating a climate of trust among group 

members, preparing standardi zed teaching material, motivating students to express thei r ideas 

freely, boosting students confidence, and encouraging students to use the language out-si de the 

class were thought to have an encouraging effect on the students' oral performance. 
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4.4,2.3 Teacher's role 

6. What is your role during the small-group oral interaction? 

7. III \Iihat ways do you assist your students during the oral discussion session ? 

In connection with their roles the instructors reported that they gave the necessary assistance to the 

students during the small-group discussion; they showed students the direction how to do the tasks; 

they contro ll ed the groups' acti vity; they provided students with the necessary input and they 

enco uraged to participate and created speaking opportuni ty. Although these activiti es were al so 

mani fested during the time of observation, they lacked genuineness and consistency. 

4.4.2.4 Students' performance 

8. /-low do you evaluate your sludellts ' participatioll and oral proficiency? 

The interviewees a lso admitted that the degree of students ' performance in a group was different as 

there were students with different behaviours: dominators, leaders, silent listeners, saboteurs, doers 

etc. 

4.4.2.5 Instructor 's opinion 

9. III your opinion, what should be done to make your students benefit out of the small-group oral 

ill teraclioll sessions? 

The instructors commented that to make the small-group oral interaction better there should be 

small number of students in one class so that the teacher can handle each of the tasks o f the group 

activity, and materi al was an essential role to play. Besides, there should a teaching material the 

was prepared in a way that it attracted the students' interest and it contained the necessary 

language inputs. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

The practice of oral interaction within the classroom setting plays a significant role in developing 

student 's oral fluency, As suggested by many scholars in the field of language teachin g, arranging 

discussion sessions through the formation of small-groups is a better strategy for the occurrence of 

effective classroom interaction. Students' communication endeavours, however, get hampered as a 

result of different factors. In this study, therefore, the factors that hinder first year students' oral 

interaction in the Department of English at Mekelle University has been assessed through the use 

of three main data gathering tools: questionnaire, interview and observation. According to the 

result of study, there are different hindering factors that impeded students' effective small-group 

oral interaction in Communicative English Skills classes. The summary of the overall study has 

been dealt undel1leath. 

5.2 General Summary 

The aim of this research was to lind out the factors hindering oral interaction in small-groups in 

EFL classes with a special reference to Mekelle University. The subjects of the study were both 

students and instructors. Through the use of questiormaire, interview and classroom observation it 

was attempted to attain the object ives of the study. According to the result of the study, the 

hindering factors can be grouped into two major categories: intel1lal learner variables and ex ternal 

learner variables and it was foulld out that there were 14 major variables (which contained 

different sub-variables) that c'lli sed communication breakdown at the time of small-group oral 

interaction. The internal learner variables included self-esteem, inhibition, risk-taking, introversion 

and communication strategies and the external variables included social class, gender, group size, 

gro up pattern, task-related variables, background variables, social variables and situational 

va riables. The stud y was carried out adopting the research procedure discussed below. 
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5.2.1 Procedure of the Study 

The participants of the study were 72 students in the first year and 5 instructors who were selected 

randomly by drawing lots. The tluee data collection instruments employed in this stud y were 

questionnaire (containing close-ended and open-ended questions), interview and classroom 

observation. The close-ended questionnaire was developed in the form of self-rating sca le (Five­

Point Likert Scale with options ranging from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) and was 

administered after making the necessary improvements based on the pilot study. With the aim pf 

avoiding single- item measuremen t error a miltiitem measure was used in the study. Each of the 

items under each variab le in the scale was analysed and interpreted and the average response was 

taken to determine the effect of each variable. The open-ended questions, on the other hand, were 

used mainly to gather data which were inaccessible through the close-ended ones. A semi­

structured interview was also used to collect data from both 10 students and 5 instructors. The data 

were transcribed so as to give them meaning. In addition, classroom observations on 5 lessons 

were carri ed out making use 0 f an observation checklist and each of the results of the observations 

we re discussed separately. Generally, the main purpose of employing these three data gathering 

tools was to triangulate the reliability and validity of the data. The major findings of the study are 

presented in the next section. 

5.2.2 Major Findings oCthe Study 

According to the result of the stud v, students' oral interactions in small-groups in EFL classes were 

negatively influenced by different fac tors. These impingements emanate from within the students 

(internal learner variab les) and the ex ternal environment (external learner variables). Following are 

the major findings ofthe study. 

I. Internal learner variables 

1. Lack of self-esteem (lack of can fidence, sense of inferiority) 

2. High level of inhibition (shyness , the feeling of making mistakes, fear of critici sm) 

3. Absence of ri sk-taking behaviour (lack of courage to use language as soon as they come to 

one's mind, fear of critici sm) 

4. Having an introversive behaviol '-· (becoming silent, focusing on individual work) 
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I L External learner variables 

5. Being from lower social class (lack of exposure to English language speaking community i.e. 

through movies, cinemas, talk shows etc, lack of necessary language materials and pri or 

language trai ni ng opportunities) 

6. Gender (being shy in mixed-scx groups, males' dominant behaviour) 

7. Group-size (having more than six students in a group) 

8. Group pattern (forming groups without considering students ' interest, intimation, etc) 

9. Task-related vari ab les (unattracti veness of the topic, unrelatedness of the time for discussion 

and the nature of the task) 

10. Teacher vari ables (teachers' lVay of introducing the topic of discuss ion, less encouragement 

from the teacher, translating idcas to Amharic, teachers' an'ogant behaviour) 

I I . Background vari ables (poor educational background of group members, lack of the Engli sh 

language or limi ted knowledge o f vocabulary, grammar and communicative strategies to put 

across their thoughts), vari ed Icve ls proficiency among the group members, LI interference 

12. Social vari ables (etlmicity, altitude towards the activity - considering oral interaction as a 

simple matter (i.e. negligence) and prioritizing listening to speaking) 

13. Situational vari ables (uncom fort ab le time of the day, group behaviour or lack of agreement 

amo ng one another in the group or negative atmosphere within the group) 

Therefo re, once the factors have already been identified, the next step should be about the concern 

o f making a big professional as IVcll as ethical commitment on the side o f al l stakeho lders 

(i nstructors, parents, policy makers ctc.) for the creation of conducive and motivati ng learning 

environment. It is assumed that a c lose examination into each of these affecting variables can lead 

one to come up with a number of poss ible remedies which could result in an encouraging outcome 

on the side of the learners. Next, the conclusion of the study has been presented. 

5.3 Concl usions 

The data gathered tllrough the threc rcsearch tools (questionnaire, interview as well as observation) 

show that there were varied fact ors that negatively affected students ' effecti ve small-group oral 
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interaction in Communicative Engli sh Skills classes. Based on the data presented, analysed and 

interpreted, conclusions have been drawn. 

To start w ith , students were affected by the level of self-esteem they have towards the ir own 

language profic iency. They felt that they were not capable of using the language well to exchange 

ideas with their classmates effectively. Instead they believed that others had better language 

command than them . Due to thi s reason, they preferred to reduce thei r degree of involvement in 

sma II-groups. 

