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Abst"act 

The purpose of this study was identifying the extent of preferences and 
frequency of use of speaking s trategies of grade 10 students of Yekatit 66 and 
W/ro Kelemework Secodary Schools. Moreover, it attempted to find out if there 
are s ignificant differences between s tudents' extent of preferences and frequency 
of use of speaking s trategies and it also identified some of the major factors that 
inhibit learners from using their strategy p reference as frequ ently as possible. A 

descriptive survey method was used . From the total population of 154 7 s tudents, 
195 (98 male and 97 female) s tudents , who were selected by using simple 
random s ampling method, w ere involved in the s tudy. 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 peaking s trategies by s tudents and to 
identify the major factors that affect the use of sp eak ing 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 tudents 
s howed high pref erences towards all speaking s trategies . HOYJe ver, students ' 
preferences towards indirect strategies were greater than the -direct one. In 
addition to this, none of the strategies were employed highly; rather s tudents 
s howed medium use towards all sp eaking s trategies (affective, meta cognitive, 
cOlnpensation, memory, cognitive and social s trategies). A nother important result 
was that there was a difference between s tudents ' extent of pref erence and 
ji-equency of use of strategies. This means, s tudents ' attempt to use speaking 
strategies in relation to their extent of preferences. w ere very weak. The major 
factors that inhibited s tudents s trategy use were iack of awareness of s trategies. 
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.) s hould play a 
significant role in every way possible in order to make students use speaking 
s trategies 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 

characteri stics 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 tecluliques that students (often intentionally) use to improve their 

progress in developing L2 skill s. These strategies can facilitate the internali zation, storage, 

retrieval and use of new language. Strategies are tools which are se lf directed involvement 

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

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 fo reign and second 

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

Different authorities' emphasis that student' s language learning strategies playa 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 wi th understand ing of the new language. It can, therefore, be argued that taking students' 

preferences in to account has a paramount impOliance fo r 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 (199S) 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 ro le in teaching - learning processes. 

( 
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Speaking is one of the important skills that have to be mastered by students in fore ign language 

learning. Indeed learners need to speak English and interact t/u·ough it as it helps them in many 

respects. 

However important speaking is, students face diffi culti es in usmg foreign language for 

communication. According to many findings, students' fai lure 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 (Elli s, 1994; Oxford, 1990). However, at present, as I 

have observed throughout my teaching experi ence in fi ve 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 inabil ity 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 onl y 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 

identi fl ed 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 
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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 al so 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 lmowledge, 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 di ffe rences between extent of 

preferences and frequency of use of speaking strategies. As a result, in order to provide more 

eviaence for the research of speaking strategies, this study attempted to answer the fo llowing 

research questions. 

1. What is students' speaking strategy preferences like? 

2. How frequentl y 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? 

3 



1.3 Objectives ofthe 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 ofthe 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 thi s system (classification). 

1.5 Significance of the Study 
The study is supposed to be significant for the following points: 

I. This study provides feedback to the EFt 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. 
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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 Iro 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 thi s helped the researcher in easing the data gathering processes. 

1.7 Limitation of the Study 

This study has got a limitation. Because of sh0l1age of time and financia l constraints, it was 

limited to only two schools. As a result of thi s, 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 Yekati t 

66 and Wlro Kelemework secondary schools of grade 10 students. It is organized in to five 

chaptcrs. The first chapter deals wi th 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 thi s 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 co llection, data 

co llection procedures and data organization and ana lys is procedures. The fourth chapter is 

about data analysis and di scussion. In this chapter a detailed analysis along with discussion of 

the findi ngs were made. Finally, in the last chapter, conclusions and possible recommendations 

were drawn. 
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1.9 Operational Definitions 

+ Speaking Strategy Preference - the students' desire, need or wish towards 

speaking sh·ategies 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 teclmiques that students 

(often intentiona lly) use to improve their progress in developing L2 skill s. 

6 



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, 2 10). 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 actlvily. This 
requires teachers to tailor their instruction carefilily to the needs of learners and teach 
them how 10 lislen 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. Consequently, 
they give and take exchanges of messages. 11 will enable them to create discourse that 
coveys Iheir 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 li steners. 

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 sti ll 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 li steners in a particular way. They select and utter a sentence they 

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

7 



2.2 Language Learning Strategies 

2.2.1 Definition of Strategy 

The word strategy comes from the ancient Greek word Slralegia, which means steps or actions 

taken for the purpose of winning a war known as mi li tary strategy (Wikipedia, 2009). Learning 

strategies are broad ly defined as operations and procedures employed by learners to facilitate 

the process of acquisition, storage, retrieval , and use of information in thei r learning (Rigney, 

1978). Learning strategies are "techniques, approaches, or del iberate actions that students take 

in order to faci litate 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 eas ier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more 

transferabl e to new situations" is a language learning strategy. 

