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Abstract

The purpose of this study was identifying the extent of preferences and
Jrequency of use of speaking strategies of grade 10 students of Yekatit 66 and
W/ro Kelemework Secodary Schools. Moreover, it attempted to find out if there
are significant differences between students’ extent of preferences and frequency
of use of speaking strategies and it also identified some of the major factors that
inhibit learners from using their strategy preference as frequently as possible. A
descriptive survey method was used. From the total population of 1547 students,
195 (98 male and 97 female) students, who were selected by using simple
random sampling method, were involved in the study. In order to gather the
necessary data, questionnaires, interview and classroom observations were
employed. The questionnaires were used to gather data about the extent of
preferences and the frequency of use of speaking strategies by students and to
identify the major factors that affect the use of speaking strategies. The latter
two tools were employed in order to triangulate the data gathered through the
questionnaires. Accordingly, the following results have been found. The students
showed high preferences towards all speaking strategies. However, students’
preferences towards indirect strategies were greater than the -direct one. In
addition to this, none of the strategies were employed highly; rather students
showed medium use towards all speaking strategies (affective, meta cognitive,
compensation, memory, cognitive and social strategies). Another important result
was that there was a difference between students’ extent of preference and
Jrequency of use of strategies. This means, students’ attempt to use speaking
strategies in relation to their extent of preferences were very weak. The major
Jactors that inhibited students strategy use were lack of awareness of strategies,
absence of conducive school environment, lack of EFL teachers help in teaching
the strategies, the influence of culture, fear of making mistake, fear of students
laughter and lack of experience of using strategies. Thus, it is recommended that
all concerned bodies (teachers, school principals, students, etc.) should play a
significant role in every way possible in order to make students use speaking
strategies as frequently as possible.
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Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Language researches have been continually showing an intense interest in investigating what
makes some learners more successful in learning a target language than others. This has led
them to examine the characteristics of ‘good language learners’ (Rubin, 1975). One of these
characteristics is the use of language learning strategies. Oxford (1992) provides a specific and
helpful definition of language learning strategies. Language learning strategies are specific
actions, behaviors, steps or techniques that students (often intentionally) use to improve their
progress in developing L2 skills. These strategies can facilitate the internalization, storage,
retrieval and use of new language. Strategies are tools which are self directed involvement

necessary for developing communication ability (Oxford, 1992:18).

Speaking skill being a part of L2 learning skills, speaking strategy is a crucial part of the whole
language learning strategy. Speaking strategies are assumed to be used by foreign and second

language learners to exercise their oral performance in the target language.

Different authorities’ emphasis that student’s language learning strategies play a significant
role in second /foreign language learning. Breen (cited in Brown, 1984) reports that students
are able to identify specific techniques adopted by the teacher that they prefer or believe helps
them with understanding of the new language. It can, therefore, be argued that taking students’
preferences in to account has a paramount importance for it can enhance language learning and
teaching. To do so, EFL teachers should be aware of students’ Preferences with every respect,
for example, strategies preferences, activities, etc. Barkhuizen (1998) notes that by taking
students’ preference in to account; teachers can plan and implement alternative strategies for

their class.

In the process of language learning, while learners’ preferences are one side of the coin and the
other side of the coin is teachers’ awareness of these preferences. It plays a considerable role in
influencing their decision making processes and classroom behaviors (Spratt, 1999). Therefore,

the identification of students” preferences plays a vital role in teaching —learning processes.



1.2 Statement of the Problem
Speaking is one of the important skills that have to be mastered by students in foreign language

learning. Indeed learners need to speak English and interact through it as it helps them in many

respects.

However important speaking is, students face difficulties in using foreign language for
communication. According to many findings, students’ failure to achieve the desired out come
with regard to speaking skill can possibly be resulted from their failure to use as many
speaking strategies as possible (Oxford, 1990). Nowadays, language learning strategies have
been increasingly attracting the interest of contemporary educators as they have potential to
enhance learning. Learning strategies are claimed to have the principal influence on the rate
and level of second language acquisition (Ellis, 1994; Oxford, 1990). However, at present, as |
have observed throughout my teaching experience in five years and as I heard from EFL
teachers, students make a few attempts to use as many strategies as possible to improve their
speaking skills. Accordingly, it has become common to hear teachers at different levels
complaining that their students’ command of English is very poor (below expectation) and the
teaching—learning process is highly affected. Among the complaints, students inability to
express themselves, their inability to ask questions through the medium of English, inability to
discuss with their peers are some of the problems. Over the years, many abroad and local
researchers have studied and examined the language learning strategies in general. These
research works were discussed in the literature part of this study in detail (3 external and 8
local researches pp.19 — 22). However, to the extent of my knowledge, there are only two local
research works that have been carried out on speaking strategies. These local researches are

presented below.

Tsegaye (1995), investigated on speaking strategies employed by Kotebe Teachers College
students. He found out that the number of strategies employed by students were inadequate
which is limited to compensation type. There is also a research by Melkamu (2003), who
carried out on perceived awareness, usefulness and frequency of use in the Micro Link
Information Technology College students, found out that students are less aware of most of
speaking strategies , perceive them as less useful, and less often employ a number of strategies
identified by the researcher as useful. On the other hand, there are also researches on

communication strategies which all of them restricted to the identification of strategies

2



employed by learners. Fassil (1992) has seen the communication strategies of students in high
schools. Lee (1994) has seen the type and frequency of communication strategies of students.
He found out that the type and frequency of communication strategies used by students are
determined by the students’ gender. Tiume (2005) has also researched on the verbal
communication strategies of female and male students. However, most of the research subjects
in these studies are students in different colleges and universities. As far as my knowledge is
concerned, there is little in the literature that focuses on the speaking strategies use of students’
learning English in high schools. In Ethiopia, high school is a very important stage in a
person’s life because the study in high school determines whether a person can go to have

higher education or not and what kind of higher education a person can have.

Therefore, although some researchers have investigated on speaking (communication) strategy
uses, to the extent of the researcher’s knowledge, there isn’t research work which has been
investigated on the identification of students’ extent of preferences and frequency of use of
speaking strategies and on finding out if there are any significant differences between extent of
preferences and frequency of use of speaking strategies. As a result, in order to provide more
evidence for the research of speaking strategies, this study attempted to answer the following

research questions.

1. What is students’ speaking strategy preferences like?

2. How frequently do students use speaking strategies?

3. Is there a significant difference between extent of preferences and frequency of use of
speaking strategies?

4. What are some of the factors that hinder students to use their speaking strategies

preferences as frequently as possible?

('S ]



1.3 Objectives of the Study

1.3.1 General Objective

The main objective of the study was exploring students’ extent of preferences and the

frequency of use of speaking strategies.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of the study were to:

>
>

>

Identify the students’ preference of speaking strategies.

Explore the students” frequency of use of speaking strategies.

Find out if there are any significant difference between extent of preferences
and frequency of use of speaking strategies.

Identify some of the factors that hinder students’ frequency of use of speaking

strategies.

1.4 Theoretical Framework of the Study

The current study follows Oxford’s (1990) strategy classification framework. The Strategy

Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), a strategy survey proposed by Oxford, was used to

investigate learners’ strategy preferences and use. Accordingly, the results of learners’ strategy

preferences and uses were analyzed using this system (classification).

1.5 Significance of the Study

The study is supposed to be significant for the following points:

1. This study provides feedback to the EF!. teachers about the frequency of use of

students’ speaking strategies. As a result, teachers can assist their students by bridging

the gaps in students strategy use.

2. It helps EFL teachers in providing them with awareness’s about the reasons for

students’ less use of speaking strategies and awareness’s about students’ speaking

strategies preferences. Consequently, they can teach them accordingly.

3. It may help material designers to use this paper as evidence for the importance of

speaking strategies to include it in the students’ text book.



4. It may help other interested researchers who are interested to conduct a research on the

same or related topics as a reference.

1.6 Scope of the Study

This study was conducted in Addis Ababa, particularly at Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework
secondary schools. And, this study also delimited to investigating the students’ speaking
strategy preferences and use with particular reference to grade 10 students who are learning in
the academic year 2004 E.C. The schools were selected for their proximity for the researcher

and this helped the researcher in easing the data gathering processes.

1.7 Limitation of the Study
This study has got a limitation. Because of shortage of time and financial constraints, it was
limited to only two schools. As a result of this, it could have an impact on the generalizability

of the study.
1.8 Organization of the Study

This research is aimed at investigating the preferences and use of speaking strategies of Yekatit
66 and W/ro Kelemework secondary schools of grade 10 students. It is organized in to five
chapters. The first chapter deals with the introduction which includes background of the study,
statement of the problem, research questions, objectives of the study, significance of the study,
scope of the study, theoretical framework of the study, limitation of the study and operational
definitions. The second chapter deals with review of related literatures. Under this chapter a

detailed literature works were discussed.

The third chapter deals with research methodology which includes research design, research
setting, sampling population and sampling technique, instruments of data collection, data
collection procedures and data organization and analysis procedures. The fourth chapter is
about data analysis and discussion. In this chapter a detailed analysis along with discussion of
the findings were made. Finally, in the last chapter, conclusions and possible recommendations

were drawn.



1.9 Operational Definitions
¢ Speaking Strategy Preference — the students’ desire, need or wish towards
speaking strategies to improve their progress in developing their speaking

skill.

¢ Speaking Strategy Use - the actual practice /performance/ that students’
make towards speaking strategies to improve their progress in developing

speaking skill.

¢ Speaking Strategies - are specific actions, steps or techniques that students

(often intentionally) use to improve their progress in developing .2 skills.



Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature

2.1 Theories of Speaking

Speaking a language is difficult for foreign language learners because effective oral
communication requires the ability to use the language appropriately in social interactions.
According to Richards and Renandya (2002), speaking is one of the elements of
communication where communication is the output modality and learning is the input modality
of language acquisition (Ibid, 210). According to Brown (1980:210), as a human being, we
always need communication to express our idea to do everything. What’s more as a students or
learners, they have to speak with their teacher as long as in learning process to express their

idea. Shumin as cited in Richards and Renandya (2002:208) also stated that:

“Communication in the classroom is embedded in focused meaning activity. This
requires teachers to tailor their instruction carefully to the needs of learners and teach
them how to listen to others, how to talk with others, and how to negotiate meaning in a
shared context. Out of interaction, learners will learn how to communicate verbally
and nonverbally as their language store and language skills develop. Consequenily,
they give and take exchanges of messages. It will enable them to create discourse that
coveys their intention in real life communication”.

Therefore, in formal environment, teachers and students have to always interact to make
communication because most of our daily communications remain interactional and language
instructors should provide learners with opportunities for meaningful communicative behavior
about relevant topic by using interaction as the key to teach language for communication
because communication derives essentially from interaction. In other view, speaking is
fundamental and instrumental act. Speakers talk in order to have some effect on their listeners.
They assert things to change their state of knowledge. They ask them questions to get them to
provide information. They request things to get them to do things for them. And they promise,
warn, and exclaim to affect them in still other ways. The nature of the speech act should
therefore play a control role in the process of speech production. Speakers begin with the
intention of affecting their listeners in a particular way. They select and utter a sentence they

will bring just this affect (Clark, 1997:223).



2.2 Language Learning Strategies

2.2.1 Definition of Strategy
The word strategy comes from the ancient Greek word Strategia, which means steps or actions
taken for the purpose of winning a war known as military strategy (Wikipedia, 2009). Learning
strategies are broadly defined as operations and procedures employed by learners to facilitate
the process of acquisition, storage, retrieval, and use of information in their learning (Rigney,
1978). Learning strategies are "techniques, approaches, or deliberate actions that students take
in order to facilitate the learning and recall of both linguistic and content area information”
(Wenden, 1987:6). Oxford (1990) considers that "any specific action taken by the learner to
make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more

transferable to new situations" is a language learning strategy.

2.2.2 Speaking Strategies
A theoretical assumption behind learning strategy, which is widely discussed in the literature,
is that language learning is a cognitive process that learners promote their knowledge and
approach to language learning. Griffiths and Parr (2001) comment that some students are more
successful at learning a language than others, which is of course to do no more than state the

obvious.

Language strategy theory postulates that, other things being equal, at least part of this
differential success rate is attributable to the variety of strategy, which different learners bring
to the task. So what speaking strategy do learners bring to the speaking task? Fairly enough
account has been documented in this regard. In fact, what is referred to as speaking strategies
in this study has been referred by different writers differently as: ‘talking strategies’,
‘communicative strategy’, ‘production strategies’, ‘conversation strategies’, etc. though all

have come up with more or less a similar list of speaking strategies.

To start with, Naiman et al. (1978) identified the different strategy in light of the various
language skills. They identified strategies used in facilitating speaking such as avoidance of
fear of making mistakes, contact with native speakers, asking for correction, and memorizing
dialogues. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) too identified certain L2 learning strategies
concomitant with speaking. Some of them were rehearsing to carry out a forth coming

speaking task  (functional planning), checking the appropriateness of one’s own oral



production while it is taking place or after (self —-mentoring or self evaluation), imitating a
language model (repetition) using previous linguistic knowledge or prior skills to assist
production ( transfer), making an oral summary of new information gained, translation,
question for clarification, and working together with one or more peers to accomplish several

learning activities (co-operation).

Likewise, Oxford (1990) identified and described strategies as applied to the four language
skills. Some of the strategies identified in relation to the speaking skill were getting help, or by
explicitly asking for clarification or verification and using physical motion such as mime or

gesture in place of an expression during a conversation to indicate to meaning.

Some other studies on strategies used to accomplish talking in a foreign language have
concentrated particularly on compensatory activities and on pragmatics learning to perform
certain kinds of speech acts appropriately. Poulisse et al. (1987) analyzed communication
breakdown and repair strategies in conversations between Dutch high school students and
English native speakers to include a variety of common functional language situations
(apologizing, complaining, responding, requesting) on role-play cards to elicit how learners
would go about and interactional situations. Finally, a full account of the results has been given
and the research has been discussed in Cohen (1998: 240-255) (under the general heading-test
taking, for this role-play elicitation task is more analogous to communicative tests than to the
chance encounters of real life) in terms of methodology, strategies revealed, focus of attention

during processing, the language of thought, and individual differences of style.

2.2.3 Learners’ Preferences
The literature on the views of the students regarding the teaching learning of an L2 shows that
learners have explicit beliefs about how to learn the target language. These beliefs can
influence their learning behavior, which is what learners do to help them; learn the target
language. According to Nunan (1999:144), adult value their own experience as a resource for
further learning, and that they learn best when they have personal investment in the program
and the content is personally relevant. Furthermore, Nunan argue that learner should never be
forced to engage in learning experiences to which they object (1988:46). He goes on to say that
if this doesn’t happen, then resistance may be expected. Such resistance may not be overt, but

manifested itself in the form of passive resistance to the fearning process.



Therefore, it is important to consider the views and preferences of the learners’ and their
implication for language learning. Learners’ beliefs are important since they direct their
attitudes and expectations towards methods (strategies) as well as classrooms activities. Thus,
it is vital to guide them to their perception of their language teaching and learning. If learners
use the strategies that they prefer intensively, they will be benefited in improving the target
language and be useful for implementing a program. Learning is also more effective if

methodology and study mode are geared around students preferences.

2.3 Classifications of Language Learning Strategy

Classification of language learning strategies has primarily followed the theory of cognition
(Macaro, 2001). Cognition refers to how the brain works for information processing and
retrieval. Strategies are used to retrieve and store new information in the brain till this
information becomes ‘automatic” and such strategies are classified into a system by researchers
and educators. Classification of strategies has many advantages. Strategy subsets enable
researchers to describe the correspondence between mental processes and strategic processes
(O'Malley and Chamot, 1990). Strategy inventories may also serve as a valuable reference
guide for educational instructors in the process Of promoting autonomy in the language
learner. Regardless of its advantage, different researchers classified language learning
strategies in different ways. O'Malley and Chamot (1990:99) have differentiated strategies in to
three categories: cognitive, meta cognitive and social/affective. Cognitive strategies are
specified as learning steps that learners take to transform new material, for instance, inference,

contextual guessing and relating new information to other concepts from memory.