In add ition to having low self-esteem, inhibition was found to be the other impeding vari ab le that 

hindered students' communicati ve behav iour. In their attempt to speak, they immediately thought 

about the mistakes they might make in their speech so they pre felTed to keep quite for the rest of 

the time. It may be because of being inhibited that majority of the students were not found to be 

risk-takers . They were not daring to use ideas as they immediately came to their mind and they 

worri ed about making mistakes. They also tended to rehearse what they wo uld say to lessen the 

degree of errors they might commit. 

In relation to anx iety and level of motivation, they were not found to be obstacles in the students' 

attem pt to take part in small di scussions. Anxiety was observed to have less effect upon students' 

degree of ora l interaction . Many scholars, however, suggest that students with low se l f-esteem and 

inhibition are less likely to take risks and they tend to develop an anxious behaviour during gro up 

interaction. The effect of these variables, however, appeared to be minimized due to the presence 

of less number of students in the groups who have the potenti al to critici ze the speakers in the 

groups which may in turn damage their feelings. Thus, being grouped with less number of students 

was observed to red uce the level of anxiety the students might experi ence. Besides, they had an 

acceptab le moti vationa l orientation towards small-group oral interaction . Since it is a way for 

succeeding in their academic career, they were interested to engage in meaningfu l oral interaction 

so they had the moti vati on to practice the language through group formation though their actual 

invo lvement was observed to be hampered due to some other factors such as language problem and 

task type, among others things. 

On the other hand, students ' communication strategy use, their social class and gender differences 

were fo und to be barri ers to their oral perfonnance in small-groups. Firstl y, they appeared to be 
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poor in their use of communication strategies which help them sustain the course of a part icu lar 

to pic of di scuss ion. Second ly, their social class affected their ora l interaction in sma ll groups. The 

ki nd o f assistance they got fi'om their parents or care takers was not directly related to deve loping 

their commun ication skill s. Access to supporting materials that could contribute to the students' 

ora l sk ills was bounded. However, social distance was not found to be a barri er to thei r oral 

interaction in small-groups. Thirdly, gender had an effect upon the fi'uitful accomp li shments of 

verbal interactions. It was learnt that females were dominated by males and the degree of 

involvement of these two groups in the discussions exhibited differences. 

Moreover, group size, grouping pattern and task type were also the vari ables whose influence were 

observed upon students oral perfolmance in small-groups. As the size of the groups got larger the 

students' interest as we ll as opportunity to speak ebbed. Similarly, grouping pattern was also 

identified as a variable with debilitating effect upon students' oral performance. Whenever they are 

not grouped with studen ts of their type, they became less active and interested to interact. The task 

types also signifi cantly altered their interactional behaviour though their level of difficulty did not 

hamper their interactional effort. 

In addition to the ones mentioned above, the facto rs hindering interaction in small groups include 

the fo llowing: 

I. Background vari ab les . These included poor educational background of group members, 

shortage of the English language or limited knowledge of vocabulary, grammar and 

communicat ive strategies to put across their thoughts, vari ed leve ls proficiency among the 

group members, Ll interference) 

2. Teacher variables. These refer to teachers' way of introd ucing the topic of discuss ion, less 

encouragement from the teacher, translating ideas to Amharic and teachers' arrogant 

behaviour. 

3. Situational variables. These subsume uncomfortable time of the day and unsympathetic group 

behaviour - lack of agreement among one another in the group or negative atmosphere within 

the gro up . 

In addition, the mechan isms devised by the students to fi'ee themselves fro m the communication­

related barriers included: reading different materi als, listening to different media, using the 
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language ou t of class, and developing the feeling of courageousness and confidence. Besides, the 

instructors worked out the following measures to break their students away from their 

communicati ve defici ency: participating in intensive remedial teaching, suppl yi ng students with 

necessa ry language inputs (vocabulary and grammar), providing positive rein forcement, creating a 

climate of trust among group members, preparing standardized teaching materia l, mot ivating 

students to express their feelings freely, increasing students confidence, and encouraging students 

to use the language out- side the class. 

In general , it is pedagogically important to foml small-groups in EFL classes espec ially when the 

focus is on developing students' oral skills. The effectiveness of the small-group oral interaction 

however, depends to a large extent upon the multifacetedness of the communication-related 

barriers students may encounter. Through the concerted and umeserved efforts of all stockholders 

in the task of circum venting these obstructions and working in line with the recommendations 

listed below, it is poss ible to attain the desired goals. 

5.4 Recommendations 

Based on the conc lusions made above, the following recommendations have been forwarded. 

I. Since low self-esteem in cOlmection with English language use origi nates from the student' s 

past experiences and their sunoundings and it can be re-adjusted by the people near the 

students and their instructors should playa signifi cant role in this regard. Teachers' continuous 

encouragement and unreserved assistance to their students seem to contribute, more than any 

other thing, to the formation of a positive self-image about themselves. Once each students' 

picture about themselves are positively shaped, the effects of inhibition and anxiety - the two 

enfeebling vari ables - can of course be trimmed down to a desi rable level. Thi s is because 

students who have "weaker self-esteem maintains walls of inhibition to protect what is se lf­

perceived to be a weak fragile ego or lack of self-confidence in a situation or task" (Brown, 

1994: 138). 

2. [n order to make students ri sk-takers, instructors should not focus on the errors committed by 

thei r students whil e speaking. Instead, any error that has been identifi ed as an error should be 

recorded temporaril y and be di scussed at the end of the session . Hence, as risk-tak ing and oral 
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perfotmance have a positive correlation, students should be encouraged to take-risks during the 

time of ora l practice. 

3. Although the small-groups can open up a way for greater opportunity to oral pract ice, the 

number of students within a classroom especia lly at higher institutions should be to a 

manageab le size. Instructors should get adequate time to walk around the class and gIve 

necessary help to members of the groups. In classes where there is large num ber of students, it 

is so cha ll enging fo r the teachers to be in a position to closely monitor the activities of the 

students in each of the small -groups. 

4. Instead of ordering them to se lect just one captain who can jot down and report the sa li ent 

points of the discussion to the rest of the class among them, all members of a group should be 

given responsibility to carry out while the discussion is underway. This may reduce the degree 

of reluctance students exhib it to commit themselves to genuine verbal participation. 

S. Simpl y arranging small-groups and facilitating sui tab le ground for oral interactions cannot be 

an adequate precondition for developing students' oral fluency. Based on the result of thi s 

study, it is possible to say that students were fou nd to be input-deficient; they extremely 

req uired vocabulary and grammar items apart from those they got fro m their peers during the 

di scuss ion periods. Thus, they should be provided with the necessary language inputs that can 

help them express themselves in di scussion groups and in real-life si tuations to fulfi ll their 

needs. 

6. As an essen ti al element of language learning, students should be supplied with the commonly 

used types of communication strategies so that they can strengthen their comm unication 

effic iency and possess a better language command. 