2.2.2 Speaking Strategies 

A theoretical assumption behind learning strategy, which is widely di scussed in the literature, 

is that language learning is a cognitive process that learners promote their knowledge and 

approach to language learning. Griffiths and Parr (200 I) 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 thi s 

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 thi s 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 li st of speaking strategies. 

To start with, Naiman et al. (1978) identified the di fferent strategy 111 li ght of the various 

language skill s. They identified strategies used in fac il itating speaking such as avoidance of 

fear of making mistakes, contact with native speakers, asking for correction, and memori zing 

dialogues. O'Malley and Chamot (1990) too identifi ed certain L2 learn ing strategies 

concomitant with speaking. Some of them were rehearsing to carry out a fOl1h coming 

speaking task (funct ional planning), checking the appropriateness of one ' s own oral 
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production while it is taking place or after (self - mentoring or self evaluation), imitating a 

language model (repetition) using previous linguistic knowledge or prior ski ll s to assist 

production ( transfer), making an oral summary of new info rmation gained, translation, 

question for clarification, and working together with one or more peers to accomplish several 

learning acti vities (co-operation). 

Likewise, Oxford (1990) identified and described strategies as applied to the fou r language 

ski ll s. 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 fore ign language have 

concentrated particularly on compensatory activities and on pragmatics learning to perform 

certain ki nds 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 process ing, the language of thought, and individual diffe rences 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 va lue their own experience as a resource for 

fmiher 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 

manifes R ritself in the-t'orm iJfpa-ssive-resi'stancelolhdearning-process:-. ----------
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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 thei r 

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 fo llowed 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 thi s 

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 (ESLIEFL) 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 plmming, 

monitoring and evaluating), on the basis of their learning nmctions. 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 

(ESLIEFL) 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 class ification 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) tlu'ough 

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 retri eve information in an orderly string (e.g., acronyms), whi le other teclmigues 

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 meanmg 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., 

fl ashcards), or location (e.g., on a page or blackboard) (see Oxford, 1990 for detail s and 

multiple examples). 

Memory strategies are often used fo r memorizing vocabulary and structures in initial stages of 

language learning, but that learners need such strategies much less when thei r 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, reorgani zing 

information to develop stronger schemas (knowledge structures), p racti cing 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 specificall y in EFL settings. 

2.3 .1 .3 Compensation Strategies 

Compensation strategies (e .g., guessing from the context 111 listening and reading; uS ll1g 

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 (1 998) asserted that compensation strategies that are used for speaking and writing 

(often known as a fo rm 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 fo r 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. , identi fy ing one's own learning style preferences and needs, 

planning fo r an L2 task, gathering and organizing materials, arrangi ng 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 fiJl1ction 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 Elu·man 

(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 fo r 

affective strategies as learners' progress to higher proficiency. 

2.3.2.3 Social Strategies 

Social strategies (e.g., asking questions to get verifi cation, asking fo r 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 nati ve-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 effeli(t on learners' use of different types of strateg ies. 
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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 beli efs 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 fo r their choice to use certain language 

learning strategies. Learners' beliefs about language itself and how it is learned seem to 

infl uence their use of strategies. 

In a study on the relationship between EFL learners ' bel iefs and learning strategies, Yang 

(1999 : 518) fo und 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' atti tudes, motivation or behaviors in the process of learni ng that language. 

McDonough ( 1995: 9) pointed out that our be liefs "forms the basis for our personal decisions 

as to how to proceed". Wen and Johnson (1997 : 40) found that belief variables were very 

infl uent ia l 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 diffe rentiated 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 cogniti ve 

knowledge and beliefs, but she agrees with Alexander and Dochy (1995) by suggest ing that 

--beliefs aTe distincr-from-:JlTeta- cu"gnitive ktrowledge b-e-c-a-rrS"e--rlreY''Xl,,,,· --u""'~lared , 

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 di rect 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. (l985b), for example, studied the range, type and frequency oflanguage 

learning strategies used by begillliing 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 begirU1ers, 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 wide ly examined with respect to its re lationship 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 forei gn language learners. They reported that, 

compared with less motivated learners, those who were substantially motivated, tended to 

_____ acLQpt more learning strategies_and used them mQrejre_quentlj!,_T amada_(12<L6.Lscrutinized 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 (Elmllan 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 (t 986) 

showed that the years of language learning affected the use of nine (out of 50) strategies 

indicated in the inventory. [n 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 menltoned, a majonty on hese 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 li ke Iran. Such contextual limi tations could not only result in differences in EFL 

learners' patterns of strategy use but also affect the degree and nature of the impact such 

vari ables as proficiency level and motivation exert on their LLS use. 

2.4.6 Influence of Culture and Context 

As discussed above, the learner's goa ls, the context of the learning situat ion, and the cul tural 

values of the learner's society can be expected to have a strong influence on choice and 

acceptabil ity 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 learn ing strategy preferences reported by students in 

different cultura l contexts . A study of ethnically Chinese, bilingual Singaporean universi ty 

students studying a foreign language (Frcnch 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 heri tage language and those learning Spani sh 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 

affecti ve and memory strategies and these latter were highly correlated with writing 

achievement. 