Meta cognitive strategies involve consciously directing one’s own efforts into the learning
task. Social/Affective strategies involve interaction with another person or taking control of
one’s own feelings on language learning. Oxford’s (1990) strategy inventory for language
learning (SILL) is another classification system linking groups through a series of self-report
assessments and questionnaires. Oxford divides strategies into two major classes: direct and
indirect. Direct strategies refer to subconscious tasks, which are inherently learnt while indirect
strategies refer to more conscious strategies. These two classes are again subdivided into six

sub-groups of memory, cognitive, compensation, social, affective and meta cognitive.

These subsets are interwoven with each other, creating an occasional overlap in the strategy

groups. Oxford’s inventory is attractive in number of ways. It is designed in a way to suit not
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only students learning English as a second/foreign language (ESL/EFL) in America but also
students of any country. The inventory has already been translated into many languages and
used as an effective tool for measuring strategy preferences and developmental stages in
strategy usage (Oxford and Burry-Stock, 1995). The inventory also has a well-understood
underlying structure for strategy categorization and employs a wide range of strategies, all
items of which are checked and rechecked for validity and reliability. Wenden and Rubin
(1987) again classified learning strategies into two categories: Cognitive (steps used by
learners to process linguistic and socio-linguistic contents) and self-management planning,
monitoring and evaluating), on the basis of their learning functions. Macaro (2001)
conceptualizes all language learning strategies as standing in a continuum without a clear line

dividing the strategy types into particular areas.

Cognitive strategies lie at one end with their inherent, subconscious, automated tasks and Meta
cognitive/Social/Affective at the other end with their conscious, evaluative strategies. Much of
this classification research has been conducted in English as second/foreign language
(ESL/EFL) settings. Regardless of how they are classified, the exact number of strategies

available and how these strategies should be classified still remain open for discussion.

However, a classification reported so far supported the view that Oxford’s classification of
learning strategies encompasses all aspects of strategy use and is the most comprehensive
classification to date (Ellis, 1994). It has further been validated by Oxford (1990) through
factor analysis measures and has proved to be the most valid classification of language learning
strategies. The strategy categories (i.e., cognitive, meta cognitive, affective, social, memory
and compensation) in Oxford’s classification will, therefore, form the framework based on
which the LLS that will be reported by participants in this study will be categorized and

analyzed. Each strategy type is described as follows:

2.3.1 Direct Strategies

2.3.1.1 Memory Strategies
Memory strategies help learners’ link one L2 item or concept with another but do not
necessarily involve deep understanding. Various Memory related strategies enable learners to
learn and retrieve information in an orderly string (e.g., acronyms), while other techniques

create learning and retrieval via sounds (e.g., rhyming), images (e.g., a mental picture of the
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word itself or the meaning of the word), a combination of sounds and images (e.g., the
keyword method), body movement (e.g., total physical response), mechanical means (e.g.,
flashcards), or location (e.g., on a page or blackboard) (see Oxford, 1990 for details and

multiple examples).

Memory strategies are often used for memorizing vocabulary and structures in initial stages of
language learning, but that learners need such strategies much less when their arsenal of

vocabulary and structures has become larger. (Ibid)

2.3.1.2 Cognitive Strategies
Cognitive strategies enable the learner to manipulate the language material in direct ways, e.g.,
through reasoning, analysis, note-taking, summarizing, synthesizing, outlining, reorganizing
information to develop stronger schemas (knowledge structures), practicing in naturalistic
settings, and practicing structures and sounds formally. Cognitive strategies were significantly
related to L2 proficiency in studies by, Oxford (1990) and Park (1994), among others. All three

were specifically in EFL settings.

2.3.1.3 Compensation Strategies
Compensation strategies (e.g., guessing from the context in listening and reading; using
synonyms and “talking around” the missing word to aid speaking and writing; and strictly for
speaking, using gestures or pause words) help the learner make up for missing knowledge.
Cohen (1998) asserted that compensation strategies that are used for speaking and writing
(often known as a form of communication strategies) are intended only for language use and
must not be considered to be language learning strategies. However, Oxford (1990) contends
that compensation strategies of any kind, even though they might be used for language use,
nevertheless, aid in language learning as well. After all, each instance of L2 use is an
opportunity for more L2 learning. Oxford and Ehrman (1995) demonstrated that compensation
strategies are significantly related to L2 proficiency in their study of native-English-speaking

learners of foreign languages.

2.3.2 Indirect Strategies

2.3.2.1 Meta Cognitive Strategies
Meta cognitive strategies (e.g., identifying one’s own learning style preferences and needs,

planning for an L2 task, gathering and organizing materials, arranging a study space and a
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schedule, monitoring mistakes, and evaluating task success, and evaluating the success of any
type of learning strategy) are employed for managing the learning process overall. Among
native English speakers learning foreign languages, Purpura (1999:61) found that Meta
cognitive strategies had "a significant, positive, direct effect on cognitive strategy use,
providing clear evidence that Meta cognitive strategy use has an executive function over

cognitive strategy use in task completion".

2.3.2.2 Affective Strategies
Affective strategies, such as identifying one’s mood and anxiety level, talking about feelings.
rewarding oneself for good performance, and using deep breathing or positive self talk, have
been shown to be significantly related to L2 proficiency in research by Oxford and Ehrman
(1995) among native English speakers learning foreign languages. However, in other studies,
such as that of Mullins (1992) with EFL learners in Thailand, Affective strategies showed a
negative link with some measures of L2 proficiency. One reason might be that as some
students progress toward proficiency, they no longer need Affective strategies as much as
before. Perhaps because learners’ use of cognitive, meta cognitive, and social strategies is
related to greater L2 proficiency and self-efficacy, over time there might be less need for

affective strategies as learners’ progress to higher proficiency.

2.3.2.3 Social Strategies
Social strategies (e.g., asking questions to get verification, asking for clarification of a
confusing point, asking for help in doing a language task, talking with a native-speaking
conversation partner, and exploring cultural and social norms) help the learner work with
others and understand the target culture as well as the language. Social strategies were
significantly associated with L2 proficiency in the investigation of native-English-speaking

foreign language learners by Oxford and Ehrman (1995).

2.4 Factors Affecting Students Learning Strategy Uses

The vast literature on language learning strategies points to a number of factors believed to
correlate with learners’ use of language learning strategies either in ESL or EFL contexts with
a rather high exposure to the foreign language. Among these, beliefs about language learning,
learners’ level of language proficiency, motivation, learning style and other personality related
variable, gender, years of language learning and influence of culture and context have been

shown to have a strong effect on learners’ use of different types of strategies.
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2.4.1 Beliefs about Language Learning
Wenden (1986b) found that learners could discuss different aspects of their language learning.
Among others, those aspects included beliefs about the best ways to learn a second language.

the language itself, and the selection of strategies.

Researchers (Horwitz, 1987; Wenden, 1986a) proposed a relationship between students’
beliefs about language learning and their strategies use. They argued that learners’ beliefs
about language learning provide an explanation for their choice to use certain language
learning strategies. Learners’ beliefs about language itself and how it is learned seem to

influence their use of strategies.

In a study on the relationship between EFL learners’ beliefs and learning strategies, Yang
(1999: 518) found that learners who had strong self-efficacy beliefs used several types of
strategies. Yang (1999: 530) also found that students’ “beliefs about the value and nature of
spoken English™ are significantly correlated with “more frequent use of formal oral practice

strategies”.

Riley (1996: 155) asserts that beliefs about a language and how it is learned may shape or at
least affect learners” attitudes, motivation or behaviors in the process of learning that language.
McDonough (1995: 9) pointed out that our beliefs “forms the basis for our personal decisions
as to how to proceed”. Wen and Johnson (1997: 40) found that belief variables were very
influential and consistent on strategies variables, which made them, suggest that teachers and
materials writers have to take into consideration the learners’ preconceived knowledge about

learning a language.

Evidence suggests that language learners have certain beliefs about how languages are learned
(Wenden and Rubin, 1987) and that learners can have a conscious knowledge of their mental

processes (O’Malley and Chamot, 1989).

Researchers have differentiated between Meta cognitive knowledge and beliefs (Alexander and
Dochy, 1995). They argue that beliefs are idiosyncratic, subjective and value related. Wenden
(1998: 517) argued that there are certain properties which characterize both Meta cognitive
knowledge and beliefs, but she agrees with Alexander and Dochy (1995) by suggesting that
beliefs are distinct from meta cognitive knowledge because they are value related,

idiosyncratic, and they “tend to be held more tenaciously than knowledge”.
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In this study, Wenden’s (1998) view is accepted as a definition of beliefs about language

learning.

2.4.2 Learners Levels of Language Proficiency
A high level of proficiency has been associated with an increased use of both direct and
indirect strategies (Green and Oxford, 1995), more specifically; Cognitive and Meta cognitive
strategies show high correlations with high language proficiency levels (Peacock and Ho,
2003). O’Malley et al. (1985b), for example, studied the range, type and frequency of language
learning strategies used by beginning and intermediate high school L2 learners. Their results
revealed that while both groups used more cognitive than Meta cognitive strategies,
intermediate students used more Meta cognitive strategies than the beginners. On the other
hand, a translation strategy was used more by beginners, whereas contextualization was used
more by the intermediate level students. Chen (1990), too, in a study on the relationship
between communication strategies and the proficiency level of L2 learners found that low-
proficiency students employed more communication strategies than high-proficiency ones. The
results indicated that high-proficiency learners mainly employed linguistic-based
communication strategies (such as using synonyms) more frequently than low-proficiency
learners, while the latter mainly made use of knowledge-based strategies. Park (1997)
examined the relationship between the use of LLS’S and the proficiency level of 332 Korean
students learning English as a foreign language. The results of his study showed a linear
correlation between LLS’s use and language proficiency. Furthermore, all six categories of
LLS’s as well as the overall strategy use were significantly correlated with the test of English

as a foreign language (TOEFL) scores used to gauge their proficiency level.

2.4.3 Motivation
Another variable widely examined with respect to its relationship with LLS’s use is
motivation. Oxford and Nyikos (1989), who studied the effect of a number of factors on
strategy use, including motivation, found the latter as the single most important factor
influencing strategy use. Mcintyre and Noels (1996) examined the relationship between LLS’s
and motivational level among undergraduate foreign language learners. They reported that,
compared with less motivated learners, those who were substantially motivated, tended to
adopt more learning strategies and used them more frequently. Tamada (1996) scrutinized the

effect of instrumental and integrative motivation on the strategy use of 24 Japanese ESL
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college students in England. The findings of the study showed that both integrative and
instrumental motivation had a significant effect on learners’ choice of LLS’s. Chang and
Huang (1999), too, studied the relationship between instrumental and integrative motivation on
the LLS’s use of 48 Taiwanese graduate and undergraduate students at a public university in
the US. The results of the study showed that the total number of learning strategies were
associated with motivational level. Conversely, social strategies were the least frequently used
strategies by the participants and the only ones associated with extrinsic motivation. Yang
(1999) studied the relationship between the learners’ self-perceived motivation and their use of
LLS’s (as assessed by the SILL). The results showed a positive correlation between the level of
motivation and the use of LLS’s. Finally, Macleod (2002) found that strategy use was not
affected by the participants’ particular motivational orientation (whether instrumental or

integrative), but, rather, by motivational level.

2.4.4 Gender
The effect of gender on strategy use has been thoroughly investigated along with other
variables (Ehrman and Oxford, 1989). In the majority of these studies, females have

consistently been reported as using LLS’s more frequently than males (Wharton, 2000).

2.4.5 Years of Language Learning
The relationship between the years of language learning and the use of language learning
strategies has also been investigated, though not as widely as other factors. Ramirez (1986)
showed that the years of language learning affected the use of nine (out of 50) strategies
indicated in the inventory. In a different type of study, Ok (2003) investigated the effect of
school years on LLS use but found no evidence that learners’ LLS use in all six categories
increased during a certain school year. Third-year students had higher mean scores than first-
year students in two strategy groups, namely, compensation and memory. In contrast, the mean
scores of first-year students were higher in the other four strategy groups, i.e., meta cognitive,

cognitive, affective and social strategies.

In brief, research in the area of LLS’s has resulted in a wealth of information with respect to
the type and nature of strategy use by learners belonging to different proficiency levels,
motivation categories, age groups, cultural backgrounds, educational contexts, gender and
learning styles. However, as previously mentioned, a majority of these studies have been

conducted in Persian ESL learners’ contexts where the quality and quantity of the learners’
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access to the target language greatly differs from those in EFL contexts (Brown, 1994). Even
the few studies done on EFL learners have taken place in contexts such as Korea, Taiwan,
Hong Kong and Singapore where EFL learners’ exposure to the target language, be it in the
form of contact with native speakers or media, is much greater than that of learners in EFL
contexts like Iran. Such contextual limitations could not only result in differences in EFL
learners’ patterns of strategy use but also affect the degree and nature of the impact such

variables as proficiency level and motivation exert on their LLS use.

2.4.6 Influence of Culture and Context

As discussed above, the learner’s goals, the context of the learning situation, and the cultural
values of the learner’s society can be expected to have a strong influence on choice and
acceptability of language learning strategies. For example, in a culture that prizes individual
competition and has organized its educational system around competitive tasks, successful
language learners may prefer strategies that allow them to work alone rather than social

strategies that call for collaboration with others.

Two SILL studies illustrate some of the learning strategy preferences reported by students in
different cultural contexts. A study of ethnically Chinese, bilingual Singaporean university
students studying a foreign language (French or Japanese) found that students reported a
preference for social strategies as well as a disinclination to use affective strategies (Wharton,
2000). Another study looked at the language learning strategies of students in a university
advanced Spanish writing class and compared achievement on a writing sample between those
students speaking Spanish as a first or heritage language and those learning Spanish as a

foreign language (Olivares-Cuhat, 2002).

As could be expected, students with a Spanish language background were graded higher on
their writing samples than the other students, but they also showed a greater preference for
affective and memory strategies and these latter were highly correlated with writing

achievement.

Preliminary findings of a current study of learning strategies used by university students of less
commonly taught languages indicate that both heritage speakers of Arabic and students of
Arabic as a foreign language share many of the same challenges and consequent learning

strategies for learning modern standard Arabic, but also demonstrate differences (Chamot, et
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al.1987). For instance, heritage speakers reported using Meta cognitive strategies to overcome
interference from their Arabic dialects when they attempted to speak modern standard Arabic,
but, unlike the foreign language students had no difficulty in discriminating Arabic sounds and

hence did not report any learning strategies for listening comprehension.

The implications for teaching are that language teachers need to find out what learning
strategies students are already using for the different tasks they undertake in the language
classroom. An open discussion of reasons why students use the strategies they identify can
help teachers understand cultural and contextual factors that may be influencing their students.
This can lead to clarification of the task’s demands where there is a mismatch with students’
current learning strategies. By understanding the task more clearly, students will likely be more

motivated to try new strategies to complete it.
2.4.7 Learning Styles and Other Personality- Related Variables

The seventh and final problematic issue involves what is perceived by some as an inadequate
linking of learning strategies and learning styles in the language learning field. Learning
strategies do not operate by themselves, but rather are directly tied to the learner's underlying
learning styles (i.e., general approaches to learning) and other personality-related variables
(such as anxiety and self-concept) in the learner (Brown, 1994). They are also related to
demographic factors like sex, age, and ethnic differences (Oxford 1989). Schmeck (1988)
underscores the need to understand learning strategies in the context of learning styles, which
he defines as the expression of personality specifically in the learning situation. Schmeck also
exhorts researchers to view learning styles and learning strategies in the context of general
personality factors such as the following introversion /extroversion, reflectiveness/
impulsiveness, field independence/ dependence, self-confidence, self-concept, self-efficacy,
creativity, anxiety, and motivation (intrinsic/extrinsic) (Oxford and Cohen, 1992). According
to Schmeck (1988: 179) a learning strategy disembodied from personality-related factors is

"only a short-term prop for learning".