7. The type of tasks that are chosen for the group interaction playa decisive rol e in the successful 

accomplishments of the small-group oral activity. Thus, there should be a standard ized material 

that incorporates various meaningful tasks that are organized in an increasing order of 

difficulty. 
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Dear students, 

APPENDIX A 

Addis Ababa University 

Institute of Language Studies 

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

Grad uate Studies Programme 

A questi onnaire to be fi ll ed in by students 

I fi rst wou ld li ke to thank yo u for yo ur wi llingness to fi ll in thi s questionnaire. The questi onnaire is 

des igned to gather information abo ut the factors that hinder your small-group oral interaction in 

EFL classes. Any response in the questi onnaire is used merely for the purpose mentioned. The 

pieces of in formation contained in the quest iormaire remain confidenti al. Thus, the researcher 

ki nd ly requests you to give an honest and a precise response. 

Thank yo u in advance for your cooperation! 

Part I - General info rmation 

Ci rcle yo ur choice from the table or lill in the tab le. 

Sex Department Year of Year (currently) Section 

cllI'ol ment (I year, II year etc) 

Male I Female 200 - 1200 E.C.I I II III I 2 3 4 -

Part II - The ques tionnaire 

Instructions: This instrument is cO lll posed of different items which all are related to the main aim 

of the study. Please indicate the degree to which each statement applies to you by marki ng whether 

yo u ( I) Strongly Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Ne utral, (4) Disagree, or (5) Strongly Disagree with each 

statement by putting a tick (D) mark. There are no ri ght or wrong answers. Work quickl y; just 

reco rd yo ur fi rst impression. 

Key: SA = Strongly Agree A = At,rce N = Neutral DA = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree 

(N.B. a mi nus sign indicates an item which is negative on the scale) 
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No Characteristic Items SA A N 0 SO 

A) Selfesteel1llself-image Scale (adapted ji-OI11 Foreign 

Language Classroom Anxiety Scale - FLCAS) 

1. (-) J never fee l quite sure of myself when I speak in English in 

() small group discuss ions. 

2. (-) I keep thinking that the other students are better at oral skill 

than 1 am. 

3. (-) J feel very self-conscious about speaking the foreign 

language in fron t of my group members. 

4. (+) J feel that J am better than other members of my group in 

spoken English. 
o 

5. (+) T fee l that J am capable of expressing my ideas confidentl y 

in small-group discussions. 

G. (+) I fee l that I am one of the good users of the English 

language in my group. 

8) Inhibition Scale (developed based on the discussion in the 
I 

Literature Review section) 

1. (-) I tend to be silent for fear of making embarrassing mistakes. 

') 
2. (-) J take max lmum care not to make mistakes when 

interacting orally in small-groups. 

3. (+) I do not worry about involving in oral interactions in 

groups. 

4. (+) Making mistakes does not make me to be silent in small-

group discussions. 

5 . (-) J am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I 
. ) speak in English language. 

G. (-) J prefer to be less active in speaking sessions to avo id 

critici sm from my group members about my English. 

C) Risk-taking Scale (adaptedfrom Ely 's, I 986a, Risk-Taking 

Scale) 

o 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I. 

(-) At th is poi nt, I don 't like trying to express complicated 

ideas in Engli sh in small -group di scussions. 

(+) I express my views as soon as they come to my mind. 

(-) I don't like trying out a diffic ult sentence in my group . 

(-) I li ke to wait until I know exactly how to use an Engli sh 

word be fore using it. 

(+) I prefer to say what I want in Engli sh without worryi ng 

about the small deta ils of grammar. 

(-) In small -group, I prefer to say a sentence to myself before I 

speak it. 

D) Anxiety Scale (adapted from MacIntyre's and Gardner 's 

(/994) Output Anxiety Scale and McCroskey's (/978) 

Personal Report o/Communication Apprehension - PRCA) 

(-)Whi Ie participating in small-group oral interaction with a 

new acquai ntance, I feel very nervous. 

(-) I may know the proper Engli sh expression but when I am 

nervous it just won' t come out. 

(+) I fee l con fi dent that I can easi ly use the English vocabulary 

that I know in small-group oral interaction. 

(+) I have no fear about express ing myselfin small-group . 

(-) I get upset when I know how to communicate something in 

Engli sh but I j ust cannot verbali ze it. 

(+) I never feel tense when I have to speak in Engli sh in small -

groups . 

E) Extroversion-introversion Scale (adapted from Style 

Analysis Survey Scale) 

(+) 1 prefer speaki ng to li stening to others in small-group 

interacti ons. 
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2. (-) I am so shy that I don ' t prefer oral interactions in small-

groups 

3. (+) I prefer to stay long in the small-group interaction. 

4. (-) I like to wo rk individually than to involve in oral gro up 

o interact ions. 

5. (-) Although I know about the topic of di scussion, 1 do not 

have the courage to speak it out. 

6. (+) [ am happy to get into groups and involve in oral 

interactions 

F. Motivatioll -Output Scale (adapted from Strength of 

Motivation Scale, Ely, J 986a) 

o I. (-) Outside of class, I almost never think about what I am 

doing oral ly in small-groups. 

2. (-) Speaking reali stically, 1 would say that I don ' t try very hard 

to improve my English through oral interactions in groups. 

3. (+) I want to be ab le to use English in a wide variety of 

si tu at ions. 

4. (-) Oral interaction in English in small-groups is not really a 

high priority for me at thi s point. 
'. ) 

5. (-) I don't rea ll y feel that involving in small-group interaction 

in Engli sh is va luable to me. 

6. (+) If poss ible, I would like to attend additional classes 

arranged fo r the purpose of small-group interactions ll1 
, 

Engli sh. 
, 

I 

G) Strategy-Output Scale (adapted from Lam's Strategy 

'J Questio,., IIaire) 

I. (+) [use fill ers such as ' um ', ' urh ', ' well ', 'you know', ' I see 

what yo u mean ', etc. to gain time when I need to think of what 

to say. 

2 (-) When I need to think of what to say, [ pause to let myself 

o 
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have ti me to th ink and then continue the utterance from where 

I left off. 

3 (-)When I cIon't understand others, I continue to express my 

meaning rather than ask them to clarify themselves. 

() 4 (+)When I have difficulty in thinking of the ri ght word(s), I 

use words or phrases with similar meaning to express myself. 

5 (+)When I don ' t understand what others mean, I ask them to 

con firm what they mean so as to help me clarify their 

meanll1g. 

6 (-)When I don't understand others, I li sten quietly and hope 

() that I can understand without havi ng had to ask them to c larify 

themselves. 
-

H) Social class-Output Scale(deve/oped based on the 

theoretical discussions in the literature review) -
I. (+) M y involvement in group di scussions is enhanced by my 

earli er exposure to the language through movies, magazines, 

papers etc . 
-

2. (-) My parents are incapable to provide me with the necessary 

-' materia ls that may help improve my oral proficiency. 

3. (+) I actively in vo lve in group oral activities in the way I 

watch people speaking in Engli sh on movies or talk shows on 

different TV chalUl els. 