Preliminary fi ndings of a current stud y of learn ing strategies used by university students of less 

commonly taught languages indicate that both heritage speakers of Arabic and students of 

Arabic as a fore ign language share many of the same challenges and consequent learning 

strategies for learning modern standard Arabic, but also demonstrate diffe rences (Chamot, et 

17 



aI.1 987). 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, unli ke the fo reign language students had no difficu lty in discriminating A rabic sounds and 

hence did not report any learning strategies for li stening comprehension. 

The implications fo r teach ing are that language teachers need to fi nd out what learning 

strategies students are al ready using fo r 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 facto rs that may be influencing their students. 

This can lead to clarifica tion of the task's demands where there is a mismatch with students' 

current learni ng strategies. By understanding the task more clearl y, students will likely be more 

motivated to try new strategies to complete it. 

2.4.7 Learning Styles and Other Persona li ty- Related Variables 

The seventh and final problematic issue involves what is perceived by some as an inadequate 

link ing of learn ing strategies and lea rn ing styles in the language learning field. Learn ing 

strategies do not operate by themselves, but rather are directly ti ed 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 ethn ic differences (Oxfo rd 1989). Schmeck (1 988) 

underscores the need to understand learning strategies in the context of learning styles, which 

he defines as the expression of personality specifica lly in the learning situation . Schmeck al so 

exhorts researchers to view learning styles and learning strategies in the context of general 

personality factors such as the fo llowing introversion /extroversion, refl ecti veness/ 

impulsiveness , fie ld independence/ dependence, self-confidence, self-concept, self-efficacy, 

creativity, anxiety, and moti vation (intrins ic/extrinsic) (Oxford and Cohen, 1992). According 

to Schmeck (1988 : 179) a learning strategy di sembodied fro m personality- related facto rs is 

"onl y a short-term prop for learn ing". 

Stud ies on strategy use point to the fact that an individual's learning style preferences infl uence 

the type of LLS they use (Ehrman and Oxford, 1990). Extroverts, for example, show a strong 

preference for social strategies, while introve11s use meta cognitive strategies more frequentl y 
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(Ehrman and Oxford, 1990); learners who favo r group study are shown to use social and 

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

There are al so many other language learni ng strategy stud ies over the last decade that have 

looked at cognitive and meta-cognitive strategy use but have fail ed to gather, analyze, or report 

personali ty- related, social, and demographic info rmation about the subjects. Factors such as 

moti vation, beliefs, attitudes, anxiety, lea rning style, wo rld 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 duri ng 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 offeri ng 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 IELTS exam cri teria and helping them to adjust 

their speaking performance to match these criteria. In this course 35 students partic ipated; 

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 bener prepared to tackle tasks in fo reign language learning. According to [ssin 

(2008: 136), "encouraging students to use a vari ety of perspectives may also help moti vate 

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 crit ica lly 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 

(Engli sh as a fo reign language) users in Mexico in order to identify impolite interactional 

situations experienced by Mex ican 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 th is 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 eli ci t 

information concerning learners' beliefs about speaking a foreign language. The students 

surveyed were in their fina l year at a secondary school in south east England , and were 

learning German. The questiorll1aire consisted of statements with a rating scale from one to 

five (one is 'stTOngly disagree' and fi ve is 'strongly agree'). Students had to identi fy 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 fore ign 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 thi s 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 (1 995), who made an attempt to investi gate and 

describe the current speaking strategies used by first year students majoring Engli sh at the 

Kotebe College ofleacher tci(fc-ati-on:iwel1tT fi estmlmr eye--rrrvo lved~lre-Te-sutrrevea l-eu 

that the maj ority of the students involved in thi s study were found to be strategic and generall y 
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to utilize various speaking strategies believed by researcher to faci litate successful speaking. 

According to the resul ts, although the subjects appeared to be generall y promising and with 

remarkable interest to develop their speaking sk ill , 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 3 11 students at 

Micro Link In fo rmation Teclul010gy 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 regress ions 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 rati ng of 

awareness, usefulness and frequency of use by the majori ty of the students in this study . 

Further analyses reveal that awareness and usefulness playa role in overall strategy use and the 

use of certain types of strategies . It indicates that 88 percent of the variabi lity in the frequency 

of strategy use is accounted for strategy awareness and perceived strategy usefulness. Overall , 

the use of fo ur out of five (80 percent) strategies is pred icted by a combination of awareness 

and usefi.llness. 

There were also other researches ' that have been investigated on the comm unication strategies. 