Studies on strategy use point to the fact that an individual’s learning style preferences influence
the type of LLS they use (Ehrman and Oxford, 1990). Extroverts, for example, show a strong

preference for social strategies, while introverts use meta cognitive strategies more frequently
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(Ehrman and Oxford, 1990); learners who favor group study are shown to use social and

interactive strategies, such as working with peers or requesting clarification (Rossi-le, 1995).

There are also many other language learning strategy studies over the last decade that have
looked at cognitive and meta-cognitive strategy use but have failed to gather, analyze, or report
personality-related, social, and demographic information about the subjects. Factors such as
motivation, beliefs, attitudes, anxiety, learning style, world knowledge, sex, and ethnicity have

received lesser emphasis (Oxford and Cohen 1992).

2.5 Studies on Speaking Strategies

2.5.1 International Researches’
The first study that I will present was carried out by Issitt (2008) in a UK university during a
ten-week pre-semester program of English for academic purposes, which prepared students for
the speaking test of the International English language testing system (IELTS). This
preparation consisted of three aspects: 1) developing students’ confidence with an emphasis on
reducing exam anxiety and on offering exam practice, 2) providing students with the IELTS
regulations so as to better inform the students as to what the speaking test was about, and 3)
making students aware of the marking of the [ELTS exam criteria and helping them to adjust
their speaking performance to match these criteria. In this course 35 students participated;
however, only 13 took the IELTS exam because the other 22 had already entered their
respective university departments. The results showed that the training of these students in
strategic performance aided them in passing the test with the required scores for university
entrance. Although the sample was small, the preparation of students in the use of strategies
made them better prepared to tackle tasks in foreign language learning. According to Issitt
(2008: 136), “encouraging students to use a variety of perspectives may also help motivate
them to study independently and to consider different theoretical positions”. This aspect of
learner training is important, because one of the desired goals of education is to help learners to
think critically so that they are in charge of their learning process. Learner training allows

students to transfer these strategies to other aspects of the learning process.

The second study analyzed was carried out by Mugford (2007), who interviewed 84 EFL
(English as a foreign language) users in Mexico in order to identify impolite interactional

situations experienced by Mexican students and teachers.
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Mugford (2007) argues that rudeness is a part of everyday language usage and should be
included in language classes in order to prepare learners to interact in impolite situations. Due
to the results of the study, Mugford argues for the inclusion of activities to prepare students to
deal with this type of communicative exchange. Although he does not specifically refer to
these practices as speaking strategies, he does advocate strategy training as a tool to better

prepare learners for real life speaking exchanges.

The third study was conducted by Gallagher-Brett (2007), who applied a questionnaire to elicit
information concerning learners’ beliefs about speaking a foreign language. The students
surveyed were in their final year at a secondary school in south east England, and were
learning German. The questionnaire consisted of statements with a rating scale from one to
five (one is 'strongly disagree' and five is 'strongly agree'). Students had to identify to what
extent they agreed or disagreed with the statements. Students were also asked to answer open-
ended questions in order to find out the strategies used while speaking in the foreign language.
According to Gallagher-Brett (2007), the three strategies used most by students were
practicing, revising, and repetition at home after revision. Although the results were from a
very small number of participants, they reveal that the participants used strategies when
speaking a foreign language. An interesting feature of the findings was the acknowledgement
by students of failure due to individual factors related to their actions, efforts and feelings. This
refers to the participants’ awareness of themselves as learners and of their responsibility for
their own learning actions and outcomes. The two main themes emerging from this study are:
awareness of strategy use by students, and the role of affective factors such as confidence,
mood and anxiety when speaking a foreign language. The students stated that practice and
revision are the most important activities conducive to successful speaking of a foreign
language. These two strategies are met cognitive and although they are important, my main
argument in this article is the need to train students in the use of speaking strategies to help

them better their performance when interacting in English.

2.5.2 Local Researches

The first study was conducted by Tsegay (1995), who made an attempt to investigate and
describe the current speaking strategies used by first year students majoring English at the
Kotebe College of Teacher Education. Twenty five students were involved. The result revealed

that the majority of the students involved in this study were found to be strategic and generally
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to utilize various speaking strategies believed by researcher to facilitate successful speaking.
According to the results, although the subjects appeared to be generally promising and with
remarkable interest to develop their speaking skill, there were certain strategies which were
either rarely or never used by them. Some known strategies appeared to be used less frequently
and were less developed because the students had lack of awareness and experience.

The second study was carried out by Melkamu (2003) who made an attempt to investigate
perceived awareness, usefulness, and frequency of use of speaking among 311 students at
Micro Link Information Technology College in Addis Ababa — Ethiopia, based on a 40 item
self-report questionnaire. The subjects were asked to rate each strategy on a 5 point scale. The
ratings of awareness and usefulness have been used to predict the frequency of use of 40
speaking strategies. The student- rating of usefulness has been compared with teachers’
perceptions of usefulness of the strategies to see the (mis)match in their perception of strategy

usefulness.

Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviation) and multiple regressions have been used
in analyzing the data. The results of the analyses indicate that most of the speaking strategies
believed likely to assist in developing better speaking proficiency have received low rating of
awareness, usefulness and frequency of use by the majority of the students in this study.
Further analyses reveal that awareness and usefulness play a role in overall strategy use and the
use of certain types of strategies. It indicates that 88 percent of the variability in the frequency
of strategy use is accounted for strategy awareness and perceived strategy usefulness. Overall,
the use of four out of five (80 percent) strategies is predicted by a combination of awareness

and usefulness.

There were also other researches’ that have been investigated on the communication strategies.
Tesfaye (2007) had conducted a study on communication strategies utilized by Omo TTI
Traineee Teachers’ in oral production of English. His subjects were Gamo and Ambharic
departments’ students. Finally, he concluded that Ambharic trainees were better than Gamo
trainees in employing the strategies. On the other hand, female trainees of Amharic department
were as effective as the male counter parts in the same department. Almaz (2007) has
conducted a study on communication strategies used by male and female students in class
room interaction: Kotebe College of Teachers Education first year language of students in

focus. At the end she concluded that, though there was significance gender difference in
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frequency of some of the strategies (that is male students used the strategies in a better
frequency than female) there was no gender difference in types of communication strategics
used by male and female students of Ketebe College of Teachers™ Education.

Tiume (2005) also has identified communication strategies used by male and female students
at Unity University in different task types. He concluded that females using communication

strategies frequently than males in some task.

Fasil (1992) has concluded a study on communication strategy employed by senior high school
students in oral production of English. Finally, he found out that achievements on the type of
task students were provided. Moreover, proficiency level and the task types determine

selection of specific strategies.

Kumelachew (2011) also investigated on communication strategies used by under graduate
fourth year English majors at Addis Ababa University. He found out that students were using
any twelve types of communication strategies. However, they didn’t know the term
communication strategy as referred to those techniques’ they always use to solve their

language difficulties.

Tibebu (2011) also conducted on communication strategies used by English third year students
of Debre Markos University. He found out that students frequently use time gaining, asking for
help, substitution, function, and form avoidance, literal translation and description strategies.
On the other hand, message abandonment, language switching, over generalization and word

coinage was the least frequently used strategies.

The above research works were helpful directly or indirectly to the researcher to see the gap

and do accordingly.
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Chapter Three: Research Design and Methodology

3.1 Research Design

Descriptive survey method was employed by using both qualitative and quantitative approach.
This method was used recognizing that all methods have limitations; researchers felt that
biases inherent in any single method could neutralize or cancel the biases of other methods.
The type of mixed method which was applied in this research is concurrent triangulation.
Triangulating data sources (a means for seeking convergence across qualitative and
quantitative methods) is important (Jick, 1979 as cited in Creswell, 2007). This was because; it
was helpful to the overall strength of the study than using either quantitative or qualitative
research (Creswell, 2007). For this very fact, the researcher used this mixed method) to explore
the students’ speaking strategy preferences and use of speaking strategies and the factors that

hinders students to use their speaking strategy preferences as effectively as possible.

3.2 The Setting

The study was carried out at Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework secondary schools which are
found in Arada Sub city, Addis Ababa. These schools were purposefully selected based on two
major considerations. Firstly, there are teachers I personally know who can cooperate in
facilitating the data gathering processes to have as reliable information as possible. Secondly,

the school is close to the researcher.

3.3 Sampling Population and Sampling Technique

This section provides a clear picture about the sampling population from whom the samples
were selected. In addition to this, it also provides details on the techniques that have been

employed in order to select the best representative sample of the study.

3.3.1 Sampling Population
The sampling population of this study was grade 10 Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework
secondary schools students who are learning in the academic year 2004. Accordingly, the total
populations of the study in the two schools were 1547. Grade ten students were selected
because it was supposed that they would have better understanding of the subject (concept) of

the study, so that this resulted in the success of the study.



3.3.2 Sampling Technique
There were 11 and 20 sections of grade 10 students at Yekatit 66 and W/ro kelemework
secondary schools respectively. Each section has a students' ranging from 45 - 55. W/ro
Kelemework school has 1007 students (476 male and 531 female) and Yekatit 66 has 540
students (322 male and 218 female). Accordingly, 14 % -141 students (71 male and 70 female)
and 10 % - 54 students (27 male and 27 female) of the total population from W/ro kelemework
and Yekatit 66 grade 10 students were selected using simple random sampling technique. The
reason for selecting 14 and 10 percent of the total population was that Singh (2007) stated that
a descriptive type of research needs greater amount of participants to generalize for the total
population and 10 to 20 percent is the range for selecting the sample of the population. These
samples were selected from each section by taking 10-15 percent of the students using simple
random sampling technique in order to obtain best representative sample of a population for it

gives an equal and independent chance of being selected for each and every population.

3.4 Instruments of Data Collection

In order to gather the necessary data, three instruments were employed. These were
questionnaires, interview and classroom observation. Each of the tools was discussed as

follow:

3.4.1 Questionnaire
The questionnaire designed for this paper was based on the survey designed by Oxford (1990).
The survey in this paper was based on students’ responses to a list of thirty statements about
speaking strategies. These statements were grouped according to six strategy types. Items 1-5
were memory strategies, [tems 610 were cognitive strategies, Items 11-15 were compensation
strategies, Items 16-20 were meta cognitive strategies, Items 21-25 were affective strategies,

and Ttems 26-30 were social strategies.

The SILL is a Likert-scale measurement that presents a set of strategies for language learning
across skills. However, for the sake of the present study. only those strategies that are related to
speaking strategy were selected from all strategy types. T he SILL was used for two purposes.
Firstly, students were asked to show the extent of their speaking strategy preferences with the
rating from 1 ‘Never’ to 5 ‘Very great extent’. Secondly, they were also asked to express the

frequency of use of speaking strategy with the statements from 1 ‘Never true of me’ to 5
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‘Always true for me’. In addition to this, another questionnaire was also employed in order to
gather data on the levels of seriousness of the major factors that hindered students to use

speaking strategies as frequently as possible in order to improve their speaking skills.

In this study, the SILL as well as the other questionnaire was presented in Ambharic to the
participants to ensure that possible failure to understand the instructions or questions would not

affect the responses.

3.4.2 Observation
In the students’ observation, the students were looked at to obtain data on the six strategy types
identified by Oxford. Since it was difficult to observe all the sections, the researcher observed
5 sections from W/ro Kelemewok and 4 sections from Yekatit 66 School. Each section was
observed twice for 10 to 15 minutes. The sections were selected randomly. The students were
observed in order to triangulate the data gained through the questionnaire by noticing the
students’ actual use of speaking strategies. However, Observation of students cannot reliably

identify all these strategies. It was particularly useful for some.

3.4.3 Interview
Structured interview were designed to elicit the students’ types of strategies they used in
facilitating their speaking skill or proficiency. Such structured interview was found to be useful
in obtaining information pertinent to the research problem. Hence, cight structured questions
were included assuming that they would represent the various categories used in the

questionnaire. It was administered as a follow up to the questionnaire.

Since it was difficult to interview all the subjects, of the one hundred ninety five students who
filled the questionnaire, 10 percent (20 students) in which 6 students from Yekatit 66 and 14
students from W/ro Kelemework School who were selected randomly were interviewed. The
interview was more reliable and productive in eliciting a deeper insight than the observation in
this research. This was because some students’ behaviors related to mental activity were not

detected through observation

3.5 Data Collection Procedure
The data were collected having self administered questionnaire, interview and observation. T he
questionnaires were prepared in English. The Amharic version was distributed to the students

to ease their understanding of the various sub strategies. It was piloted and reviewed by
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different people before it was administered. Then, in order to ease the data collection process,
the researcher gave each teacher a copy of the questionnaires in charge of the class by giving
them an orientation on how to administer. He told them that at the beginning of the data
collection process, they have to explain the Purpose of the study and the data collection
procedures to the students. Accordingly, for the 11 sections in Yekatit 66 and 20 sections in
Kelemework, 11 and 20 course teachers administered the questionnaire to students in their
classes respectively. The researcher was moving through the classes to avoid misunderstanding
when created. The questionnaires were administered in the last period by taking some regular
class time because the school administrator (Director) informed the researcher that it was
difficult to organize the students to administer in one place. After the questionnaires’ data
collection process was over, interview was carried out by the researcher for the total of twenty
students in the two schools so as to triangulate the data gained through the questionnaire.
Finally, following the interview, classroom observation was carried out by the researcher in

order to make sure that all the data gained through the questionnaires and interview holds true.

3.6 Data Organization and Analysis Procedure

The data were analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively since the approach of the study
was mixed. Data from the questionnaire was analyzed quantitatively. It was presented in tables
- which the students were asked to indicate the extent of preference and frequency of use. The
students’ responses under each item were tabulated under five rating scales that range from
‘always (5) to ‘never’ (1) for strategy use and ‘very extent’ (5) to ‘never’ (1) for strategy
preference. The organized data were calculated in to percentages and mean values. The
analysis was made for each single item based on the sample students. The analysis of the data
followed the classification scheme developed by Oxford (1990). Then, based on their mean
values the six strategies were put in their rank order. And, for the sake of analysis the five point
Likert scales were warped into three parts. These were: 1.00 _2.49= low, 2.5 3.49= medium
and 3.50 _ 5.00= high. Data collected through the other instruments were qualitatively
analyzed. To do so different steps were followed. First, the data was organized to check for
their completeness and quality. Then, the data organized was described and interpreted

qualitatively along with the questionnaire because their purpose was triangulation.

The t-test was also used to see if the differences between the mean scores for extent of

o G

preference and frequency of use were statically significant or not. This was carried out in the
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following ways. The table value for sample size 120 is 1.96 at 95% confidence interval. Hence,
if the calculated t-value is greater than 1.96 for degree of freedom (df) = 388 and p<0.05, there

is significant differences and vice versa.

Finally, based on the analysis made, the data was discussed and conclusions were drawn and

recommendations were made.

5



Chapter Four: Analysis and Discussion

This study was conducted in order to investigate the students’ preferences and use of 30
speaking strategies of Grade 10 Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework secondary schools students
in Addis Ababa. Moreover, it attempted to find out if there are any significant differences
between extent of preference and frequency of use of speaking strategies. It also aimed at
exploring the major factors that hindered students’ to use their strategy preferences as

effectively as possible.