4. (-) Being bound to poor Engli sh language background, [ 

cannot express my self in smail-groups . 

5. (+) r had language trainings opportunities that assist me to 

con fident ly involve in oral interactions in groups. 

6. (-) I cannot take part acti vely in smail-group oral interact ions 

as I am new to such classroom si tuations. 
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/) Social distallce-Output Scale (developed based on the 

theoretical discllssions in the literature review) 

I (-) The cul tura l differences between mine and the English 

speaking people affect my active involvement in small-gro ups. 

'.) 2 (+) M y attitude towards the English speaking people affects 

my interest to use their languages. 

3 (+) My acti ve involvement in group oral interactions is due to 

my positive attitude towards the English speaki ng people. 

4 (-) I like to speak in the way the Americans or Britons speak. 

5 (-) The political picture of the United States and Britain affects 

my interest to learn English. 

\) 6 (+) I like to im prove my oral skill s to closely work with 

foreigners. 

J) Gender-Output Scale (deve/oped based on the theoretical 

discussions ill the literature review) J 
I (+) I tend to speak more with opposite sex members of m y 

g roups than with same sex members. 

2 (-) r fee l that in vo lving in oral interact ion with opposite sex 

affects the number of moves I may have. , 

.', 
3 (-) I become shy in a mixed-sex small gro up . 

4 (-) I tend to be fea rful when I am wi th opposite sex in m y 

gro up 

5 (+) [ am wi lling to participate in groups containing both sexes. 

6 (+) I become courageous to interact o ra ll y wi th the opposite 

sex members 0 f my group . 

'J K) Group size-Output Scale (developed based the theoretical 

discussions ill the literature review) 

I. (-) I prefer to get into large-groups to freely express my ideas . 

2. (+) I am courageous to speak in groups with limited number of 

Q 
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students 
, 

(-) I become less cooperative in oral tasks in small -groups. J . 

4. (+) 1 get considerable amount of time to express my ideas in 

D gro ups with a few students. 

5. (+) I am not affected by the size of the group in oral 

interacti ons. 

6. (-) T become freer to participant in small-group di scussions 

than any other occasions. 

L) Groupil/g pattern-Output Scale (developed based on the 

theoretical discussions in the literature review) 

o I. (+) I ora ll y parti cipate interestingly in small-gro ups when I am 

with my inti mate friends (according to my interest) . 

2. (+) Getting grouped with active students in my class makes me 

to speak well. 

3. (-) T become sil ent when I get grouped with opposite sex for 

oral di scussion. 

4. (-) T tend to be demotivated to speak when I am grouped with 

students with whom I have not intimacy. 
~, 

5. (+) T get moti vated to actively involve in the ora l discussion 

when I get grouped with opposite sex. 

6. (-) Being grouped with passive speakers in my class makes me 

less moti vated to speak in groups. 

M) Task-difficulty-Output Scale (developed based on the 

literature review) 

.) I. (-) T am in a difficult situation to understand what the tasks 

require of me to do . 

2. (+) The oral tasks are developed cons idering my needs and 

interests. 

3. (+) I find the ora l tasks to be easy and motivating due to the 

o 
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contextual c lues in them. 

4. (+) I am an act ive patticipant in the group as I am fami li ar with 

the contents of the tasks , 

5, (-) I do not have the motivation to speak due to the difficult 

nature of the tasks, 

6, (-) The tasks do not explicitl y tell me how to invo lve in group 

oral interactions, 

N) Type of task-Output Scale (developed based on the 

theoretical discussions in the literature review) 

L (+) I find the tasks to be more communicative and attractive, 

2, (+) I am impressed by the variety of tasks selected for oral 

gro up discussion. 

3, (-) I become reluctant to speak in the groups due to the 

inauthenti c and artificial nature of the tasks , 

4. (-) The tasks do not inspire me to participate actively in the 

group discussion, 

5. (+) generate ideas in the small-group di scussion due to the 

meaningfu lness of the tasks. 

6. (-)The tasks are su itable for individual work than small-group 

oral discussion. 

Part III : Personal opinion 

Instructions: Would you please give appropriate responses to the following 2 questions? 

I. Are there factors that affect yo ur oral interaction in small -groups other than those mentioned in 

the questionnaire? If yes , please li st 5 of them below, 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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2. In yo ur opi nion, what should be done to free you from the communication-related barri ers that 

you encounter during small-group oral discussions at personal and institutional leve ls? 

a) At a personal level: 

b) At a classroom or inst itutional level: 

3. If yo u have any other additional comments as regards communication-related barriers, please 

state them below. 

Thank you again!! 
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{.ll,ll'V -/:u,n:!:\,InJ Ujl~ .f;ool, .f;-u,n -,I: tJl. ,I -t,:Jn,,6-/;'J -.( If 

::-V-oo :;Sl.too -w-u/.+u 
{.,b:6·(u -1;,:.94 ,,6-n-\J'{.IC ·W7..6 {"\J'{"~ \;14400 -!:a5'&9J..6 -/:-WV-/'4 J-I}-w -WII'~7WU 

:: -nv.p'dWI{ !J-/:o·/;U ~'tll .wV.f;- t-n·.U:.oJ.l;,,6 
4'1 .. n ·WVtJ '/:',Q\;Il.. !J.f:1,~L.o.( ..6. I,Jl ooU : :·OJ/, .'·UW.j.J ,w:/: -7lUl},,6 'V,ooU 
-!.:a5U,7oo ·/::H· I~ ·L.oJ :"'dWooU ::\;I!JJl'd \;I·w'['oe} :(:U, L.ol;l, -OJIlV/.·/·V ll,1;,,6 '1;,.wV· /:,,6 ,\ 
,.6·w,>.tlon :: '101, U,VtJ.VooV 1i.7oo :!: "V4!JVoo ·n ·J:tJ·I,JJ'L.oVI) -/;-H{,'{ QVl.,oOV .~ IA,of} 
·OJ·U/.·/-U t·n ·.!-.tJ\,In MOJ.f;-1} ·n ·!: .(Jl}oo (dnojD-IlBwS) {'-~-U ,>..,. I}/"~ 'Ill.. V:.94 SIl ! ~S 
4SIJ DU3 a"!lBJ!UnWW08 U ..6'dV·'·U -/:J'11l., V:.94 ,>.IfVl..<.IW ·HS{ l.ul;l, :"'dWooJ 
: :-n WWI{ ·n -.(:!Jl.,VOOI; ·n .!:!JJl ooU .!:'/Z d .p·7 -/: I;-ooooV .~'dWoo ('w ()' e) ,,6.'j ":U 

.JtJ.l..' nJoo .p7..6 70~J 
\;I:!Jl\ .I;JO..6* :!J-{I (1-1,1) !J±a5 :';<':'; .,1".0) J 

..6:';+ *!JJ- ±a5 :,;t:';J 
:"1)Jln<l IJU~ \}".~ 
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---
'I' '" 'lutS''!? 1'-'lr-:r' n"I?" ~lfl'''I'''/i'lIJ ' uo/.\ll ~l(,\fl"'/" 'I 'I" II")?" 