Tesfaye (2007) had conducted a study on communication strategies utili zed by Omo TTl 

Traineee Teachers' in oral production of Engl ish. His subjects were Oamo and Amharic 

departments ' students. Finally, he concluded that Amharic trainees were better than Oamo 

trainees in employi ng 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 fema le students in class 

room interacti on: Kotebe College of Teachers Education first year language of students II1 

focus . At thc end she concluded that, though there was significance gender difference II1 
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frequency of some of the strategies (that is male students used the strategies 111 a better 

frequency than female) there was no gender difference in types of communication strategies 

used by male and female students of Ketebe College of Teachers' Education. 

Tiume (2005) also has identified cOlllmunication 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 Engli sh. Finally, he found out that achievements on the type of 

task students were provided. Moreover, proficiency level and the task types determine 

selection of speci fic strategies. 

Kumelachew (20 11 ) 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 (20 11 ) also conducted on communication strategies used by Engli sh third year students 

of Debre Markos University. He found out that students frequently use lime 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 directl y 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 qualitati ve and quantitati ve approach. 

This method was used recognizing that all methods have limitations; researchers fe lt 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 fo r seeking convergence across qualitative and 

quantitative methods) is important (lick, 1979 as cited in Creswell , 2007). This was because; it 

was helpfi.Il to the overall strength of the study than using either quantitative or qualitative 

research (Creswell, 2007). For thi s very fact, the researcher used thi s mixed method) to explore 

the students' speaking strategy preferences and use of speaking strategies and the fac tors that 

hinders students to use their speaking strategy preferences as effecti vely as possible. 

3.2 The Setting 

The study was carried out at Yekati t 66 and Wlro 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 tu 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 sampl ing population from whom the samples 

were selected. In addition to this, it al so 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 thi s study was grade 10 Yekatit 66 and Wlro 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 lUlderstanding of the subject (concept) of 

the study, so that this resulted in the success of the study. 
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3.3.2 Sampling Technique 

There were II and 20 sections of grade 10 students at Yekatit 66 and W Iro kelemework 

secondary schools respectively. Each section has a students' ranging from 45 - 55. Wlro 

Kelemework school has 1007 students (476 male and 53 1 fema le) and Yekatit 66 has 540 

students (322 male and 21 8 female) . Accordingly, 14 % -141 students (7 1 male and 70 female) 

and 10 % - 54 students (27 male and 27 female) of the total population from Wlro kelemework 

and Yekatit 66 grade 10 students were selected using simple random sampling technique. The 

reason fo r selecting 14 and 10 percent of the total population was that Singh (2007) stated that 

a descri ptive type of research needs greater amount of participants to generalize fo r the total 

population and 10 to 20 percent is the range fo r selecti ng the sample of the population. These 

samples were selected from each section by taking 10-15 percent of the students using simple 

random sampl ing technique in order to obtain best representative sample of a population fo r 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 d iscussed as 

fo llow: 

3.4.1 Questionnaire 

The questionnai re designed for th is paper was based on the survey designed by Oxford (1990). 

The survey in thi s paper was based on students ' responses to a li st of th irty statements about 

speaking strategies. These statements were grouped according to six strategy types. Items 1- 5 

were memory strategies, Items 6- 10 were cognitive strategies, Items 11 - 15 were compensation 

strategies, Items 16- 20 were meta c~gnitive strategies, Items 2 1- 25 were affec tive strategies, 

and Items 26-30 were social strategies. 

The SILL is a Likert-scale measurement that presents a set of strategies fo r language learn ing 

across ski ll s. However, fo r the sake of the present study, only those strategies that are related to 

speaking strategy were selected fro m all strategy types. The SILL was used fo r two purposes. 

Firstly, stuclents were asked to show the extent of their speaking strategy preferences with the 

rating from I 'Never' to 5 'Very great extent'. Secondly, they were also asked to express the 

frequency of use of speaking strategy with the statements from I '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 questionnai re was presented in Amharic to the 

participants to ensure that possible fail ure 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 

S sections from W Iro Kelemewok and 4 sections from Yekatit 66 School. Each section was 

observed twice for 10 to I S minutes. The sections were selected randomly. The students were 

observed in order to triangulate the data gained tlu·ough the questionnaire by noticing the 

students' actual use of speaking strategies. However, Observation of students cannot reliably 

identi fY 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, eight structured questions 

were included assuming that they would represent the various categories used in the 

questionnaire. It was admin istered as a follow up to the questiOimaire. 