4.1 General Description of the Analysis

A strategy inventory for language learning /SILL/ set by Oxford (1990) containing 30 speaking
strategies was used for 195 grade 10 students to investigate students’ preference and use of
speaking strategy on a five point scale. And, to triangulate the data gained from strategy use
questionnaire, observation and interview were used. In addition to this, in order to explore
some of the factors that hinder students from using their strategy preferences, another
questionnaire was employed. The result was addressed in three stages. First, the percentage and
mean rating of the extent to which students prefer speaking strategies given to each of the
speaking strategies was reported. Then, the mean and percentage score of students’ frequency
of use were reported in line with the data gained through interview and observation. Finally, on
the basis of the mean scores of strategy preferences and use, t-test was used in order to
compare and find out if there are any differences between extent of preferences and frequency
of use. Finally, data gained through the questionnaire in order to explore some of the factors

that hinder students’ strategy use was analyzed.
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4.2 Speaking Strategy Preferences

Below an attempt was made to over view what the students’ speaking strategies preferences
look like. This helped to find out if there are any differences between extent of preferences and
frequency of use of speaking strategies. Accordingly, the analysis was made based on Oxfords’

classifications of strategies.

4.2.1 Results of Memory Strategies Preferences
As shown in table 1, out of 30 speaking strategies, five of them deal with the kinds of memory
strategies the participants prefer and these strategies were provided to the participants of this
study to assess their extent of preferences towards each of the five memory strategies
mentioned below. Accordingly, the results of the students’ response along with their analysis

are presented as follows:

Table 1: Results of students’ extent of preferences of memory strategies

Ak Responses
High . Medium Low
Very |
great Great Some Little
No Strategies extent extent | Total - extent  extent ' Never = Total = Mean Total
No|% |No|% |No|% No |% |No % No|% Noji% No | %

1 ¢ 1try to associate what [
already know and new i :
language information in : ; : :
order to remember them, ”l 56.9 48 24.0 159 82 i} 31 3 1.5 27 14 30 15 4.09 i 195 100
2 | [ remember ancw English !
word by making a mental
picture of a situation in
which the word might be
used. 101 518
3 | I remember new English
words or phrases by
remembering their ;
localation on the page or :
on the board. 110 {5641 49 19251 /150 ;821 9 {46 2 (L1225 1128 27 14 411 195 100
4 1 1try to remember language
items by practicing B : I
repeated!y. 14 1585 45 (2311159 8 . 6 (313 1527 14130 15 410 195 - 100
5 ¢ [ connect the sound of ! :
anew English words and an
image or picture of the
words to help me

remember the word. A7 D167 1344 I 104059 0 12 1620 9 (46 60 3169 3 3161195 100

n
(3]

6715307 9 46 3 15030 15 38 T 4 l‘J)]D(J

As shown in the above table, a significant number of respondents /76.4% - 49.7% very great
extent and 26.7% great extent/ highly preferred memory strategy with a mean value of 3.89.
However, as compared to the other speaking strategies, it was the last strategy which the

respondents preferred.
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When we analyze memory sub strategies item by item, it looks as follows. The extent of
preferences  which the respondents showed towards memory sub-strategies varies.
Accordingly, a remarkable number of students highly preferred using localation on the page or
on the board /81.5% - 56.4% very great extent and 25.1 % great extent/, practicing language
items repeatedly /81.5% - 58.5% very great extent and 23.1% great extent/, making a mental
picture of a situation in which the word might be used /78.5% - 51.6% very great extent and
26.7% great extent/, and associating what they already know and new language information in
order to remember them /81.5% - 56.9% very extent and 24.6% great extent/. As a result of
this, the mean values of the above sub-strategies were high which were 4.1 1, 4.11, 4.09 and
4.00 respectively. On the other hand, subjects tended to show medium preference for
connecting the sound of a new English words so as 1o remember a new English item with

relative to others /58.5% - 24.1 % very great extent and 34.4% great extent/.

From the above analysis, it can be said that in order to remember new English items, the

respondents, on average, tended to show a high preference towards all memory sub-strategies.

4.2.2 Results of Cognitive Strategies Preferences
This strategy is designed to investigate students’ extent of preferences towards practicing the
language material in naturalistic settings and practicing the structures and sounds formally.
Accordingly, table 2 below provided the results of respondents’ response about their extent of
preferences towards the five cognitive strategies mentioned below. And, it is presented along

with its analysis in detail.



Table 2: Results of students’ extent of preferences of cognitive strategies

: Responses TR LA
; High  Medium Low. oo it
Very ;
great Great Some Little
No Strategies _extent | extent Total extent | extent | Never Total Mean Total
No % No|% No|% |No % No|% No % No % | | No | %
6 I say orally in order to : i :
practice new expression
in the language. 142 728 035 179 177 91 3 1.5 i3 15012 162315 77 45
7 i I imitate the way native/ : i i
proficient speakers talk :
~in the language 95 128171 136409 149 112 162 19 46 T8 40 87 (45 LT
8 | I practice the sounds of !
English. 112 1574 47 241 0159 82 6 Ay 15027 1130 15 409
9 | While speaking, I transfer f , |
the knowledge of words.
concepts or strictures from
L1 /native
language/toL.2/English i 3
¢ language/. 127 1651 (42 (215 169187 05 126 02 (1119 97 20 1431 195 100
10 | I use English outside the | ' [
classrooms. 1230630 45 230 168 ¢ 86 3 L5 1 3 150920 (11 ;24 (12 0426 1195 100

The students’ responses showed that they preferred all cognitive sub-strategics with almost
different extent of preferences. Of the five cognitive sub strategies, four of them were highly
preferred by a significant number of respondents. These strategies were, saying orally in order
to practice new expression in the language /90.8% - 72.8% very great extent and 17.9% great
extent/, transferring the knowledge of words, concepts or structures from L1 /native language/
to L2 /target language/ which accounts for 86.7% /65.1% very great extent and 21.5% great
extent/, using English outside the class rooms /86.2% - 63.1% very great extent and 23.1%
great extent/ and practicing the sounds of English /81.5% - 57.4% very great extent and 24. 1%
great extent/. As a result of this, the mean values of the strategies were high which were 4.5,
4.31, 426 and 4.09 respectively. Contrarily, a significant number of students /44.6% - 4.6%
very great extent and 40% great extent/ showed medium use towards imitating the way native
/proficient/ speakers talk in the language. Consequently, it had the medium mean value which

was 2.77.

From the above analysis it can be said that students had an internal curiosity to practice in
naturalistic settings. Moreover, they have a strong desire to practice structures and sounds

formally.




4.2.3 Results of Compensation Strategies Preferences
The third category of speaking strategy is compensation strategy. According to Oxford (1990)
this strategy helps learners to overcome knowledge gaps to continue the communication. As a
result, respondents were provided with five statements to show their extent of preferences
towards each of the sub-strategies of compensation given below. Accordingly, the results of

the respondents’ response along with its analysis are given as follow.

Table 3: Results of students’ extent of preferences of compensation strategies

~_Responses g ;
High : Medium oW
Very :
great Great . Some Little ; ;
No Strategies __extent extent = Total extent  extent = Never = Total . Mean Total
No|[% No|% |Nol% No |% {No % No|% No 6 % No %

11 IfIcan’t think of an
English word, T use a
word or phrase that . !
means the same thing. 99 508 53 1272 152 .78 9 16 0 32 14 M 17 ¢ 397 105 100
12 | When [ can’t think of a f :
word during a
conversation in English, I : :
use body movements. 67 (344 62 (3181129 66 (12 162 (6 13148 25 :54 28 ;348
13 lask my teacher or : !
classmates to tell me the
right expressions when [
don’t seem to get the !
| right one. 124 1636 141 211 165 -85 16 3l i3 1520 11 24 12 0425 195100
14 | When I forget or fail to i T
remember a word or an
expression, I keep on
repeating the previous
word for some time until : : i
| can recall or get a word. 115059 49 251 164 84 1 4 2l i3 L5124 112 027 | 41417 195 100
15 ¢ When I fail to remember :

a word while speaking, 1
use L1. 86 P44l 58 297 1 T4 Y 46 16 i3 1942

195 100

378195100

[ o]
[l

In this strategy type, the results signified that items 11, 13, 14 and 15 in the questionnaire were
the most preferred ones with large number of students, while the strategy in item 12 was also
preferred but with a limited number of students as compared to others in the category. As a
result of this, a very large number of students highly preferred asking their teachers or
classmates to tell them the right expressions when they don’t seem to get the right one /84.6% -
63.5% very great extent and 21.1% great extent/, repeating the previous word for some time
until they recall or get a word /84.1% - 59% very great extent and 25.1% great extent/, using

synonyms when they can’t think of an English word while speaking /77.9% - 50.7% very great



extent and 27.2% great extent/ and using their L1 when they fail to remember an English word
/73.8% - 44.1% very great extent and 29.7% great extent/ in order to compensate for the
missing knowledge. Contrary to this, a reasonable percentage of the respondents /27.7% - 3.1%
little extent and 24.6% never/ didn’t prefer to use their body movements. As a result of this,

they tended to show medium preference with a mean value of 3.48.

From this it is possible to say that students have an interest towards compensating for missing

knowledge in order to learn and improve their speaking proficiency.

4.2.4 Results of Meta Cognitive Strategies Preferences
This strategy is designed to investigate students’ extent of preferences towards arranging a
study space, planning for L, task, evaluating task success, monitoring mistake and evaluating
the success of any type of learning strategy. The results of the respondents’ response are

presented in table 4 below.

Table 4: Results of students’ extent of preferences of meta cognitive strategies

Responses
High Medium Low
Very
great Great Some Little !
No Strategies extent  extent = Total  extent  extent Never = Total = Mean . Total
No|% |No|% |No|% No | % |No % No % No 6 % No %

16 . I choose a topic, or

initiate conversation to

get more practice. 132 0677 139 ¢ 20 171 © 88 © 0 31 :2 11016 82 18 92438 195 ¢ 100
17 | Inotice my English

mistakes and use that :

information to help me

do better, 147 1754 P45 12310192099 3 1.5 & - - . - - . 4.74 195 100
18 i 1look for people talk to

in English. 04 : 482 :53 1202 M7 75 1Y 4.0 10 3133 17 £ 39 20 3806 195 ¢ 100
19 | Iarrange my schedule to '

study and practice the new

language consistently, not

just when there is a

pressure of a test, 100 51851 26215278 7 36 14 2132 16 036 19 :3.9% 195+ 100
20 | Italk and share idea

about learning language

problems and effective

speaking strategies with

my teacher. 80 41 61 ;3L3 41 T2 09 0 16 31039 2 145 023 37 S 195 ¢ 100

In order to identify the different meta cognitive sub strategies the students preferred, they were

asked to indicate their extent of preference towards organizing and evaluating their learning.




Accordingly, the majority of respondents /82.1% - 56.5% very great extent and 25.6% great

extent/ reported that they highly preferred meta cognitive sub-strategies.

When we analyze the subjects’ response item by item, which were included under meta
cognive strategy, the following results were found. The majority of the respondents /98.5% -
75.4% very great extent and 23.1% great extent/ showed that they have a great inquisitiveness
towards using their English mistakes as a major tool to help them do better which ranks first in
the meta cognitive sub strategy category. Moreover, choosing a topic or initiating a
conversation to get more practice, practicing the new language consistently by arranging a
schedule, looking for people to talk to in English and sharing ideas about learning language
problems and effective speaking strategies with their teacher were also meta cognitive sub
strategies which the majority of the respondents 87.7%, 77.9%, 75.4% and 72.3% preferred
respectively. As result of this, all meta cognitive sub strategies have got the highest mean

values which were 4.74, 4.38, 3.95, 3.86 and 3.7 respectively.

From this it can be said that students have a great interest for planning for an L2 task, gathering
and organizing materials, arranging a study space and a schedule, monitoring mistakes, and
evaluating task success, and evaluating the success of any type of learning strategy in order to

improve their speaking skill.

4.2.5 Results of Affective Strategies Preferences
Five affective strategies were designed to assess the students’ extent of preferences. The
respondents showed their preferences for encouraging one self, giving a reward, listening to
music, relaxing oneself and talking to someone else. Accordingly, the results of the

respondents’ responses are clearly presented as follow.



Table 5: Results of students’ extent of preferences of affective strategies

S e S RESPONSES il
L High | Medium | Low
Very ;
great Great Some | Little
No Strategies | extent | extent | Total | extent | extent | Never Total Mean __Total
No % No % [ No| % No |% No % Nol!%  No % ' No : %

21 | Iencourage mysell to
speak English even when | :
am afraid of making a 3 : ; i
mistake. 134 68.7 ¢ 37 ¢ 19 171 88 . 6 3 15{15 |77 18 |92 C439 195 1100 |
22 I give myselfareward or i { ‘
treat when [ do well in
English, 61 (313i65 333:126 65 12 162 :0 30051 126 157 2 P34l
23 ¢ 1listen to music to :
develop more positive

mood for speaking. 92 472155 12 717519 146 |9 4o ERERERE R AR

100 |

24 1 I try to relax myself
whenever [ feel afraid of

using English e 4 m w3 15 |- - 3 1503 (1547 (b5
25 | I talk to someone clse ! i i i
about how 1 feel when |

am learning English. 91 466 056 - 287 L 147

.9 46 6 (313 173 M 385 195 100

-1

As in other strategies, students responded on a five point scale to show their extent of
preference towards affective strategy. Accordingly, the majority of the respondents /80% -
53.8% very great extent and 26.2% great extent/, following meta cognitive strategy, preferred

it to improve their language proficiency in developing their speaking skills.

In order to make a further description to individual affective sub strategies, the following
analysis were made. The results suggested that, of the five affective strategies, relaxing oneself
whenever they feel afraid of using English and encouraging oneself to speak English even
when they are afraid of making a mistake to manage their emotions were the sub strategies
which almost all subjects preferred /96% - 75.9% very great extent and 21% great extent/ and
187.7% - 68.7% very great extent and 19% great extent/ respectively. Accordingly, they have

got the highest mean values which were 4.7 and 4.38 respectively.

In addition to this, the other two sub strategies which were listening to music to develop more
positive mood for speaking and talking to someone else about how they feel when they are
learning English were also preferred with a significant number of students /75.4% - 47.2% very
great extent and 28.2% great extent/ and /75.4% - 46.6% very great extent and 28.7% great

extent/ respectively. Therefore, they have got a remarkable mean values which were 3.87 and
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3.85 respectively. On the other hand, students indicated medium use towards using a reward or

treat when they do well in English. This was confirmed by the mean value which is 3.41.

From the above analysis it can be said that students have a great demand towards identifying
one’s mood and anxiety level, encouraging oneself to speak English, talking about feelings,

relaxing oneself and rewarding oneself in order to be a proficient speaker of English.

4.2.6 Results of Social Strategies Preferences

According to Oxford (1990) social strategies help learners to learn from others. And, students
were given five statements of social strategies to show their extent of preferences towards each

of the strategies. Accordingly, the results are given in table 6 below.