Jdl'JI/"'jflIJ · {'k~9" )lAft"'III'/ 9" 

---A) Sel(-esteelll/sellilllage Scale (adapted ji-Olll 

Foreigll Lallguage CIOISSroOIll Allxiety Scale ' 
'-' FLCAS) 

---I. n" '11'1'1'>" n·.\';', (small-group) 0).1l'!' 

m, 'I'?t'\.I/>" ~n!l: llaJJ',e 0~1l r an ' I''''/an', 

11 u'/. ,) . " ,eo"'n9":: 
~ 

2. h'/, g,A :" t'\,t'\,,:r- ' l,uU,$D',j'- r,pit'\ ~,""}t'\.l/~' 

Tt'\";:I ' 7,V:II:1'0l' ',Il'lt'\O)·:: 
~ 

3. nn·.\';'h Mil')' I., ') ' m,',olt'IJ/<;' an<;1C m,:e;'1' 
o 

IlM·o, ,~. Il \,u'I ,eA 11 ,,'/, ,). ~, ', -'IN"/»; 

,e ,~.C7'.' A:: -4. 7,','70,11",' Oa"'i'7C 7,'/, ht'\,t'\,,:r· rn·.!'.· '/, , ,'lII')' 

\" I·\l'Ah · hH.lfTh· ,eO"'I<;'A:: 

5. 0" '/11'1'''' 0·.\': ', Ol' ,e,e')· (small-group oral 

interaction) (I). {} l'r' uttn;, n&-Il ou'r£fl/ou'i 

0 0 ',&.11 \' on"} t'\ () 11'''/. '1: h<j:'I' ",' 'WJ':: 

6. nn· ,I?; 'I, (Il·Il'l' 1-)1'1")' Mil ')' anl-)hA ~"b 
'-: 

7, ',,,} 1'1.11>"', nl'pc,-. U· '/.;:1' h"'l,m<f>ao ..}-

i, a" f. 'l 1'1 f). :: 

8) Illhibitioll Scale (developed based all the 

discussioll ill the Literature Review section) 

I. \' '''1..1' tt <j: C Ilv ,f")' IIt'\anll~')' IlA nMll'h' 

O' .1:" , (I). ,e,e') ' 0)'11'1' '119" ;:I", ~,anCfllt'\ U·:: 

'.' 2. id'7t'IJl"" 09"<;7Cn ')' 0):''')' Ilv,H· 

IIt'\an&.09n h<j:'h' ' 1" ,1"/: ' ,f .C;Jt'\ U·:: 

) 
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.,.", IIU&J"f 1'-'11"1· nnw" ~,fl O'I{"1I'I 0- avAil llt\Il"'I"'I'I" 01'19" 

),llm/a,/I'I fl · ~'{V)9" ~1t\flO'I("J9" 

3 ~"/Il" ' ~' n·.r; ·} (ll 'Il,}, n°'l.I]'I,.(': (ll.J'>J'>:/. 

GutH ' '/: b.I'I'/" ~,.rllb,(,..:';9u: : 

4 ~,',Il"':;' n · .l~:·} (1) '1'11' n h T'l 'IJ' ~' 1'101.1' .e 
() 

I'IU·,,,·,· ~,·}.v,tlc'I&· nl7'!.tI 1'1"'/, .). 7'9" ~,tltl9n:: 

5. nn·.~· ·', (1)-1'1'1' hT'lc'l .IIr,' 1'I'I1C 1\,1I .. :r- \'n·.~·'b 

foil II') ' .el'l·,,·n"'tI (''''I.tI I'I;J')' ~,t'\'~:: 

6. ni,YIIIJI?,' ~In* Mn:»"''''/, nn· ~·'" Mil') ' 

l1"'U.CI'I·n'~ .)-:j' .. ) . llau ... ·} I'ItI ·,,·t/·"lI .I'll 

"'1')') '6': ~,'}.'t'i'':'~ i ,ooCfllt'\U' :: 

o C) Risk-taking Scale (adapted ji-Olll Ely's, I 986a, 

Risk-Taking Scale) 

I. ~\ II"} 1111 lI·no)- U:/{ MI'I" ' :;' n · ~··} 01'1'11' 

mc'l·nc'l·n .I'll, ul')n··)'-·} nh ')''It'IJlr,' au"lt'IIJ 

~\tI (I).~·9" : : 

nm· f!., .e:,· (I)·H· III')·n tlh (I).\'. ~,i,9"C'\'.· 

2. ~\·}.I'.oofll (1)11..1'(1). ~,7t1()'PIIU':: 

] , lIooolt'IIJ hn.~· (''''I,tI ·} ~,':<j;.,. 'I1C llau'11C 

(,1;1.C(\ ~,tI.~.<j;C9" : : 
'.; 

4. l1oo'17to nb,o)- ·) ·hhll?,'(1)· !l'tI MI1.;r(l)I'I'~ 

.~.,:I'I t70rnn~" } ~,aoCflllI U· :: 

5. M '/lellC \' 1'1 'Pc'I (I). (grammar) ~,rn!l""9" 
I 

t'l t.\ (.IJ, I, :" 1'1°']11 ')' \' b.III1 .. )-'} l7'!11')-'} 

~,t7"Cfllt'\ U·: : 

6, h ',1'1. ,.,,' n·,~· ') (1)·1'1'1' I'ImJ' f!., l1au'17&, nb.')· 

'J n;'· ,~·9".(' ~,':<j;". ', ,!.;. '} 1Ib- c'l. i,c'I'Pt'Ill':: 
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:: ·n VJ,VIl 'V-?V {. ' !J{ .. ', · I ·:97'~ r)1l6.7i ·I:U 

+ 'l'U -n~uoll 'd',fwl} .I, I} ·(I} t :a 'U :~ · I · I}I,I( <) 

::.(1 VllJ:JuoII 

t ·/: V/,o q .. l!V 'j' ,) ·(·V/,oV ,~ /"W\;I\,J 

.. 6 'H;W '~ (JBwwtu5) ·w V,/, V , j J /LJ/L V I} .~ 

: : .(1 VIIJ:Juo 'l {../:UlVuo 1J7 .,;)· 

l<VIlJ·(.·IlI}'l \;I,p ·w,WIlIl· I: ·I:'7U °IL.'Juoll 17 

: : .. (,J:9'a'\;I'~ V:J'W 

JL~uoV JL I, .j , :tJ7'~ t\;l bo,) :aUll QVl.noV " 
c 

: :·n V.bO\;lL'1 ·(J)~) ·~CV l"uo'a't II Z 

'1l.;J,'("l'( 'aw Il\;l U·\,J(I ·1: ,1:(1) . I: 'd' 'if .(1) U 

: : .. (,.';) W \;I'~ 

QVl.uo :~IfVl.tW t J.t! \,J (I 'V,J U' VU' V(I) 