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 fi·om Wlro Kelemework School who were selected randomly were interviewed. The 

interview was more reliable and productive in e li citing a deeper insight than the observation in 

thi s research. Thi s 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 questionnai re, interview and observation. The 

questlOnnaires were prepared in c ngl"ish. IreAmlrat"i"c-versi"on-was-distributed to-the students-­

to ease their understand ing of the various sub strategies. It was piloted and reviewed by 

2S 



different people before it was administered. Then, in order to ease the data collection process, 

the researcher gave each teacher a copy of the questiOimaires in charge of the class by giving 

them an orientation on how to administer. He told them that at the beginning of the data 

co ll ection process, they have to explain the Purpose of the study and the data collection 

procedures to the students. Accordingly, fo r 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 tlu·ough the classes to avo id misunderstanding 

when created. The questiOimaires 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 carri ed 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, fo llowing 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 

in which the students were asked to ind icate 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' (I ) 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 

analys is 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 tIu·ough the other instruments were quali tatively 

analyzed. To do so diffe rent steps were followed. First, the data was organ ized to check fo r 

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 di fferences between the mean scores for extent of 

preference and frequ ency of use were stat ically 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. I-renee, 

if the calculated t-value is greater than 1.96 for degree of freedom (dt) = 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. 
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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 Wlro 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 ofthe Analysis 
A strategy inventory for language learning /SILLI set by Oxford (1990) containing 30 speaking 

strategies was used fo r 195 grade 10 students to investigate students' preference and use of 

speaking strategy on a five point scale. And, to tri angu late the data gained from strategy use 

questionnaire, observation and interview were used. In addition to thi s, in order to explore 

some of the factors that hinder students from using their strategy preferences, another 

questiolmaire 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 tlu·ough 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 fi nd 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 Resu lts of Memory Strategies Preferences 

As shown in table I , 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 th is 

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 fo llows: 

Table 1: Results of students' extent of preferences of memory sh-ategies 

Responses r-- -
! Medium Low High 

Vcry I I I 
grcat Great Some Littlc 

I-:;e",x"t;:.el:;;' t'----I-:;c",x"t",e n::;t,----If--:-;T'-0"Jt",a",1 _l+-:-;:c x",t'fe"nc-t -t-;,c,:"x.,· trCI,;,;,1 t;-J-7,-N,.,c'iv-,;ee;r-t-cCT ° ta I M ea n 
No I % No I % No % ! No ! % No ' % No % No % 

No Strategics Total 
No I % 

1 1 try to associate what 1 'I I I 'i' 1 I 1 1 I 
2~~~{~~~~~~;,:~f~:~;1::::: III [ 56.9 ! 48 ! 24.6 0TI59 : 82 i 6 f 3.1 ! 3 [1 1.5 27 14 I 30 15 ,1.09 i 1_95,+..'-10,-,0_

1 
2 I remember anew English II I 11 I i I I I 

word by mak ing a mental f 

pictu re of a si tuat ion in ! I ! I J .1 

I which the word might be 1 1 ! : 
used. I 101 '151.8 I 52 ,' 26.7 , 153 . 79 9 4.6 3 1.5 30 15 33 17 4 195 100 

3 [ remember new English ~.i - ----t
l
· .. 1 , .. I! I .,Ii II'-"=-+"":':-+--"'--+-=+'-'-+---'--+Ii .:.:.:cc..'_=-j 

words or phrases by ,! 

remembering their II i I Iii I.. ..1 I I 
localation on the page or I I . , ; 
on the board. i! 

110156.01 II '19 II. 25.1 " 159
1.', 82 Ii: 9 l 4.6 ! 2 .' l.l 25 128 27 H 4. 11 :.!i 195 ,1 100 

4 J try to remember language I 

_~~~:;!~4!~::~cti:l~ __ .. ti ..!l~1~8~5.J'15 L2.~,L I 1 ~9J Il? ... d.lL~,t _Li~~' _~J !"- _.lll.... J I5 ±:!!_'I',...!.'!L~J.Il9.. 
:> J connect the sound of ;,1' I' I 

anew Engl ish words and an I I ' , ',! ',:, , image or picture of tile 

words to help me I I I I I I I ' 
rcmcmberthe word. 1 47 I 24. 1 67 i 34.'1 , 114 59 . 12 6.2 I 9 I 4.6 60 31 69 35 3.16 ! 195 100 

As shown in the above tab le, a significant number of respondents /76.4% - 49.7% very great 

extent and 26.7% great extent/ highl y preferred memory strategy with a mean value of 3.89. 

IIowe:vel.,as comparecLto...!he o.the~aking_ st rate ies it was the last strategy which the 

respondents preferred. 

29 



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 /8 1.5% - 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 Engl ish words so as to 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 thei r extent of 

preferences towards the five cognitive strategies mentioned below. And, it is presented along 

with its ana lysis in detai l. 
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Table 2: Results of students ' extent of preferences of cognitive strategies 

Responses 

I 
High Medium Low I 

Very 
I 

great Creat Some Little 
No Strategies extent extent Total extent extent Never Total Mean t Total 

No I % I No % No % No 1% No I % No % No I % No % 
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I r' I" 1,+, 
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I 
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! 
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I 67 40 1 87 ,·15 2.77 195 1 10~ l I? 8 
I 

in the languall"- I 25 71 36,4 96 49 I 12 J. 9 4.6 78 I _. 