Table 6: Results of students’ extent of preferences of social strategies

Responses
High Medium | Low
Very
great Great Some Little :
No Strategies extent | extent = Total = extent | extent = Never Total ~ Mean | Total

No | % ' Nol|% INol!% iNo % [No % No| % No % | No %

26 | 1cooperate with my
friends to practice and
share information in
learning the language. 75 385 060 308 135 09 ¢ 12 62 6 31 42 122 48 25 ¢ 362 195 ¢ 100
27 i I ask my teacher or
classmates for correction

of errors. 1411723 36 185 177 1 91 1 4 21 12 1112 1621 14

=1
(354
e
<
fa—
=)
o

100

28 ¢ I comment, suggest and
give opinions in class
discussions. 115 159 47 1241 162 83 16 01 05 02 13 20 4 4l 195 100
29 | Iask questions for

verifications and more
explanations in class. 126 1 646 43 2211 169 &7

30 : Iask English speakers to :
correct me when I talk. 85 436139 (303 14 ™ 9 46 0 3.0 036 119 (42 (22 1377 195 | 100

o

96 13 (L1518 192 21 (11 43l 195 | 100

As the result indicated in the table 2, a significant number of students / 80.5%/ showed a great
curiosity towards working with others. All social sub strategies were highly preferred by a
significant number of students with slight variations in the extent of preferences they showed.
Accordingly, asking their teachers or classmates for correction of errors /90.8% - 72.3% very
great extent and 18.5% great extent/, asking questions for verifications and more explanations
/86.7% - 64.6% very great extent and 22.1% great extent and commenting, suggesting and

giving opinions in class discussions /83.1% - 59% very great extent and 24.1% great extent/



were the first three sub strategies which large number of students highly preferred. In addition
to this, a remarkable number of students had also a preferences towards asking English
speakers to correct them when they talk /73.8% - 43.5% very great extent and 30.3% great
extent/ and cooperating with friends to practice and share information in learning the language
/69.2% - 38.4% very great extent and 30.8% great extent/. This means students have a great

interest in order to work with others and understand the target culture as well as the language.
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4.3 Students’ Frequency of Use of Speaking Strategies

Students were provided with 30 speaking strategies to show their frequency of use of speaking
strategies. These strategies were classified into six categories in which each category of
strategy was provided with five sub strategies. The analysis was made based on Oxfords’
(1990) classifications of strategies. An attempt was made to identify students’ frequency of use

of speaking strategies. It was given as follows.

4.3.1 Results of Memory Strategies Use

This strategy was designed to investigate the students’ frequency of use of memory strategies
for remembering new language items. Respondents were provided with five statements to

indicate their frequency of use. Accordingly, the results are given in table 7 below.

Table 7: Results of students’ frequency of use of memory strategies

Responses

Frequently Seldom/Rarely

Someti

No Strategies No % No! % No %  No: % [ No: % :No [ % - No i %

éNo‘

Always = Usually = Total mes Rarely Never Total ~ Mean _Total

Yo

T | luymoassociatewhatl | |5 77 (33 169 48 25 (81 ;42 130 154 36 19 66 34 28
already know and new :

language information in i
order to remember them.

195

5 Tremember ancw English ' 94 | 123 ' 30 | 154 54 |28 72 03 45 31U 12069 03 292
word by making a mental :
picture of a situation in
which the word might be
used.

words or phrases by
remembering their
localation on the page or
on the board.

3 T remember new English | (3 1 323 1 48 946 11 57 27 14 130 154 27 14 5T W Rl

1951

100

100

00

4 Tuyto remember M8 906 48 26 9% 49 51 2 18 92 130 15 48 12 3

language items by
practicing repeatedly.

3

wn

I connect the sound of 97 713994 1123 51 12 (60 31 120 (10863 32 90 42 265

anew English words and
an image or picture of the
words to help me
remember the word.

195

In this strategy, the answers showed that the subjects applied all the strategies at different
levels of frequency to remember more effectively. The numbers of students who use the
strategy frequently and the numbers of students who do not use it were almost equal. 36.9% of

the respondents use the strategy as frequently as possible where as 33.3% /14.9 rarely and
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18.4% never/ of the respondents almost didn’t use the strategy regardless of the 29.7% of the

subjects who use the strategy sometimes which accounts for the largest percentage share.

When we examine memory sub strategies item by item, the majority of the students /56.9% -
32.3% always and 24.6% usually/ frequently use location on the page or on the board and a
reasonable number of students /49.2% - 24.6% always and 24.6% usually/ also often practice
repeatedly new language items so as to remember them. Accordingly, these strategies have
3.46 and 3.34 mean values respectively. This means that students showed medium use of the

strategies.

On the other hand, a reasonable percentage of the subjects /42.1% -10.8% rarely and 32.3%
never/ claimed that they seldom employed to connect the sound of new English words and an
image or picture of the words; and they also seldom use /33.8% - 15.4% rarely and 18.5%
never/ to associate what they already know and new language information. A remarkable
number of students /35.4% - 23.1% rarely and 12.3% never/ also seldom use mental picture of
a situation in which the word might be used. As a result of this, they have got 2.65, 2.8 and

2.92 mean values respectively.

On a further data gathered through interview to confirm students’ use of memory sub
strategies, they reported that they used a number of memory sub strategies regardless of the
fact that some students do not realize their use of the strategies. As a result of this, the
researcher asked them whether they use memory strategy or not and they explained that all

memory strategies were used with different degrees of frequency.

It is obvious that memory strategy is abstract and a mental process, which is not observable
through any means. Because of this very fact, the researcher didn’t get ways of measuring

students’ mental process through class room observation.

From this we can say that students showed medium use towards different memory sub

strategies so as to remember new language items.

4.3.2 Results of Cognitive Strategies Use
The second category of speaking strategies is cognitive strategy which requires learners to
manipulate the language material in direct ways through practicing in naturalistic ways and

practicing structure and sounds formally. Students were provided with five statements of
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cognitive strategy to show their frequency of use towards each of the strategies. Accordingly,

the result of respondents’ response is clearly presented as follow.

Table 8: Results of students’ frequency of use of cognitive strategies

10 Tuse Englishoutside | 42 @216 42 216 : 84 : 43
the classrooms.

21892 (3% 19 54 2% 33

Responses
Frequently R Seldom/Rarely ;
Always | Usually @ Total es Rarely | Never | Total | Mean . Total

No Strategies No| % | No! % |No!% No | % | No!| % | No! % |Noi%| No | %

6 Isay orally inorderto © 36 165 42 216 78 40 | 48 25 039 120 030 15 69 035 307 195 - 100
practice new expression
in the language. .S

7 I imitate the way 21 10824 123145 W 14 18 92 1105 54 12363 @217 1% 100
native/ proficient :
speakers talk in the
language : ; i

8 [ practice the sounds 39 120 42 216 81 42 |48 95 136 118530 (15 66 |34 1312 195 100
of English, . _

9 While speaking, I 30 154127 (13957 129 M 9B 139 20 (45 23 84 43 278 195 100
transfer the ; : : i i :
knowledge of words, !
concepls or strictures
from L1 /native i
language/tol.2/English
language!/. i T~

3T 195+ 100

As the result in table 2 depicts, the number of students who seldom use /40.5% - 15.4% rarely
and 25.1% never/ cognitive strategies were greater than those who frequently use /35.4% -
17.4% always and 17.9% usually/. Consequently, this strategy had the lowest mean value

/2.87/ as compared to others.

The majority of the respondents /43.2% - 21.6% always and 21 .6% usually/ revealed that they
often made use of English outside the class rooms than the other sub strategies in the category.
As the result of this, it has got a mean value of 3.28. Moreover, a reasonable number of
students /41.5% - 20% always and 21.6% usually/ and 40.1% - 18.5% always and 21.6%
usually/ also practiced the sounds of new English words with an image or picture of the words
to help them remember the word and say orally in order to practice new expressions in the
language respectively. As the result of this, they had 3.12 and 3.07 mean values respectively.
These strategies were the first three strategies which the respondents showed medium use. On
the other hand, a reasonable number of the students /47.7% - 20% rarely and 27.7% never/

failed to use L1/native language/ knowledge of words, concepts or structures to transfer to L2
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/target language/ with a mean value of 2.71. Furthermore, over half percent of the subjects
163.1% _ 9.2% rarely and 53.9% never/ hardly ever use to imitate the way native /proficient/

speakers talk in the language. Consequently, this strategy had the lowest mean value 2.17.

In the interview, the respondents confirmed their use of cognitive strategy reported through the
questionnaire. They reported that they practiced the sounds of English, use English outside the
classrooms, imitate the way native speakers talk and start conversations in English. But, these

sub strategies were used with different degrees of frequencies.

During the class room observations, the students were noticed employing certain sub strategies
in developing their speaking skills. These were participating in whole class discussion and in
saying new vocabularies orally to practice new expressions in the language. In such a way,
they were observed pronouncing words like native speakers by practicing the sounds of
English. However, some cognitive sub strategies /for example: using English outside the
classrooms, transferring the knowledge of words, concepts or structures from L1 to L2 were

not detected during the successive observations.

From the above analysis it can be said that although students showed less use towards some
sub strategies, they were generally showed medium use of cognitive strategy in order to

understand and produce new language items with a mean value of 2.87.

4.3.3 Results of Compensation Strategies Use
Five compensation strategies were provided to the respondents to assess their extent of
preferences towards each of the sub-strategies mentioned in table 9 below. Accordingly, the

results along with its analysis are presented as follow.
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Table 9: Results of students’ frequency of use of compensation strategies

_Responses it
Always = Usually = Total es | Rarely = Never | Total Mean _Total
No Strategies No| % No % !No|!% | No | % [No % No|% No % _No | %

I1 | IfIcan’t think ofan 57 0292 36 185 93 48 0 42 22 40123 036 19 60 31328 195 100
English word, I use a : i i !
word or phrase that
means the same thing. -
12 . WhenIcan'tthinkofa 33 169 1 24 (12357 29 4 1923 139 20 54002 193 48 2
word during a i
conversation in
English, I use body
movements.
13 | Task my teacher or 66 1339 33 169 99 51 [ 33 17 19 192 45 23 63 03232 19 100
classmates to tell me ! :

the right expressions
when [ don’t seem to
get the right one.

14 | When I forgetor fail |48 & 246 136 185 84 |43 | 42
to remember a word
or an expression, |
keep on repeating the
previous word for
some time until I can
recall or get a word.

| SN
-3
—

195100

)
(S

% 153 17 ® B 35 195 10

| i}
b |

15 | WhenT fail to 30 0154 039 220 09 35030 15 36 18560 @31 % TRE
remember a word
while speaking, I use
L1

195100

This strategy was the third most employed strategy as it is indicated in the above table with a
grand mean value of 3.04.The majority of the students /41.5% - 24.1% always and 17.4%
usually/ used the strategy frequently regardless of the fact that 39% of the respondents hardly

ever use it.

Like any other strategies, the subjects’ response indicated that they use compensation sub
strategies with different levels of frequency to compensate for missing knowledge. They often
applied synonyms (a word or phrase that means the same thing) /47.7% - 29.2% always and
18.5% usually/, ask their teachers or classmates to tell them the right expressions when they
don’t seem to get the right one /50.8% - 33.9% always and 16.9% usually/ and keep repeating
the previous word for some time until they can recall or get a word /43.1% - 24.6% always;
18.5% usually/ as a major compensation strategies with a mean values of 3.29, 3.28 and 3.15
respectively. This indicates medium use of the strategies. On the other hand, a reasonable
number of the respondents /47.7% - 20% rarely and 27.7% never/ and /49.2% - 18.5 rarely and

30.8 never/ occasionally use body movements during a conversation in English and seldom use
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their L1 /native language/ when they fail to remember a word to compensate. As a result, they
have mean values of 2.71 and 2.78 respectively. Although the mean values of these strategies

is lower than the above three strategies, it also indicates medium use.

The follow up interview were carried out to triangulate the data gathered through the
questionnaire. It definitely helped the researcher in confirming the data. The respondents
replied that they made use of different compensation sub strategies. All interviewees told the
researcher that they use their L1 /native language/ when they fail to remember a word. They
also use synonyms, body movements, asking a teacher or classmates to tell them the right
expression when they don’t seem to get the right one and repeating a previous word for some

time until they can recall or get a word were used by the respondents.

To make sure that whether the data gathered through questionnaire and interview with regard
to compensation strategies were realistic, I tried to observe these sub strategies in my eighteen
observation sessions. The students were noticed while using all sub strategies in the class
rooms. They were observed while using gesture, using L1 and repetition of the previous word
until they remember the forgotten word most predominantly in filling gaps of knowledge while
speaking. Moreover, they were also observed while using synonyms and asking their teachers
to tell them the right expressions when they don’t seem to get the right one, but with limited

use.

From the above analysis we can say that students were good at using as many compensation
strategies as possible with different levels of frequencies in order to compensate for the
missing knowledge while speaking regardless of some limitations. In other words, students
generally indicated medium use towards compensation strategies although they showed low

use to some sub strategies.

4.3.4 Results of Meta Cognitive Strategies use

Respondents were provided with five statements to investigate their frequency of use of each
of the five meta cognitive strategies given to them. As a result, the results of the respondents’

responses along with its analysis are presented below.
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Table 10: Results of students’ frequency of use of meta cognitive strategies

: Responses e SR
Frequently Someti .. Seldom/Rarely
Always | Usually | Total mes Rarely = Never = Total ' Mean  Total
No Strategies No | % !|No | % |No|% No % |No | % No|% No!%| No | %

16 = Ichoose atopic, or 3109 45 231 7 40 45 023 033 169039 20 072 37 3 £ 195 ¢ 100
initiate conversation ! |

{55 BSL oY prachice, - - N IO W W
17 - Inotice my English 105 : 539 51 202 : 146 : 80 | 33 17 06 3 - -0 30449 19 100
mistakes and use that ; :
information to help
me do better.

18 Tlook for people talk ¢ 46 142 (215148 125 069 135 112 62 163 (32175 (39252 19521(][]
to in English. )

19 Tarrange my schedule © 30 154 . 51 262 81 42 42
to study and practice
the new language
consistently, not just
when there is a
pressure of a test. ) 7 :
20 Italk and share idea 18 192 39 |20 5T 329439 20 33 169 66 134 99 51 25 195 100
about learning : i ‘
language problems
and effective
speaking strategies
with my teacher.

The results of the subjects showed that meta cognitive strategy was the second which
frequently employed by the students with a mean value of 3.06.The large number of
respondents /43.1% - 19.5% always and 23.6% usually/ often applied the strategy to organize
and evaluate their learning. In contrary, 33.4% /10.8% rarely and 22.6% never/ of the students

hardly ever use it.

As depicted in the above table, meta cognitive strategy was among the medium frequently
employed strategy by the respondents. The majority of the respondents /80.1% - 53.9% always
and 26.2% usually/ frequently utilized their English mistakes and use that information to help
them do better as a primary sub strategy to evaluate their task success. Thus, it had the highest
mean value which was 4.48. In addition to this, 40% /16.9% always and 23.1% usually/ of
them arrange their schedule to study and practice the new language consistently, not just when
there is a pressure of a test. Contrary to this, a reasonable number of students /38.5% - 6.2%
rarely and 32.3% never/ hardly ever look for people to talk to in English and a remarkable

number of the students /50.8% - 16.9% rarely and 33.9% never/ were also weak at talking and
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sharing ideas about learning language problems and effective speaking strategies with their

teacher.

The researcher confirmed their use of meta cognitive strategy through the interview. They
made use of sharing ideas about language problems with their teachers, arrange a schedule to
study consistently, look for people to talk to in English, learn from their mistakes and choose a
topic to get more practice. But, their frequencies of use of these sub strategies were by far
different. Learning from once mistake and studying consistently by arranging schedule were

the first two meta cognitive sub strategies which the subjects often use.

During the classroom observations, I noticed some meta cognitive sub strategies. This was
because, most meta cognitive sub strategies seem to be practiced either individually (choosing
a topic to get more practice, arranging a schedule to study. etc.) or in groups (for example;
looking for people talk to in English, etc.); however, I observed while students learning from

their mistakes.

Generally speaking, it can be said that although students showed low use towards looking for
people to talk to in English and at talking and sharing ideas about learning language problems
and effective speaking strategies with their teacher, meta cognitive strategy was generally
employed with a medium frequency by the respondents in order to organize and evaluate their

learning success.

4.3.5 Results of Affective Strategies Use
Affective strategy is another category of speaking strategy which helps learners to avoid their
anxiety level by using as many affective strategies as possible. Therefore, students were
provided with five statements to show their frequency of use towards each of the strategies

given to them. Accordingly, the result of the subjects’ responses is presented as follow.
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Table 11: Results of students’ frequency of use of affective strategies

25 | Italktosomeoneelse ' 36 {185 36 | 18572 37 139 120 ;42 216 42 |22 84 43 29
about how [ feel when
I am learning English.