JNw t ·';)·U ,~·I · 1}18 b:7'a ·I:U·(I VlJ { .. (,,~ I 

(a/ms i1ullfD.L -.ys.1lf 

'D986/ 'S,tll:? 1/104 po/d/Jp/J) a/,)·?s i1111)/DJ -lfSII/ (:J 
o 

: :.(1 VIvJUO'1 ~:7 , ! "lit'l :.'J./: \,J . I· 

V,f IL,HL,I' 1;11} tliuoV + ·.H: l<U'I}J'a"/u,1l 

·(,\,JlJ'~ 'l,·,;)·uu 'l.n4"pll)'~ ,Y,U,; :~IfVl.t'l U 9 

:: ~:V'~ ./:(;' 1} \;Ibo,) \;I:~U';I, I}'d' · I:vlJ'~ 

'l,.,;) 'UJ 'J-: 'VV JL~ I} :~ II'V t,t Il ."I}·w 'I,·,;) ·UU . ~ 

: :o6\;1\;1 '~ .. 6/t -(- '/,01} \;I 'I",U ·? V\;I~·{. II .( .. /.(11} 
o 

'd',iWI} :~IfW,t IlU ~I} .(/} t .';) 'U ,~ . / . I} I,'~ 17 

: :u6~'7'7 1} ,)'~ "M"? :9"' 1.100 

-/;'d''d'·CV :;j1, lj '[,0 U ,Lt}.U) {. .d·U ~ ., .t}18 S 
.. 61 .. ,I",VV) I( "(,~:V f\ .{1 V/,ol .. ,lJll 

.. 6tIJU "/' / .. ,/,,, I}V)I( l) \icUJ . (lV[ .. ,/."t)'{ ,,":lull :!:.JIi.f.. a,.f?(1lJ ,/, ./ . 



,,-./! CJ utrcr 1'''lI'':y- W1J?" ~11l("/(JIJr'I ". (,mAil )ltlll'''/'''/ Il'' nfl19" 

}lil tfl/"'IIW' fin?" ' ,t\{)"'/U'I'I" 

D) Anxiely Scale (adapted frail/ MacIlltyre's alld 

Gardller 's (/994) OUlput Allxiety Scale and 

/v{cCroskey's (/978) Persoual Report of 

.) COII/II/ullicatioll Apprehension - PRCA) 

I . flM{H '~' fl ·.<';'I · m·!l'!' 7,.<',.!l " '01,(' .£', flt'l 

lTnci'lC 7,6.':-(\11 ':: 

2. " " /0,(1)' ' } 1'7, T'l t'l . II ",' ftm:J""9" 1''''/0)''''' 7t '}IJ, 

fl ,lY'} !lr.Q,'I ;" a n'7M .!';",, ·?,'A:: 

, 
7, 'I!l"-"" fl·.<'; '} (I) . !l '!' !l0),(' .£', flt-!l J . 

{J un- ,'U? 00'; a U ')6.t'l, h<):"'<;' hoolY'l' 1',"'/1') -o I'mlm,,"m··} j' t.\ flT'/'7 t. m·!l'!' OD(f1~';t9\J 

(,"{ilt'lll' :: 

4. 7"1!l'h' fl ·.<':') (l)N!' !lm)'.£', 7tt-i\'} (1II')In) 

l7O'7M 7,A6.':-9u
:: 

5. M,'}'7t'l,IW 7,') ,e,,'1 , II I')fI. '} oo'7M (,'}.<',t'l·fl:~ 

7,0)0</: '/7e '7') (TO'?t'l(J t'l,.c")" " :~ 7tfll')""I,t'lIl':: 

6. 7"I!l'/'",' n· .\'; ') m'!l'!' !lm.!'.£', M, ,},7 t'l,lg' 

IIl')n:} an'7M ,!'!lr.Q:H'",'A:: 
I 

'.,' 
6] EXlroversion-illlroversion Scale (adapled frOIll 

Sly le Analysis Survey Scale) 

I. 7,'I!l"'?" M';') (fJ,!l ' !' h"'/.<',an,!, .£',A')' 

a nCi7C} (,lTOC{'lt'l II" : 

2. 7"e') M·C huoll lJ. I' ,"'II') 7,',!l" -",' fl'.<';'} 

an!lC'I', (To(l),!'I" )") 7,AaoC'!'9u :: 

'J 
, 

7"I!l"'7 fl ',I?;') m'!l ' I' L1I9" ilt'l 7,IL J . 

m' ,eg.')' 0'/1"1 • .<';') (,anC"lt'l II':' 

o 
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,,"/! f)utf<e 1·,1\1'1' 01'19" ~1{)d1llJ'lIl 0- ollAh >1(.\{}(II1"'19" (lITl9" 

~\t1u'lU11f1 fl· \'1I:~9" >IAfl"7"'19" 

4 Mid'>;' n·,I';'} anllC'1'- hooO!,{'I")' ~A:" 

/I'M:f" anllb,')"} 7,170 C(fl/l U·:: 

S. 9"",?O 7,'II,l:} Il/l ao 01 f,(' 01· can 1',1\~ 

') i,O!· ,H· n. ,;' I. :}9" II 1'\ n:} /loo,?/lO ,1';'1:1.", 

r Il ~}9\l: : 

6. (,',11" '",' n·,I';'1 aoIlCY, M,'I'?/I,II",' 0001,('1")' 

,I' 11 ,~.Il' "",' A : : 

F Mo/ ivai ion-Ou/pu/ Scale (adapted F am 

S/reng/II a/Motivation Scale, Ely, /986a) 

L htl<i:A i,"},r.m{'lII· ntl'!:A roNl' MtI'IOI'}h·} 
o 

\,(,',Il'h' n·,I';'} m·,e~,)· mC(I "'I1'I'n 

"Ab.A'?9":: 

2 i,'},\'. i,m·'/,/: hlf', l'i,'I'?/I.lI>;' ~/n* :r/l°;1"f,. '} 

/I "'Fi;'iA nm-~,e,)· 0!.1l'l' nanl'\'r'!: 

1''''J.~.C70l· ,}'t.,). 1'/19":: 

3. i,YI/I, IW'} fI,,'M'!,- U·'/,;J·p:r 0!.1l'}' 

/1171'(1]</'9" i' 6,A;J/lII':: 

4 n,,!V} I'll}} (,',11,"",' n',I';'} ooIlC'f' OOOJ)'I")' 
':J 

:" ,\';9",(' 1'9"l'Imm· '/ ' ,1\,e (,~,\'./l9":: 

5 n,,',Il'h' n· ,I'; '} O!'~~')' 1'1)1 ,/.,~. " -I')-h;:: 

'''I .~. I. '? i,'} ,~. "'/.m:"l7I':'; ~1'I"'1>;' A:: 

6. I""/,?, A hlf', (' ',11,">;' n',~"1 ooIlC'Y' 

m'm.!'!")·'} (,1'\"'1 ,1',1'.1.7' "'m"'l t tI'!:/I- i ', 

n,llfP,: " ' I'\;1"b, oolf'} i,b.A;J/lII·:: 

,.:\ 
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,j ' ~ fJutfce 7''<\1'':r- (In}9'' ~lfl OlI(JlII'IIJ ' (.mAfl ~lA fl lJl/ml 'l " flflJ9" 

~lfl Ol/OlIl'l I) . f'1I ;~9" ~,A fl{1l1ml'l" 

G) Strategy-Output Scale (adapted from Lalli's 

Slralegy Quesfionllaire) 

I. t'l "'I (l'I' ilt'l6.t'lh· ')· 't7C <'lil·(] ' unl', ' urh', 
) 

'well ' , ' you know ', ' r see what you mean' 

(lJIl .,. l' an<'lM .. h I'YI"lC hq:,/"l ' 

t7l'an.,<' iP:r-'} 7,m"'"'It'll! ' :: 

2 (](/) ' ,e,e,)· anfl/,\ YI"lC l'I,m1.') (]aoU/'\ ,I\?" 