16 
I .-
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112 r 57,4 

! 
1'1 1 30 1 15 

I 

English. I 47 24.1 159 82 i 31 i 3 1.5 27 ,1.09 195 I 100 
9 While speaking, I transfer ! ! , 

I 
, 

I ! ! I the knowlcdge of words. j I ! I I i I I I concepts or strictures rrom! , I ! I I 
i I 

I 
, L I Inall ve I i I I I I 

9.7 ! 21 i II 
, 

87 5 19 131 195 100 
[ language/tOL2/EngliSh I I ~ 

I 2~ lo~~~U&~iiT;I; o~i';;-dellie-j-I-~+65~ 42 ~~9 ~ I-~ - I ----;- +--I I 
! 

I 
, classrooms. , 123 i 63. 1 45 23.1 168 86 I 3 I 1.5 21 II I 2 1~ 12 4. 26 

The students' responses showed that they preferred all cogni tive sub-strategies with almost 

different extent of preferences. Of the fi ve cognitive sub strategies, four of them were high ly 

preferred by a significant number of respondents. These strategies were, saying orally in order 

to practice new expression in the language /';10.8% - 72.8% very great extent and 17.9% great 

extent!, transferr ing the knowledge of words, concepts or structures from L I !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 ex tent 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 resu lt of thi s, the mean values of the strategies were high which were 4.5, 

4.3 1, 4.26 and 4.09 respecti ve ly. Contraril y, 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 

natural istic settings. Moreover, they have a strong desire to practice structures and sounds 

fo rmall y. 
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4.2.3 Results of Compensation Strategies Preferences 

The third category of speaking strategy is compensation strategy. Accord ing 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 foll ow. 

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

No 

I I 

12 

Strategies 

Responses 

1-__ ----._H=ig,,,lh'---r-_~edium I 
I 
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--1- -
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__ can Icca ll or get a word. -'-,1,,-1 5,-+'.~59 __ t-,,49'---l-,2:.:c5:.:..I + I:.:.6-=-1 +--=8~1 .1 2.1 3 1.5 2·1 12 I 27 , 1·1 I ·1.17 195 100 
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war lor some time unO , I I ; . i 
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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 th is, 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 ri ght one /84.6%· 

63.5% very great extent and 2 1.1 % great extent/, repeating the previous wo rd 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 Engl ish word while speaking 177.9% ·-50'7"70 very grea--r-
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extent and 27 .2% great extent/ and using their Ll 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 thi s, 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 0[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 L2 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' cxtent of p"cfe"cnces of meta cognitive stl'atcgies 
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No Stra tegies I--o-Ce",xc;:te",u'-'.t-+...,.""-r,;"- ~'-"T"'-c+'=T'"-~c",x'-'.' tcru .. tc+-,'N=evre",rC+7To'-",0l",a,,,1 _l-"IM .. e-..a",u+ ",T",o",t.:oa.:,-1 
No % No I % No I % No % No % No % No % I No i % 

I 

195 100 1: ~~t~~;~;~~~~:iiE~to t l 32 67.7 }~ ) 20 _lJl j B3_ 6 .......... ~I .. J 2 ...... 1.1 16 ~,2 J~_12J_~ .... 
17 I notice my English ! I'~' , 

1.5 I . ..... " .... -

r 6 4.6 , 
! 

3.1 33 17 39 

.. 4,74 195 100 ...... ...... . ............ ............ __ ... _ ~ ........ I .. ' .... '··+·'··· .. ·c .. 

20 3.86 195 100 

mistakes and li se thai 
informalion 10 help me I 

-18- t4To~~t;~·,: people talk to ... .!'!Z... ....7
5
.4 . 5

4
35.. .. 

1 

7_

2
7
3 

.. 7_
1 

.... 11.4
92
7 ...... 9

7
.9
5
....... 3 

l-;cc:---l-ciC'n-"E",ng",ll",is",h.~-;-....,.-;,.--.,..._: 94 48 .. 2 9 
19 I arrange Illy schedule to iii 

language consistently, not I .1 

1 .. 6 "r"~-"~ .. ~2L .... 195 

20 ,IS 23 3.7 195 i 100 

study and practice the new: I ,.1
1 

just when there is a i 

2 0 " ~~~~::,fli~~l:~,-:~~-~,-ag-e _/_!2.!.. _SI.8 JL

1

:..2
6
} ...... IS2JII ~8 .. 7 }, 6 T 4 ..... 2

1
, 3? 

problems and effective i I 
speaking strategies with '"I 80 I 31.3 1 72 I 

100 

m )' teacher. 41 61 141 9 4.6 i 6 3.1 I 39 

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. 
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Accordingly, the maj ority 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 ta lk 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 schedu le, 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, li stening to 

music, relaxing oneself and talking to someone else. Accordingly, the results of the 

respondents' responses are clearl y presented as follow. 
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Table 5: Results of students' extent of preferences of affective strategies 

Responses 

Medium Low 
~----.-~'~,------I~~~~---~r------~--~ 
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____ J I'!2(jclI(jfsp."aki!!& __ . __ t . .:.9-=-2+4::.7.:::.2 ,l--'5:::.5+"'28c.,2+,I-.:.:,'7-~ r-2--t 4.6 9 4.6 30 15 1 39 120 3.87 . I~JQO. 