Responses
Frequently SEeh Seldom/Rarely
Always = Usually . Total mes Rarely ' Never = Total ~Mean Total |
No Strategies No % No| % No %  No % No % |No % No % | No | %
21 | Tencourage myselfto : 54 © 27.7 48 | 2.6 102 52 . 30 1518 192 (45 023 63 0320325 195 100
speak English even
when I am afraid of
making a mistake. : -
22 lgive myselfa 27 (139 12 162 139 W 42 2.2 12390 46 ;114059 229 195 ¢ 100
reward or treat when
I do well in English.
23 . 1listen to music (o 63 1323 42 216 105 M 121 1130 154 39 020 069 35 1 331 195 100
develop more positive
mood for speaking. !
24 Ttry to relax myself 8 040 39 120 17 60 30 19127 1139015 (7.7 42 22 1371 195 ¢ 100
whenever [ feel afraid :
of using English.
195 100

As shown in the above table, affective strategy as one of indirect strategy ranked first in which
large number of students, on average, use this strategy as frequently as possible. The majority
of the students /44.6% - 26.7% always and 17.9% usually/ employed the strategy regardless of
the fact that 37.9% /14.4% rarely and 23.6% never/ of the sample seldom use it. As a result, it

has got 3.1 mean values.

Students made use of different affective sub strategies with different levels of frequency to
manage their emotions. The majority of the subjects /60% - 40% always and 20% usually/ try
to relax or themselves when they are afraid of using English. In addition to this, a reasonable
number of them try to listen to music to develop more positive mood for speaking /53.3% -
27.3% always and 24.6% usually/, tell someone else ones feeling when learning English
/36.9% - 18.5% always and 18.5% usually/ and encourage themselves to speak English even
when they are afraid of making a mistake /52.3% - 27.3% always and 24.6% usually/. Thus,
their mean values were 3.31, 2.91 and 3.25 respectively. This indicates that the students
employ the strategies at medium frequency. Contrarily, a reasonable number of students
/58.5% - 12.3% rarely and 46.2% never/ less often use giving a reward or treat when they do
well in English. As a result of this, these sub strategies have a mean value of 2.29. This shows

that these strategies employed at lowest frequency by the students.
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In the follow up interview, I asked respondents to confirm whether they use affective sub
strategies or not. Accordingly, although all the respondents’ /interviewees/ reported as they
didn’t reward themselves when they do well in English; they used all affective sub strategies
regardless of the degrees of frequency they use. They relax and encourage themselves, listen to

music and talk to someone else about how they feel when they are learning English.

During the follow up observation, I tried to notice some affective sub strategies. The students
were observed while using laughter as a mechanism to relax themselves and speaking in the
class discussion without anxiety though not used by all the subjects. The other affective sub
strategies /rewarding one self, talking their feeling to someone else/ were not able to be
detected through observation. In addition to this, listening to music was also not noticed since

this activity is done outside the class rooms.

4.3.6 Results of Social Strategies Use

This strategy is designed to investigate the students’ frequency of use towards learning with
others. And, students provided with five statements of social strategies to show their frequency
of use for each of the strategies. Accordingly, the result of the respondents’ response is

presented as follow.

Table 12: Results of students’ frequency of use of social strategies

Responses Al
Frequently B Seldom/Rarely :

Always @ Usually = Total mes Rarely | Never = Total Mean Total
No Strategies No| % |No % No|% No % No % [No % No % No | %
26 | I cooperate with my 2000108 ;36 185 57 129 045 23 M 123069 35 093 46 257 195 100

friends to practice and
share information in
learning the language.

27 | Task my teacher or 60 13083139 20 99 513 17 :30 154833 117 163 132 332 195 100
classmates for
correction of errors.

28 | Tcomment, suggest 36 1185145 (231 81 142 142 22 118 92 54 028 072 0370295 119 100
and give opinions in
class discussions.

29 Task questions for 39 020 1069 ;354 108355 ¢ 27 14 (18 192 42 022 60 131 323 195 ¢ 100
verifications and more ‘
explanations in class. i

30 | lask English speakers 21 108 : 21 108 42 22 (45 23 33 169 75 ;39 1085 238 1% 100

to correct me when [
talk.
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The respondents portrayed that social strategy is one of the indirect strategy applicable by the
students. Its mean value is 2.88. In this strategy, the number of respondents who seldom use
/44.1% - 12.8% rarely and 28.2% never/ is greater than who frequently use /39.4% - 17.9%
always and 21.5% usually/. This overtly depicted the fact that respondents less often use the

strategy than the other strategies.

When we examine social sub strategies item by item, the majority of the respondents /55.4% -
20% always and 35.4% usually/ ask questions for verifications and more explanations and
50.8% /30.8% always and 20% usually/ of them ask their teacher or classmates for corrections
of errors. Accordingly, these strategies had 3.23 and 3.32 mean values respectively. This
indicates medium use of the strategies. Furthermore, they also indicated medium use of
commenting, suggesting and giving opinions in class discussions /41.5% - 18.5% always and
23.1% usually/ and cooperating with their friends to practice and share information in learning
the language /47.7% - 12.3% rarely and 35.4% never/. As a result, they have got 3.01 and 2.57
mean values respectively. Contrarily, they made less effort to ask English speakers to correct
them when they talk /55.4% - 16.9% rarely and 38.5% never/. For this reason, it had 2.38 mean

values. This means that students tended to show low use towards this strategy.

The data from the follow up interview showed that some interviewee made use of all social sub
strategies regardless of some exceptions. They reported that they didn’t ask English speakers to
correct them when they talk because they didn’t have access to them. The rest social sub
strategies which were mentioned in the questionnaire were used by the students although there

were some variations in their frequency of use.

In the observation sessions, the researcher observed when students ask;)questions, comments,
suggestions and gives opinions in class discussions, ask teachers for correction of errors and

cooperate with their friends to practice some activities.

Generally speaking, from the overall analysis of speaking strategies use it can be said that none
of speaking strategies were employed with the highest frequency. However, the students
generally show medium use towards all strategies (affective, meta cognitive, compensation,
memory, cognitive and social strategies) with mean values of 3.1, 3.06, 3.04, 3.03, 2.77 and
2.87 respectively. This showed that students have almost the same tendency to the

aforementioned strategies.
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4.4 Differences in Extent of Preferences and Frequency of Use of
Speaking Strategies

An attempt was made to find out whether there are differences between strategy preferences
and use with regard to speaking strategies. Accordingly, the students’ responses of the six
strategies with their analysis were presented below from Table 13-18.

Table 13: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use

of memory strategy

Response value
No Items v A/VGE U/GE S/SE. | R/LE N Mean \'atl_ue p-value
No|{ % [Noi % |[No| % [N | % |No % |

1 ; ltry to associate what1 : Use 15 77 33 169 81 41530 : 154 36 185 028 . -10.018 0.000
already know and new
anguage informati : :
tanguage Information - ence | TIT 569 | 48 346 16 T30 T3 527138 409
them. E ‘

2 Iremember anew - Use 24 1123 30 154 172 36945 231 24 123 292 | -8.012 0.000
English word by ‘ !
making a mental . |
picture of a situation in preference | 101 | 51.8 : 52 . 26.7 | 9 4.6 3 1.5 30 154 3.98
which the word might
be used.

3 Tremember new Use 63 1323748 T4 27 T8 3015427 38 346 4638 0.000°
English words or : :
phrases by :
remembering their Preference © 110 : 564 1 49 | 251 : 9 4.6 2 1 125 1 128 4.11
localation on the page | :
or on the board. :

4V Ttry to remember Use 48746 AT 246 ST 262 18 9230 124 334554400000
language items by
practicing repeatedly.  “preference | 114 | 585 (45 12316 31 |3 |15 [27 | 138 4.11

5 ¢ I connect the sound of Use 27 138124 123 :60 :308 ;21 108 63 ! 323 2.65 -3.397 0.001
anew English words i
and an image or picture e e Y7 240 [ 67 | 344 | 12 162 19 46 | 60 | 30.8 3.16
of the words to help me
remember the word.

If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is
significant  differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very great exient;
U/GE=usually/great extent; S/SE= sometimes/some extent; R/LE= rarely/ little extent; N= never, for
strategy use and preference respectively.

:As shown in Table 13, there is a difference between the mean scores for use and preference
with regard to associating what they already know and new language information in order to
remember them (Item 1). The calculated mean values for frequency use and extent of
preferences are 2.80 and 4.09 respectively. This means, even though students use this strategy,

they are not using as frequently as possible in relation to their extent of preference.
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Accordingly, the calculated t-test value and p-value (t= 10.018; p<0.05) indicates that the

difference is statistically significant.

[tem 2 asked students to rate their preference and use of mental picture of a situation in which
the word might be used. The mean scores for use and preference are 2.92 and 3.98,
respectively. This indicates that there is great difference between use and preference. As the t-
test value (t=8.012; p<0.05) indicates, the difference is significant. This shows that students

infrequently use the strategy in relation to their preference.

In Item 3, students were asked to indicate the degree of preference and frequency of use with
regard to localation on the page or on the board to remember new language items. The
calculated mean value for frequency use (3.46) is less than extent of preference (4.11). As it
was seen from the t- test value and p-value (t=4.638; p<0.05), the difference is statistically
significant. Therefore, it can be said that the students are infrequent in the use of the strategy in

relation to their preference.

Ttem 4 was designed to find out the students’ use and preference towards practicing repeatedly.
Accordingly, there is a difference (3.34 and 4.11) in the mean values for use and preference
respectively. The calculated t-value and p-value (t=5.544; p<0.05) also shows that the
difference is statistically significant. This indicates that although students use the strategy at

some frequency, it is not as frequent as expected in relation to their preference.

With regard to the use and preference towards connecting the sounds of new English words
with an image or picture of the words to help them remember the word (Item 5), there is a
difference in the mean score (2.65 and 3.16) for frequency of use and extent of preference
respectively. The calculated t-test value also shows this difference, t-value of 3.397 with
p<0.05. Therefore, it can be said that students use the strategy at less frequency in relation to

their preference.
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Table 14: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use

of cognitive strategy

Response value

the classrooms.
preference | 123 | 63.1 {45 : 231 : 3 T4 3 1.5 21 10.8 : 4.26

No. Items ' A/NGE U/GE S/SE R/LE N Mean :  t-Value \'apllle
No: % INoi % Noi % I[N % [No | %
6 I say orally in order to | Use 36 185 42 215 48 246 : 39 . 20 30 154 3.08 : -11.669 0.000
practice new
expression in the
lenguae, preference | 142 72.8 | 35 | 179 |3 |15 |3 15 12 62 45
7 [ imitate the way Use 21 108 24 ;123 ;27 ;1381892 | 105 538 217 | -3.938 0.000
native/ proficient
speakers talk in the 2 =
: preference | 23 128 171 1364 ;12 :62 {9 146 78 40 2.97
anguage
8 I practice the sounds Use 39 20 42 215 48 1246 36 185 30 154 1 3.12 | -7.052 0.000
of English. !
preference | 112 | 574 ' 47 | 241 | 6 3.1 3 1.5 ;27 13.8 : 4.1
9 While speaking, 1 Use 30 15412613355 ;2823920 45 1231275 ¢ -11.721 0.000
transfer the preference | 127 | 65.1 : 42 : 215 : 5 26 2 1 19 197 1431
knowledge of words,
concepts or strictures
from L1 /native
language/toL.2/English
language/,
10 | Tuse English outside Use 42 215142 + 215157129218 9.2 30 18.5 : 3.13 . -8.038 0.000

If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significant
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very great extent; U/GE=usually/great
extent; S/SE= sometimes/some extent; R/LE= rarely/ little extent; N= never, for strategy use and
preference respectively.

In Item 6 of table 14, students were asked to express their preference and frequency of use
towards saying orally in order to practice new expression in the language. There is a big
difference in the mean value (3.08 and 4.50) for use and preference respectively. The
calculated t-value and p-value (t= 11.669; p<0.05) also indicates that the difference is

significant. This means, students didn’t use the strategy frequently at the extent of their

preference.

Item 7 also shows a significant difference between use and preference with regard to imitating
the way native speakers talk in the language. Accordingly, the mean scores for use and

preference are 2.17 and 2.77, respectively. The calculated t-value and p-value (t=11.669;
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p<0.05) also reveals this big difference. This means students are not frequent in their use of the

mentioned strategy in relation to their preference.

[tem 8 was designed to find out the students’ use and preferences with regard to practicing the
sounds of English. There is a difference in the mean scores of use and preference of students
towards the strategy which is 3.12 and 4.10, respectively. Accordingly, the results of the
calculated t-value and p-value (t= 7.052; p<0.05) indicates students are infrequently use the

strategy in relation to their preferences, so the difference is statistically significant.

[tem 9 asked students to indicate their frequency use and extent of preference towards
transferring the knowledge of words, concepts and structures from L1 to L2 while speaking.
There is a big difference between students frequency use and extent of preference with respect
to this item as it is seen from the mean values (2.78 for use and 4.31 for preference). The
calculated t-test value and p-value (t= 11.721; p<0.05) confirms that the difference is
statistically significant. Hence, it can be said that students infrequently use the strategy in their

attempt to improve their speaking skills.

In Item 10 of table 14, students were asked to rate their use and preference to wards using
English outside the class room. The mean scores for use and preference are 3.18 and 4.26,
respectively. The calculated t-test and p-value (t=8.038; p<0.05) proves that the difference is
significant. This shows that there is a difference between students’ frequency of use and extent
of preference towards the strategy. Therefore, it can be said that students were infrequently

use the strategy in relation to their preference.
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Table 15: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use of

compensation strategy

Response value

No. Items v A/VGE | ] UGE MS"SE R/LE i N ...} Mean :t- il
Noiii % 1 No % iNo i % IN.{ % [N | % e

11 If I can’t think of an English Use 1 57 29.2 36 . 105 P42 215 24 | 123 36 185 | 328 ~ 4758 0,000
word, I use a word or phrase that : i :
means the same thing. Preference 99 50.8 53 212 9 4.6 6 3.1 28 14.4 397

127 'When I can’t think of a word Use i 1607723 s T4 236 13920 ST T T 1 A T Y R o
during a conversation in English, 1 . " ot
use body movements. Preference 67 34.4 62 31.8 12 62 6 31 48 24.6 3.48 :

1377 Task my teacher or classmates to | Use 66 3387733 1169 133 (169 D18 ¢ 92 45230 329 B.607 0,000
tell me the right expressions when i
I don’t seem to get the right one. Preference 124 63.6 41 20 6 3.1 3 1.5 21 10.8 4.25 !

14" When I forget or fail to remember | Use 48 W6 UIE s Taz 215 3 I8 TTE e9 1305 72% | 0.0000
a word or an expression, | keep on i
repeating the previous word for
some time until I can recall or get Preference 115 59 49 25.1 4 2.1 3 1.5 24 i 12:3 417
a word. i

1577 "When 1 fail to remember a word Use 30 154 139 120 30 D7 A T IS VR T S e T 3 R A N 1
while speaking, I use L1. : |

Preference 86 44.1 58 29.7 9 4.6 16 3.1 36 185 378

If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significant
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very greal extent; U/G E=usually/great
extent: S/SE= sometimes/some extent; R/LE= rarely/ little extent; N= never, for strategy use and
preference respectively.

With regard to the use and preferences towards using synonyms when they can’t think of an
English word (Item 11), there is a difference between the mean values for use (3.28) and
preference (3.97). This is confirmed by the calculated t-test value and p-value (t=4.758;
p<0.05) which showed as the difference between use and preference is significant. This means

students infrequently use the strategy in relation to their preference.

Item 12 Table 15 above deals with the use and preference to wards using body movements
when they can’t think of an English word. The results of the mean scores show a difference
between frequency of use (2.17) and extent of preference (3.48). This is confirmed by the
results of the t-test and p-value (t= 5.124; p<0.05). Therefore, this reveals that students were

infrequently use the strategy in relation to their preference.