7,/,\'1 1'9"'l'7LOJ" } f,Mt'lIJ':: 

, I' (\,t'l,, :r'} fI <'l'(] t'lt7DL.<\')· fJ /,\ :r· /,\?" ~ 

7, '} ,~ .. l"(] t· .;· /,\ han m I' :" ,e/'\ ,), 1J<'l(\"} "' 'l'r" 
o 

7,7/'\ 'It'll! ' :: 

4. 1J<'l(]:; t'lan"}M \,O?,L''1'~'} ')'hhNi' :}, /,\ 

<'l 1'\ (I), :" i1 '/'(.: "'ao<'l<'l,e q::E ,<'I'\'r'OI"} JPI'\') ' 

7,rIl "" '? t'll!':: 

5. \' t'l,t'l" '.r- l!<'l ' (] l-tA7fJ"i 7,'}J'·(]';'';· /'\ ') 

i.rIl ,e;J' t'lIl':: 

6. 1'I,t'l,,:r- AS'!"· J'/'\7fJ '~ i,'t!I.lJ' ~ ' },,},,}<'r 0IY.6,') · 

1'1 .. " '1' /,\ id Y.'''I: I fJ'~ "' i1t,. W"I y"L '7 
.... ( 

11·'·(Le·o/,·<-.t.\ 1 <'l/,\m,e,), 1/?" 'M, 

f, ,'I?"{Ij: I' 'I' t'l fl · : : 

H) Social class-OUiput Scale(developed based all 

the ,heoretical discussiolls ill the literature 

revinl1 

I. 07, '7t'l.lI?" 9:'}9: 1',,"/1· ao?,·'/.,r,:r'} ! ;Jlt(ll:r'} 

,-' {Ill I," 1' ,,· 1'1<;· &,/'\ ' I"'.)'- ' } (]" , 1'\ t'l' {,'!>;'t'll!':: 
, 

2. {Il1'\;O: 'I; I'YI'7C hut'l"' I, '} f,7j"/i /,\ Iny.· 

I'"'I. L-';.'~ '} {,.?'Yr ao<'l t ,l'iP 'r t'l..!" I'C(]·/,\"i 

lI ,e:)'-t'l '9": : 

~ 
\ 
~~\ - . 1 

Q 
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" 

" . '/! I]ut.f'ce 1·.1\1'1' o tl}?" ~\fltJllmJ aut.\ {} ' ,t.\{}"'I"'I 'I" (1"19" 

11f'l'''/O'/ftO' ~ f) . \'~'\~" lIAfI '''J'''/Y'' 

, M,'dl"-",' O· .~··' m.fl'l' Y· '·(\J'\>. \'TV ~:(i (\o :j'. ~ , 

1" '? .. C'h?-· '·(\· "''' '/t9'+ "-<'1').(;:; h'f; .1'(\ '/OJ.: : 

4, Y.h?" .!'(\ Oi,Y/(\.Il".' ('cro m" '?" \,~\iI ;:J-th 

<) (background) {JIll\'} M,'dH'~' rn·.~· '1 

(I). ,e,e ,). 11<'10:, uu"IMJ J','l"l"-",' t.\:: 

5, hll.U 0&.')' 1',}"I,,}C hU(\o,).'} ,,?.I\OC iI,e 

.!'./'t,.;. (' 1lt.\116 ~,;J(ll dO/.9' :r. ',O<-'"i:: 

6. ~, ',11" ,",' O',~- ', doIlC ')" (\ dOOJJ'\" )' ~, .1\.11 

OrJI'lf'" rrt.'l0· d U <'1 " ' 'f; ~,t.\~:t.\h · 9":: 

I) Social distallce-Output Scale (developed based 
o 

0 11 the theoretical discussiolls ill the literature 

review) 

I Oi,'!'?(\JI",' ~/nw . ,-~. ;Jt Ul/(l:r- I]Ut.\'j' O't, 

I]Ut.\ (7ullht.\ ."(\(11' t\(~ ',.). OO· .~·'} "' <'1-)-G:\>., 

iI .e, "'06';' ~,<'1 .~.'::: t.\:: 

2 1'li,'"I(\, II ~' !lnw ·,·e; ;Jt U1HlT I]I\'~ ~'(\ ' ;:J-'/? 

~,UUNlh') ' <'10 . ." ~'nw(ll · '1 (\cro"'/CI(\ crom'r?" 

.''N} <f; il7')' ·" '10.t.\ :: 
,J 

3 ~,',Il'h' 0'.0 (fl. 11 '!' S' (\'"i '1-', .,.<'1').(;:; 

1""/,dO',r.r.l,(fl' 1'li,'I"}(\,1I",' W'IW ·1·e;;Jt U11n:j'· 

fJl\'} {'(Il', ? -,/? ~,do(\l]h')- \, ,/-',<'1 ',OJ': : 

4 t.\h i,'} ,f. ~,"'ltll (fl. J", (fl,l'.?" ,,'}"ltV/OJ',n 
, 

1, H. "'IS1<.·)· '0e;1C 1,(11.1\(\ II' : : I 

5 ') I I (IIl.t' 1 ("j ), 'i'? 11.'1' 7 IH:'I'!? " 'iI ')'G: ), TM.II';' 
, 

~Jn* 1, ,,,,a'IC/UUf ll'l"" r,~~'H ~.e. ~'(\ ';l- q~ "'0';,";" 
'-" 

!tt\.~: ;:: t.I :: 

6 lim·m.m· n'llJ n t.ll-fl ;1C ·,··,·t·cn (\unlit··)· 

1"I'7"lC )Iull" '/;') aH~·t.I ),&.t.I;1(\O·:: 

Q 
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ZII 

:: ,.6.J·";)'Vri'~ ,!)I~Q·I' '()'v 'J.U 

.JJ-:/' ·())'7..(.v+J J-l}.(f) • /: ';$ '()' .(f) {..";),·UU ~ 

::·IIVI,I;II,I~ '/:'~I)U 

i:U 1,1 II ~I)·W ('·";),·U ·WVlJ JJ, :/' ,!, ·/' I)W 17 

:: ·WI, /",11";)' 