24 ! I try to relax myself !! I i, I I I 

I 
whenever I feel afraid of i I I I! I 

1-;;c;-t--;l""lSie::"g"-:",EI"",g"lci,,,sh,:-. c-:-= _+1..::48+ .:.:75""9_i!_4:.:.1+ ,,,21'---1_1=89 cr,97 3 1,,1 1.5 -I' 1---1
3 1 I, 1. 5_t~.' I.St:!:7 ___ + I95 100 , 

25 i I talk to someone else I ' 
I about how I fec i when I I I I 
I alll Icarning English. 91 46.6 I 56 , 28.7 147 75 9 I ·1.6 6 3.1 33 1 17 39 ! 20 3.85 1 195 100 

As in other strategies, students responded on a fi ve point scale to show their extent of 

preference towards affective strategy. Accord ingly, the majo rity 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 skill s. 

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 

!87.7% - 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 addi tion to thi s, the other two sub strategies which were li stening 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 175 .4% - 47.2% very 

great ex tent and 28 .2% great extent! and 175 .4% - 46.6% very great extent and 28.7% great 

extentr i-espectively. There ore, they have go-r-a,emarkable 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 01' 

treat when they do well in Engli sh. This was confirmed by the mean va lue which is 3.4 1. 

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 profi cient speaker of Engli sh. 

4.2.6 Results of Social Strategies Preferences 

According to Ox~ord (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 

Hiah Medium Low 
Very 
great Great Some Little I 

No Strategies f--:;e",x'Tte"'":7t-t-7.'e",xtre","t;'-i-:-;T"o",t,:alc-i-:-ce",x-,;te",";.;t -t-;:e",x"-te,,,";ct:-l--;:N~evre",r-+7Ti-"l0t'Ca:;;I -r",M!.:ea="+:iT,-,o;:t",;a.;-1 
No I % No % No % No % No 1 % No % No % No i % 

As the result indicated in the table 2, a significant number of students 180.5%1 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 190.8% - 72.3% very 

great extent and 18.5% great extentl, asking questions for verifications and more explanations 

186.7% - 64.6% very great extent and 22.1 % great extent and commenting, suggesting and 

giving opi nions in class discussions 183.1 % - 59% very great ex tent and 24.1 % great extent! 
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were the first three sub strategies which large number of students highly preferred. In addition 

to thi s, a remarkable number of students had also a preferences towards asking Engli sh 

speakers to correct them when they talk /73.8% - 43.5% very great extent and 30.3% great 

extent/ and cooperating with fri ends 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 categori es 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 identi fy students' freq uency of use 

of speaking strategies. It was given as fo llows. 

4.3.1 Results of Memory Strategies Use 

This strategy was designed to investigate the students' frequency of use of memory strategies 

fo r remembering new language items. Respondents were provided with five statements to 

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

Table 7: Results of students' fl'equency of usc of memol'Y sh'a tegies 

Responses 

Frequently ! Someti SeldOmfRarelt~ I 
Total 

No 

Always Usually Total I mes Rarely Nev.!'U Total I Mean 

Strategies No % t No % No % No I % No % No % I No 1 % I No ~ 

I ~~~~~~~i~;~~~~J~::::~ I ?1 ,~J~~~ _~~ I-=,_~r?25 :_:?I I '12J 30 ,1 7

15 

I, , 36 ,.

19

1

66 

1

31 

2.8 195 [ 100 

2 I remember anew English " 123 30 15" 54 8 1 37 1 15 3 I 24 12 '1" 69 --'1
1 

35 2.92 , 195 100 
word by making a mental I, _. . - I - . - . ; 
Picture of a situat ion in I \ I I 
whi ch the word miglll be I 'I i! ! 

d ' i ! ! I ' 
- ')' T;;:,;;;;iiiiJcr ,ie;vE,iil ish 163" ' 32.3--~8- 2;i:6- iii ' 571'21' 1'14-----'3'0- -ls.T r 27 ""14 ;11 57 1, 291, 'iji'-;,:. 195 '~,' -lOG 

words or p.hrascs.bY ,! • " 

I, I I, ii', ,i', 
remembering their I ' . . 
localauon on the page or i !I "'1' I ': 
~.t~~~ ____ '_j__ 1 ----1-............. ------t-----

4 I try 10 remember 18 24,6 48 24.6 96 '~9 ! 51 ! 26 18 9.2 30 15 ' .. ,' 48 i"I" 25 3.31 i l?5 ii, 100 
language Items by i i 