Item 13 shows a difference in the mean values calculated for frequency of use /3.29/ and
extent of preference /4.25/. The calculated t-test value and p-value is 6.607; p<0.05. These
indicate that there is statistically significant difference between the strategy use and preference.
From this it can be implied that students infrequently employed asking their teachers or
classmates to tell them the right expressions when they don’t seem to get the right one in

relation to their preference.
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Item 14 was designed to find out the use and preference to wards repeating the previous word
for some time until they recall or get a word. Accordingly, there existed a difference in the
mean values for use (3.15) and preference (4.17), respectively. The t-test value (= 1.850)
proved that the difference is statistically significant. Hence, it is possible to say that students

infrequently use the strategy although they have a great inquisitiveness towards it.

In Item 15 students were asked to indicate the use and preference towards using their L1 when
they fail to remember a word while speaking. The mean score for use and preference is 2.71
and 3.78 respectively. The calculated t-test value and p-value is 7.142; p<0.05. This indicates
that there is a great difference in students’ frequency of use and extent of preference. In
another word, students infrequently use the strategy in relation to their preference. This means
though students use their first language when they fail to remember a word while speaking,

they were not using it as frequently as possible in relation to their preference.

Table 16: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use of

meta cognitive strategy

Response value

v AIVGE U/GE S/SE R/LE N Al B

about learning
language problems
and effective preference 80 41 61 313 1 9 4.6 6 3.1 39 20 3.7
speaking strategies
with my teacher.

No. Items § P
; Value | value
No % iNoi % i Noi!: % !N % ' No! %
16 I choose a topic, or Use 33 169 : 45 : 231 145 231 3316939 |20 3 - -10707 0.000
initiate conversation
to get more practice. : preference | 132 | 67.7 | 39 | 20 6 31 2 1 16 : 82 438
17 I notice my English : Use 105 1 538 1 51 {262 :33 :169:606 3.1 - - 431 -6.124 0.000
mistakes and use that -
information to help preference | 147 : 754 1 45 | 231 ¢ 3 1.5 - R - 4.74
me do better. .
18 I look for people talk | Use 9 4.6 42 1215 169 : 354 12} 6.2 63 : 323 . 26 -9.11 0.000
to in English.
preference | 94 482 153 127219 4.6 6 3.1 33 169 . 387
19 [ arrange my Use 30 154 ;51 ;262142 1215 :21 108 : 51 | 262 294 -6.918 0.000
schedule to study
and practice the new
language i
consistently, not just preference . 101 { 51.8 | 51 {262 | 7 3.6 4 21 32 1164 ;395
when there is a
pressure of a test.
20 : Italk and share idea | Use 18 9.2 39 20 39 20 33 169 66 : 338 | 254 -7.94 0.000
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If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significant
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very greal extent; U/GE=usually/great
extent; S/SE= sometimes/some extent, R/LE= rarely/ little extent; N= never, for strategy use and
preference respectively.

Item 16 deals with choosing a topic or initiate conversation to get more practice. The
calculated mean values for frequency of use and extent of preference are 3.00 and 4.38,
respectively. The calculated t-test value and p-value is (t=10.707; p<0.05). This reveals that
there is statistically significant difference between use and preference. In another words,
students infrequently use choosing a topic or initiate conversation to get more practice

although they have high preference.

Item 17 asked students’ use and preference to wards noticing their English mistakes and use
that information to help them do better. There existed a difference between the mean value of
use (4.31) and preference (4.74). The calculated t-test value and p-value (t= 6.124; p<0.05)
also confirmed this fact. It indicates that there is significant difference between students’
frequency of use and extent of preference to wards noticing their English mistakes and use that
information to help them do better. This is to mean that students infrequently use the strategy

although they have high preference.

In Item 18, students were asked to rate their frequency of use and extent of preference to wards
looking for people to talk to in English. The calculated mean values for use and preference are
2.60 and 3.87, respectively. The t-test and p-value is (t=9.110; p<0.05). This means there is
significant difference between the use and preference. In another word, students infrequently

use looking for people to talk to in English although they have high preference.

Ttem 19 was designed to find out if there is a difference between frequency of use and extent of
preference towards arranging a schedule to study and practice the new language consistently,
not just when there is a pressure of a test. Accordingly, the mean score for use (2.94) is less
than for preference (3.95). And, t-value and p-value are (t=6.918; p<0.05).This clearly
indicates that the difference is statistically significant. This means students infrequently use the

strategy although they have high preference.

Item 20 asked students to indicate the level of preference and use with regard to talking and

sharing ideas about learning language problems and effective speaking strategies with their
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teachers. The mean score for use is 2.54 and for preference is 3.70. This shows a difference
between the two variables. This confirmed by the calculated t-value and p-value (t=7.940;
p<0.05) as the difference is statistically significant. This indicates that although students have
high preferences towards talking and sharing ideas about learning language problems and

effective speaking strategies with their teachers, they infrequently use it.

Finally, based on table 16 above, it is possible to say that that there is a big difference between
students meta cognitive strategy use and preference. Although students use the strategy at some
frequency level, it is insufficient to the extent that brings students to the higher level of

proficiency.

Table 17: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use

of affective strategy

Response value

else about how [ feel

when Lam leaming ") opoence | 91 467 | 56 | 287 1 9 46 6 3.1 33 169 385
English.

No. Items by ANGE U/GE S/SE R/LE N Mean | .5 p-
; } Value value
Notii (1% 5N i Yl iNo i %1 IN % i No i %
21 [ encourage myself Use 54 277 48 246 30 {154 : 18 092 45 231325 -8.404 0.000
to speak English i
cye‘?d“"}e:li}i‘:g L | preference | 134 1687 3719313 TIS s 77 439
alraid o aK
mistake.
22 i lgivemyself a Use 27 138012 162 42 12152412390 ! 462 ; 229 -7.242 0.000
ﬁ;:;a\ffaﬁ’i l‘f?é‘ﬁg‘h‘;;“ Dreference T BT 1313765 T3 712 162 16 |30 151|262 | 341
23 I listen to music to Use 63 32342 121521 108 30 154 39 @20 331 -3.73 0.000
develop more .
positive mood for preference @ 92 472 155 [ 2829 4.6 9 4.6 30 : 154§ 3.87
speaking.
24 [ try to relax myself | Use 78 40 39 20 3 1185 127 13815 . 7.7 371 -9.355 0.000
whenever [ feel
Effa‘]‘_‘S]Of using preference | 148 | 750 1 41 21 3 15 - - 37T e
“nglish. )
25 [ talk to someone Use 36 185 136 : 185 (39 | 20 42 1 215 142 i 2151 291 -6.468 0.000

If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significant
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very great exient; U/GE=usually/great
extent; S/SE= sometimes/some extent; R/LE= rarely/ little extent; N= never, for strategy use and
preference respectively.

In Table 17 above of Ttem 21, students were asked to rate their use and preference with regard
to encouraging themselves to speak English when they are afraid of making a mistake. The
mean score for use is 3.25 and for preference is 4.39. The mean value for preference is greater

than for use. And, the calculated t-value and p-value are (t= 8.404; p<0.05). This indicates that

the difference is statistically significant. In another words, although students have high
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preferences towards encouraging themselves to speak English when they are afraid of making

a mistake, they tended to use it infrequently.

[tem 22 was designed to find out the students’ use and preference with regard to giving them a
reward or treat when they do well in English. There is a difference between the mean score for
use (2.29) and for preference (3.41) with regard to this item. Accordingly, the t-value and p-
value (t=7.242; p<0.05) shows that the difference between the students’ use and preference is
statistically significant. This means students infrequently use the act of giving a reward or treat

to themselves when they do well in English although they have high preference.

Item 23 deals with listening to music to develop more positive mood for speaking. Students
were asked to rate their use and preferences. The mean value for use is 3.31 and for preference
is 3.87. And, the calculated t-test result and p-value is (t=3.730; p<0.05). This depicts that the
difference is statistically significant. This means that although students use listening to music
to develop more positive mood for speaking at some frequency, it is not sufficient in relation to

their preference.

In Ttem 24, students were asked to indicate the degree of preference and frequency of use with
regard to relaxing them whenever they feel afraid of using English. There is a difference
between the mean scores for preference (4.69) and use (3.71). The t-test result and p-value
(t=9.355; p<0.05) reveals that there is significant difference in the strategy preference and
frequency of use. This indicates that although students use relaxing them whenever they feel
afraid of using English at some frequency, they weren’t using it as frequently as possible in

relation to their preferences.

Ttem 25 was designed to sce if there is a difference between use and preference with regard to
talking to someone else about how they feel when they are learning English. The mean values
for use and preference are 2.91 and 3.85, respectively. The calculated t-test result (t=6.468;
p<0.05) portrays that there is statistically significant difference between students’ frequency
use and extent of preference. In another word, although students use talking to someone else
about how they feel when they are learning English at some degree, they didn’t use it as

expected in relation to their preference.
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Table 18: T-test for comparison between extent of preferences and frequency of use

of social strategy

__Response value i
No Items v A/VGE UIGE . § SSE vl = RILE N i Mean B
i g Y : g Value | value
No Y% No : % No % NI e No | %
26 I cooperate with my friends to Use 21 10.8 36 18.5 45 231 24 12.3 69 354 2:57 -7.004 0.000
practice and share information
in learning the language. pieforence 1 751383 160 308 112 |62 6 3l 270205 362
27 I ask my teacher or classmates Use 60 30.8 39 20 33 16.9 30 15.4 33 16.9 332 -9.076 0.000
for et oL erors rofeence { Th | 724 86 L 1e5 |4 437 T2 11 05763 TEAD N
28 1 comment, suggest and give Use 46 236 35 17.9 42 21.5 18 9.2 54 271 3.01 -7.827 0.000
opinions in class discussions. | preference 115 | 59 7Ty e 3.1 I 05 2633wl s
29 1 ask questions for Use 39 20 69 35.4 27 13.8 18 92 42 213 323 -8.032 0.000
verifications and more preference | 126 | 64.0 43 2241 5 2.6 3 1.5 18 9.2 431
explanations in class. -
30 1 ask English speakers to Use 21 10.8 21 10.8 45 23.1 33 16.9 15 38.5 238 19579 0.000
correct me when I talk preference | 85 d3.6_1 59 303 9 4.6 6 3.1 36 185 (377 |

If table value for T-test is >1.96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significant
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/VGE= always /very great extent; U/GE=usually/greal
extent: S/SE= sometimes/some exteni; R/LE= rarely/ litile extent; N= never, for strategy use and
preference respectively.

Item 26 was designed to find out the students preference and use towards cooperating with
their friends to practice and share information in learning the language. Accordingly, the mean
value for strategy use and preference are 2.57 and 3.62 respectively. The calculated t-value and
p-value (t= 7.004; p<0.05) reveals that there is a significant difference between the mean
scores for strategy use and preference. This means students didn’t use the strategy for
cooperating with their friends to practice and share information in learning the language
although they have high preferences. Therefore, it can be said that students are infrequent in

the use of the strategy.

Ttem 27 deals with the students’ use and preference towards asking their teachers or classmates
for correction of errors. There is a difference between the mean scores for use (3.32) and
preference (4.49). The calculated t-value and p-value (t=9.076; p<0.05) shows that the
difference is significant. This means students infrequently use asking their teachers or

classmates for correction of errors in relation to their preferences.

Item 28 was designed to find out the students’ preference and use towards commenting,
suggesting and giving opinions in class discussions. There is a great difference between
preference and use of the strategy. The mean score for strategy use is 3.01 and for strategy
preference is 4.15. The t-test result and p-value (t= 7.827; p<0.05) shows significant difference

between the mean values for strategy preference and strategy use. This means students
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infrequently use commenting, suggesting and giving opinions in class discussions although

they have high preference.

In item 29 students were asked to indicate their strategy use and preference towards asking
questions for verifications and more explanations in classroom. Accordingly, the mean values
for preference and use are 4.31 and 3.23, respectively. The t-test result and p-value (t= 8.032;
p<0.05) depicts that there is a big difference between the two variables. This means students
infrequently use asking questions for verifications and more explanations in class in relation to

their preferences.

Item 30 deals with asking English speakers to correct students when they talk. Accordingly, the
mean scores for strategy preference and use are 3.77 and 2.38, respectively. The t-test result is
9.579. From this it can be understood that there is statistically significant difference between
the strategy preference and use of this strategy. In other words, students infrequently employ

asking English speakers to correct them when they talk in relation to their preference.

Generally Table 18 portrays that the mean scores for strategy preferences are greater than the
mean scores for strategy use in all strategies. From this, it can be implied that students

infrequently employ social strategy in relation to their preference towards it.

4.5 The Major Factors that Hinder Students in Speaking Strategy Use

As we understand from the above two analysis, students weren’t in a position to use speaking
strategies as frequently as possible in relation to the extent of preferences they showed towards
speaking strategies. As a result of this, the students were asked to indicate the major factors

that hindered them to use speaking strategies as frequently as possible.
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Table 19: Ratings of the major factors that hindered students from using speaking

strategies
Responses i)
4 Not
Very serious Moderate :
serious Total
No Factors :
Very Fairly
serious Serious Total serious Not at all 5
No{ % No % No % N | % (No % N %
1 | Lack of awareness of :
speaking strategies 171 | 87.7 13 6.6 184 | 944 11 5.6 - - 195 100
2 | Lack of self
encouragement to improve 15 7.7 6 3.1 21 10.8 9 4.0 165 84.6 195 100
speaking skill
3 | Lack of EFL teachers
support in teaching the 179 {918, 8 | 41 | 187 959 4 | 205 i 3 15 195 100
strategies.
4 | Negative attitude towards ) ; _
English language 12 6.2 10 5.1 22 11.3 66 338 107 54.8 195 100
Fear of making mistakes. 94 482 86 441 | 180 1 923 14 | 72 | 0.5 195 100
Fear of students’ laughter
atstudents who attemptto 41 21 | 58 297 99 | 508 27 | 138 | 69 354 | 195 = 100
use English.
7 i Negative attitude of the
students towards students 56 12871 18 92| 74 | 38 | 40 | 205 | 71 | 364 | 195 | 100
who use English.
8 | Lack of motivation 4 1205 2 1.02: 6 3.1 13 6.6 177 ¢ 908 195 100
9 | Lack of experience of ) -
using strategies 59 | 303 88 451 ¢ 147 | 754 E7 8.7 31 159 195 100
10 - The influence of culture 82 {421 | 98 | 503 | 180|923 ] 10 | 5.1 5 25 195 100
11 . Absence of conducive
sohioo] snvironmert 97 497 ¢ 77 (395 174 | 89.2 15 7.7 6 3.1 195 100

As clearly portrayed in the above table, a significant number of students reported that lack of

awareness towards speaking strategies /94.4%/, lack of EFL teachers help in teaching the

strategies /95.9%/, fear of making mistakes /92.3%/, the influence of culture /92.3%/ and

absence of conducive school environment /89.2%/ were found to be the serious factors that

hindered students from frequent use of speaking strategies. In addition to this, a remarkable

number of students also didn’t deny the fact that lack of experience of using strategies /75.4%/,

fear of students laughter at students who attempt to use English /50.8%/ and negative attitude

of the students towards those who use English /38%/ were also another serious factors that

hindered them from using the strategies that they preferred as frequently as possible.
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Contrarily, as the majority of the students reported, negative attitude towards English /54.8%/.
lack of self encouragement to improve speaking skill /84.6%/ and lack of motivation /90.8%/

weren’t totally taken as a hindering factors for infrequent use of speaking strategies.

From the above analysis it can be said that regardless of the degrees of seriousness, all the
above mentioned factors except those three analyzed later, responsible for infrequent use of

speaking strategies by the students.