I) 'noo JU·U .. (·.1 ~V.) ~I) ·UJ {. :j·u ,~ · '·I)WU 
" 

0 

:: ·IIV,'"O'~ 

:H'j -1VIJ Jc' {.·";)'·u ·UJVli :JJ,:" ;!, ·/-IlW Z 

::·11 VluJuol~ U,:j·u ,?V 

,~ 1;I'if {,,";)' ·U :!< +1) 18lj (lV/.,uov ./:1,/.1. U cu 1,1 II '1 

(Mc/ttaJ 2UI1)D.1al!/ a/jllf! sl.If)! .n'l1;) !\.1P jIJ·?lIlJ.!O()IIJ 

a'il pasvq pado/atlap) alms IlId,llo -az,s dno.,!) (){ 

: : 1;1 ,~I. :J'.J ,j :H'j 

.(,.1.)Woo Jc' oJ: a5 no'" ·W:!:Vll .. (.J '1,7 .(.·'· <) 

: :uo·(I)Vc\ 

,:,'lQ./. 'ifv ';\:.91,1." i .·";)'·UU ,1,'UJV .(..{ ,I ~ o 
: : 1;1 ,!,'?'71),j' 

. (,,).)!Voo ,:,:;{u·" :JC.(. .( ·I'?'(." ' lj 17 

:: 1;1 ,~LJ'.J,) i ,,(l:j i,l~ J'~I~ :J.!,ULJ 

.. (' J 'T. -1.(. ." .1 J,I)'W -I: 'if 'if . UJ {'·";),·U,) ,!,.I ' I) 18 , 
0 

: :I;I '? '";),I,I'~ ,:,I~(I'" 'if V 

'<1:.9. /:1,1.,. +J,J'WoD ,:.·";)'·u·,· J C . (: ,{ ·I,?(. .,.lj Z 
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APPENDIXC 

Addis Ababa University 

Institute of Language Studies 

Department of Foreign Languages and Literatnre 

Graduate Studies Programme 

Interview with students 

The main aim of these questions is to supplement a stud y on the factors that hinder yo u during 

small -group oral interaction in EFL c lasses. Since the fruitfulness of the study depends upon the 

truthful ness of yo ur responses, you are kindly requested to answer the foll owing questions 

genuinely. 

Questions 

1. Do yo u form small-groups and orally interact in your Communicative Engli sh Classes? If 

yes, how o ften? 

2 . Are yo u interested to get into groups and orall y interact with your group members? Why, 

or wh y not? 

3. Is the classroom setting motivating to you? 

4. Are there fac tors that hinder you during your small-group interaction? I f yes, what are 

they? 

5. Are there an y mechanisms you have devised to free yourselves from these balTi ers? If yes, 

what are they? 

6. What is the rol e o f the teacher during your small-group oral interaction? 

7. In what ways does he/she assi st you during the ora l discussion session? 

8. How do yo u eva luate your participation and oral profici ency in compari son to yo ur 

classmates? Do yo u think that there are differences in performance? If yes, what do you 

th ink are the causes for the differences? 

9. In yo ur opinion, what should be done to make students benefit out o f the small-gro up oral 

interaction sess ions? 

10. Please tell me if you have any other comment? 

Thank yo u! 

11 6 
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APPENDIXD 

Addis Ababa University 

Institute of Language Studies 

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

Graduate Studies Programme 

Interview with instructors 

The mai n aim of these questions is to supplement a study on the factors that hinder you r students 

during small-grou p their oral interaction in EFL classes. Since the fruitfulness of the study depends 

upon the truthfulness of your responses, you are kindly requested to answer the fo llowing 

quest ions genuinel y. 

Questions 

I . Do yo u let yo ur students form small-groups and orall y interact in Communicat ive Engli sh 

Classes? If yes, how often? 

2. Are the students interested to get into groups and orall y interact with their group members? 

Why, or why not? 

3. Is the classroom setting motivating to accomplish the oral tasks? 

4. Are there factors that impede your students during their small-group interact ion? If yes, 

what are they? 

5. Are there any mechanisms you have devised to free your students from these barriers? If 

yes, what are they? 

6. What is your role during the small-group oral interaction? 

7. In what ways do you assist your students during the oral discussion session? 

8. How do yo u evaluate your students' pm1icipation and oral proficiency? Do yo u th ink that 

there is di sparity among one another in spoken performance? If yes, what do yo u think are 

the causes for such differences? 

9. In your op inion, what should be done to make your students benefit out of the small-group 

oral interaction sessions? 

10. Please te ll me if yo u have any other comment? 

Thank you r 

I 17 
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APPENDIXD 

Addis Ababa University 

Institute of Language Studies 

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

Graduate Studies Programme 

Interview with instructors 

The main aim of these questions is to supplement a study on the factors that hinder yo ur students 

during small-group their oral interaction in EFL classes. Since the fruit fulness of the study depends 

upon the truthfu lness of yo ur responses, you are kindl y requested to answer the fo llowing 

quest ions genui nely. 

Questions 

I . Do yo u let yo ur students form small-groups and orall y interact in Communicat ive Engli sh 

Classes? If yes, how often? 

2. Are the students interested to get into groups and orally interact with their group members? 

Why, or why not? 

3. Is the classroom setting motivating to accomplish the oral tasks? 

4. Are there factors that impede your students during their small-group interact ion? If yes, 

what are they? 

5. Are there any mechanisms you have devised to free your students from these ba rriers? If 

yes, what are they? 

6. What is yo ur role during the small-group oral interaction? 

7. In what ways do yo u assist your students during the oral di scussion sess ion? 

8. How do yo u evaluate your students' participation and oral proficiency? Do yo u think that 

there is disparity among one another in spoken performance? If yes, what do yo u think are 

the causes fo r such differences? 

9. In yo ur opinion, what should be done to make your students benefit out of the sma ll-group 

oral interact ion sess ions? 

10. Please te ll me if you have any other comment? 

Thank you I 
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APPENDIXE 

Addis Ababa University 

Institnte of Language Studies 

Department of Foreign Languages and Literature 

Graduate Studies Programme 

Observation checklist 

Obsel-ver' s name: _____ _ ___ _ _ Course title: ___ ___ _ 

Institution: _______ _ ____ _ Lesson topic: _ _ ___ _ 

Department : ____________ _ Section: _ __ _ 

Year· 

No Characteristic statements Yes No Remark 

I. The students show interest in the tasks employed. 

2 The students pause many times during their speech. 

3 The students spent a lot of time trying to understand 

how the tasks should be done. 

4 The teacher assists students by walking around the 

class during the oral communication. 

S Every member of the group speaks turn by turn. 

6 The students are wo rking on the tasks assigned 

attentively. 

7 The students feel free in the discussion. 

S The students are grouped taking their interest into 

account. 

9 Students use their mother tongue during oral 

interaction. 

10 Males are grouped together with females 

I I Al l members o f the small-group equa ll y participate in 

the oral interaction. 

12 Females are dominated by males. 
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