4.6 Summary of the six strategies

Based on the mean values, the six strategies were compared and contrasted for extent of
preference and frequency of use of speaking strategies. Accordingly, table 20 presents the
strategies mean values, extent of preference and their rank for strategy preference and table 20

presents the mean values, frequency of use and rank for strategy use.

Table 20: Summary of the six strategies for strategy preference

No Strategies Mean | Extent of preferences Rank
1 Memory 3.89 High 6
2 | Cognitive 3.99 High 4
3 Compensation 3.93 High 5
4 Meta Cognitive 412 - High 1
5 Affective 4.05 High 3
6  Social 4.06 High 2

As shown in the above table, all strategies are highly preferred by the students with a mean
value that range from 3.89 - 4.12. As compared to the direct strategies, indirect strategies were
highly preferred by the respondents. As a result, meta cognitive, social, affective, cognitive,
compensation and memory strategies ranked from the first to the sixth according to their mean

values which are 4.12, 4.00, 4.05, 3.99, 3.93 and 3.89 respectively.

This implies students’ readiness to practically use all the strategies and it also implies the
students’ internal inquisitiveness towards developing their ability to the highest level of
language proficiency. This is because, Mullins (1992) found out that student preference
towards meta cognitive, cognitive and social strategies are getting greater and greater as

learners progress to higher proficiency level.
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Table 21: Summary of the six strategies for strategy use

No Strategies Mean Frequency of Use Rank
1 Memory 3.03 Medium 4
2 Cognitive 2.87 Medium 6
3 Compensation 3.04 Medium 3
4 Meta Cognitive 3.06 Medium 2
5 Affective 3.1 Medium 1
6 | Social 2.88 Medium 5

As indicated in the above table, students showed medium use towards all speaking strategies
regardless of the fact that there is a difference in the mean values among strategies. This
resulted in a difference in the strategies’ rank order. Accordingly, affective, meta cognitive,
compensation, memory, social and cognitive strategies ranked from the first to the sixth with a

mean values of 3.1, 3.06, 3.04, 3.03, 2.88 and 2.87 respectively.

This clearly portrays the fact that none of the strategies adequately utilized by the respondents’
in order to develop their progress by improving their speaking skills. However, there was a
good attempt among respondents to use as many speaking strategies as possible. Therefore, if
students are supported with teachers by providing them with strategy training, they will

effectively use all the strategies and better perform in learning the language.

4.7 Discussion of the Findings

As mentioned in the very beginning, the main objective of this study was to see students’
preferences and identify the frequency of use of speaking strategies with particular reference to
Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework secondary schools’ students. The specific questions which is
going to be answered by the study was identifying strategy preferences and use, examining if
there is a difference between extent of preferences and use and exploring some major factors
that hinder them from using strategy preferences. Therefore, in this part the result of the
inquiry is going to be interpreted. And, the findings under each theme from the three tools were

presented for the sake of triangulation.

The result of the questionnaire indicates that students who are learning in Grade 10 at Yekatit
and W/ro Kelemework secondary schools were generally had high preference towards all

speaking strategies. However, when we rank these strategies in terms of the students” extent of
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preferences they showed as indicated in the Analysis part of this chapter, meta cognitive,
social, affective, cognitive, compensation and memory strategies were ranked from the highest
to the lowest. Generally speaking, in the attempt made to see students’ preferences, it is proved
that grade 10 Yekatit 66 and W/ro Kelemework students have a great desire to use all speaking
strategies. This clearly shows that students have a great internal inquisitiveness to use as

different strategies as possible to improve their speaking skill.

Regarding the students frequency of use of speaking strategies, a number of results have been
found. As compared to direct strategies, indirect strategies were frequently used by the
students. However, the participants of the study showed medium /2.77+/ use towards all

(affective, met cognitive, compensation, memory, cognitive and social) strategies.

The result of the questionnaire which was later confirmed by interview and observation also
revealed that affective strategy was frequently employed by the students as compared to the
other speaking strategies. Above all, of the affective sub strategies, students’ frequently
employed relaxing themselves whenever they feel afraid of using English, listening to music to
develop more positive mood for speaking and encouraging themselves to speak English even
when they are afraid of making a mistake as compared to the other sub strategies subsumed
under it. Moreover, meta cognitive strategy was also frequently employed by the students
following affective strategy to organize and evaluate their learning. When examining sub
strategies subsumed under meta cognitive strategy, noticing their English mistakes to help
them do better and choosing a topic or initiating a conversation to get more practice were the

most commonly employed sub strategies.

They also used social strategies. Asking their teacher or classmates for correction of errors and
asking questions for verification or more explanations in class were among the frequently
employed social strategies. The findings in the direct strategies were also remarkable in that
students were using a substantial numbers of sub strategies subsumed under it in their attempt

to become proficient speakers of English.

When we look at the individual category, we found out that memory strategy ranked first in
relation to others in the category. It appeared to be one of the most popular strategies for

students although with limited use.
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In addition, when we examine the individual sub strategies included under memory strategy,
using localation on the page or on the board, and practicing repeatedly were the commonly

employed sub strategies in this category.

Regarding compensation strategy, the students employed it almost with the same frequency
with memory strategy. As in memory strategy /3.03/, compensation strategy /3.04/ appeared to
be one of the most commonly employed strategy by the students in their effort to fill for the

missing knowledge while speaking.

Another significant result in this study was related to the differences or similarities between
extent of preferences and frequency of use of speaking strategies. In both direct and indirect
strategies, the students’ frequency of use of speaking strategies was totally different from the
students’ extent of preferences. This means that they didn’t use as frequently as possible in
relation to their extent of preferences for each and every speaking strategies. This was proved
by examining the t-values and p-value results of the two variables for each and every sub

strategies subsumed under each category.

The major hindering factors which were responsible for students’ infrequent use of speaking
strategies were absence of conducive school environment (lack of English Language club and
language laboratory), lack of awareness towards speaking strategies, lack of EFL teachers’
support in teaching the strategies, fear of making mistakes and the influence of culture. In
addition to this, lack of experience of using strategies, fear of students laughter at students who
attempt to use English and negative attitude of the students towards those who use English
were also another serious factors that hindered them from using the strategies that they

preferred as frequently as possible.
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusions

Based on the findings, an overall evaluation of the preferences and use of six groups of
strategies and the differences or similarity between the students extent of preferences and
frequency of use of the strategies have been made. Moreover, some of the factors that hindered

the students from using the preferred strategies as frequently as possible have also been made.

The answer of the participants revealed that they have generally showed high preferences
towards all speaking strategies although the mean values of direct strategies were greater than

direct one.

The students showed medium use towards all speaking strategies. However, when we rank
them in the mean value scores, affective, meta cognitive, compensation, memory, cognitive

and social strategies comes from first to last.

As it was intended to find out if there are some differences between extent of preferences and
frequency of use, there existed a great difference between students’ extent of preference and
frequency of use. This means they are not using speaking strategies as frequently as possible in

relation to their extent of preferences.

Finally, some serious factors were responsible for students’ infrequently use in relation to their
extent of preferences. One of the major serious factors was that the majority of the students
didn’t have awareness for the majority of the speaking strategies. In addition to this, absence of
conducive school environment, fear of making mistakes, lack of EFL teachers help in teaching
the strategies, lack of experience, the influence of culture in which the student grew up and fear
of students laughter were also another serious factors that hindered the students to use speaking

strategies as frequently as possible in relation to their extent of preference.
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5.2 Recommendations

In the lights of the findings, the following recommendations can be made in order to improve

the students’ frequency of use of speaking strategies.

1. The speaking strategy in general should be thought to language learners so that they can
better exploit them while they are learning the skill.

2. As the result depicted the students relatively showed high preference towards all
speaking strategies regardless of some variation. However, the students should have
shown an equal preference towards all speaking strategies to better improve their
speaking skills. To do so, EFL teachers should play a significant role in advising,
encouraging and telling the students about the importance of all speaking strategies.

3. Language laboratory should be built and EFL teachers should allow learners to use it.
So that, the students can has the opportunity to practice the language.

4. By giving training about speaking strategies to students, it is possible to create
awareness about it. As a result of this, they can better use all speaking strategies as
frequently as possible regardless of some factors.

5. English language club should be formed in the school in order to create conducive
environment by allowing the students to practice the language and changing the
negative attitude of the students towards those who attempt to use English. These help
the learners to develop more positive mood and confidence by avoiding frightens and
making mistakes.

6. EFL teachers should identify their students’ speaking strategies preferences and teach
them accordingly. As a result, the students can have better opportunities to employ their
strategy preferences as frequently as possible.

7. Material designers are recommended to add the necessary speaking strategies in the text
book to be taught in a regular class time. Consequently, the students may develop

awareness of the strategies and better exploit them in every way possible.
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Rppendix- A

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate studies
Faculty of language studies

Department of English

Dear Respondents,

This questionnaire is designed to gather information about the extent of your strategy
preferences. There is no right and wrong answers since different learners have different
preferred way of learning a language. The responses you give will be kept confidential.
Therefore, feel free, be frank and objective in responding the questions provided.

This questionnaire has two parts. The first part deals with your personal details. The second
part gives you a list of 30 speaking strategies. Therefore, please read each statement carefully
and put a tick mark (v ) in the box corresponding to your choice that fits you in terms of the
extent of preference that you have for each and every speaking strategies using the following
scales..

No I prefer this strategy Ratings Scales
1 Very great extent VGE 5
2 Great extent GE 4
3 Some extent SE 3
4 Little extent LE 2
5 Never N 1




Part 1: Personal information

+ Name of the school

N7

» Sex-M__F

% Age-

Part 2: Speaking Strategy Inventory

Extent of preference
No Strategies S
0 VGE | GE|SE |LE | N
I try to associate what I already know and new language information in | |
1 order to remember them.
[ remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation
: in which the word might be used.
[ remember new English words or phrases by remembering their
’ localation on the page or on the board.
4 ['try to remember language items by practicing repeatedly.
I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the
° words to help me remember the word.
6 I'say orally in order to practice new expression in the language.
7 I imitate the way native/ proficient speakers talk in the language
8 [ practice the sounds of English.
While speaking, I transfer the knowledge of words, concepts / structures
? from L1 /native language/toL.2/English language/.
10 I'use English outside the classrooms.
If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the
= same thing.
When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use body
12 movements.
I'ask my teacher or classmates to tell me the right expressions when I don’t
= seem to get the right one.
When I forget or fail to remember a word or an expression, [ keep on
1 repeating the previous word for some time until [ can recall or get a word.
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| 15 | When I fail to remember a word while speaking, [ use L1.
16 I'choose a topic, or initiate conversation to get more practice.
17 ['notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better.
18 I look for people talk to in English.
larrange my schedule to study and practice the new language consistently,
v not just when there is a pressure of a test.
I talk and share idea about learning language problems and effective
20 speaking strategies with my teacher.
['encourage myself to speak English even when [ am afraid of making a
2l mistake.
22 I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.
23 I listen to music to develop more positive mood for speaking.
24 ['try to relax myself whenever I feel afraid of using English.
25 [ talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English.
[ cooperate with my friends to practice and share information in learning
.= the language.
27 I ask my teacher or classmates for correction of errors.
28 [ comment, suggest and give opinions in class discussions.
29 lask questions for verifications and more explanations in class.
30 [ ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.
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Dear Respondents,

RAppendix- B

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate studies
Faculty of language studies

Department of English

This questionnaire is designed to gather information about the frequency of use of speaking
strategies. There 1s no right and wrong answers since different learners learn a language in
different ways. The responses you give will be kept confidential. Therefore, feel free, be frank

and objective in responding the questions provided.

This questionnaire has two parts. The first part deals with your personal details. The second
part gives you a list of 30 speaking strategies. Therefore, please read each statement carefully
and put a tick mark (v ) in the box corresponding to your choice that fits you in terms of the
frequency of use of speaking strategies that you have for each and every speaking strategies
using the following scales..

No I use this strategy Ratings Scales
1 Always A 5
2 Usually U 4
3 Sometimes S 3
4 Rarely R 2
] Never N 1
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Part 1: Personal information

% Name of the school
% Sex-M_F

w» Age-

Part 2: Speaking Strategy Inventory

- Frequency of Use
No Strategies A luls p N
I try to associate what I already know and new language information ‘
! in order to remember them.
[ remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a
: situation in which the word might be used.
I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their localation
. on the page or on the board.
4 ' Itry to remember language items by practicing repeatedly.
I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the
2 words to help me remember the word.
6 Isay orally in order to practice new expression in the language.
7 . Limitate the way native/ proficient speakers talk in the language
8 | I practice the sounds of English.
While speaking, I transfer the knowledge of words, concepts /structures from
? L1 /native language/toL.2/English language/.
10 : I'use English outside the classrooms.
If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the
- same thing.
12 When I can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use body
movements.
131 ask my teacher or classmates to tell me the right expressions when I don’t
seem to get the right one,
When I forget or fail to remember a word or an expression, I keep on
H repeating the previous word for some time until I can recall or get a word.
15 | When I fail to remember a word while speaking, I use L1.

Wl




16 | I choose a topic, or initiate conversation to get more practice.
17 Inotice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better.
18 | I'look for people talk to in English.
I'arrange my schedule to study and practice the new language consistently,
v not just when there is a pressure of a test.
I talk and share idea about learning language problems and effective speaking
20 strategies with my teacher.
I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a
= mistake.
22 | I give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English.
23 ' I listen to music to develop more positive mood for speaking.
24 Itry to relax myself whenever I feel afraid of using English.
25 Ttalk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English.
I cooperate with my friends to practice and share information in learning the
20 language.
27 | Iask my teacher or classmates for correction of errors.
28 I comment, suggest and give opinions in class discussions.
29 | L ask questions for verifications and more explanations in class.
[ ask English speakers to correct me when I talk.

30
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Rppendix- C

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate studies
Faculty of language studies

Department of English

Dear Respondents,

This questionnaire is designed to gather information about the levels of seriousness of the major factors
that hindered you from using speaking strategies as most frequently as possible. There is no right and
wrong answers so put a tick mark (-) in the box corresponding to your choice that fits you in terms of
degrees of seriousness of the factors mentioned below. The responses you give will be kept
confidential. Therefore, feel free, be frank and objective in responding the questions provided.

Moder
Very ; Not at
No Factors ; serious  ately
serious 3 all
serious
1 Lack of awareness of strategies
2 Lack of self encouragement to improve speaking skill
3 Lack of EFL teachers advice and encouragement
4 Negative attitude towards English language
5 Fear of making mistakes.
6 Fear of students’ laughter at students who attempt to use
English.
7 Negative attitude of the students to wards who use English
8 Lack of motivation
9 Lack of experience
10 The influence of culture
11 Absence of conducive school environment




Appendix- D

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate studies
Faculty of language studies

Department of English

Classroom Observation Checklist

No Questions Yes No
Do students practice using English language in
1 the class room?
Do students use body movement like gesture,
facial expression, their L1, repeating the
5 previous word in order to compensate for the
missing part?
Do students make an attempt to learn from
3 their mistakes?
Are students confident while using English?
4
Do students cooperate, give comments and
S | opinions in class discussions or ask their friend

or teacher for correction of errors?
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Appendix- E

Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate studies
Faculty of language studies

Department of English

Interview questions

How do you remember new language items?
. Do you transfer (use) knowledge of L1 to practice using L2?

. Can you tell me how you practice speaking in order to be an effective
speaker of English?

. Do you attempt to imitate the way native speakers talk and say orally
in order to practice?

. If you forget a word (phrase) while speaking, how do you compensate
(express) your idea?

. What personal efforts do you make in order to practice English, for
example, choosing a topic arranging a schedule for practice, learning
from your own mistakes, and asking your teacher for effective
strategies?

. How do you relax or encourage your self when you get stressed while

speaking?

. How far do you cooperate with your friends, ask your teacher a
question, comments in class discussion, and ask your teacher or
classmates for correction of errors in order to improve your speaking?
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