- 5 - ¥~~::~~~~I~~;£:,;,~~r -'-I', 27- -i3:9' 2'~ 12.3 51 [' 26 J 60 31 1-21~O:s rr;3 31 I 90 I '12 II 2.65 i9s1iOO 
anew Eng] ish words ~md : ' I ' 

an image or picture of the Ii! I I ! 
words 10 help Ille I' I I , I 
remember the word. I I I i I I 

In thi s strategy, the answers showed that the subjects applied a ll the strategies at different 

levels of frequency to remember more effecti ve ly, The numbers of students who use the 

strategy freq uently 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% 114.9 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 156.9% -

32.3% always and 24.6% usuallyl frequently use locat ion on the page or on the board and a 

reasonable number of students 149.2% - 24.6% always and 24.6% usua llyl also often practice 

repeated ly 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 142.1 % -10.8% rarely and 32.3% 

neverl 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 133 .8% - 15.4% rarely and 18.5% 

neverl to associate what they already know and new language information. A remarkable 

number of students 135.4% - 23.1 % rarely and 12.3% never! also seldom use mental picture of 

a situation in which the word might be used . As a resul t 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 regard less of the 

fact that some students do not realize their use of the strategies. As a result of thi s, 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 Ian uage material in direct ways through practicing in naturali stic ways and 

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

the result of respondents ' response is clearly presented as fo llow. 

Table 8: Results of students' frequency of usc of cognitive strategies 

Responses 

f-__ -;-F.:.:re"'eq.., lu:.:e"'n:.:tl.t,y __ ---1 Someti m Seldom/Ra rely . ~ 
Always Usually Total es Rarel), I Never I Total 

No I Strategies No % No I % No % No I % No % No I % No % 

Mean Total 

I No I % 

6 I I say ora lly in order to I 36 16.5 42 . 21.6 78 40 ~'18 25 39 20 ' 30 ,I 15 69 35 3.07 ' 195 100 
, practice new expressioll i I I 

in the language. : Ii I -+c----fl- 1-;;;;;-
7 I imitate the way 21 10.8 241 12.3 45 23 27 , 1,1 18 9.2 105 I 54 123 63 2. 17 ! 195 , 100 

native! proficient ' I i i I'. L 
i~~1~~t;,~: ~::::s --i39 ' 20'-42! 216 ·hl- :12 ' 4 8·--1-25- "':-36:-1-1:-::8--:.5+3=0--+; -:-, J-:-' -1-6:C6 ' "3-4+ 3-. -12-l l'?5 ! '011 
of English. M! I I , 

While speak ing, I 30 15.4 27 I, 13.9 57 29 5,1 i, 28 39 20 45 I 23 81 ,13 2. 78 ,' 195 I. 100 
transfer the . 
knowledge or words, j ill 1 

concepts or strictures I I I I , 
from Ll /nati ve I " I I I I 

8 

9 

language/toL2/Engiish : ! I t l i I I 

10 ···I' !::r~:~~~~~~~;;i'; i;'C 42 - 2 1.6 ':i 2 I" 21.6 8i ····;ii l
l

, 57· . :,1, 29 1 Iil " 9:2 '1 36'r'i9 "54 --2sh 20 '-jJ9S P OO' 
! Ii' 

As the result in table 2 depicts, the number of students who seldom use 140 .5% - 15.4% rarely 

and 25 .1 % never! cognitive strategies were greater than those who frequently use 135.4% -

17.4% always and 17.9% usually/. Consequently, thi s strategy had the lowest mean va lue 

/2.87/ as compared to others. 

The maj ority of the respondents /43.2% - 21.6% always and 2 l.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 thi s, it has got a mean value of 3.28. Moreover, a reasonable number of 

students /41.5% - 20% always and 2l.6% usually/ and 40. 1% - 18.5% always and 2 l.6% 

usually/ also practiced the sounds of new Engli sh words with an image or picture of the words 

to help them remember the word and say orally in order to practice new express ions in the 

language respectively. As the result of thi s, 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/ 

fail ed to use LI /native language/ knowledge of words, concepts or structures to transfe r to [2 
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/target language/ with a mean value of 2.7 1. Furthermore, over half percent of the subjects 

/63.1%_ 9.2% rarely and 53.9% never/ hardly ever use to imitate the way native /proficient/ 

speakers talk in the language. Consequently, thi s 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 Engli sh outside the 

classrooms, imitate the way native speakers talk and start conversations in Engl ish. But, these 

sub strategies were used with different degrees of frequencies. 

During the class room observations, the students were noticed employing cel1ain sub strategies 

in developing their speaking ski ll s. These were participating in whole class discussion and in 

saying new vocabulari es orally to practice new expressions in the language. In such a way, 

they were observed pronouncing words li ke 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 L I 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 cogni tive strategy in order to 

understand and produce new language items with a mean va lue 0[2.87. 

4.3.3 Results of Compensation Strategies Use 

Five compensation strategies were provided to the respondents to assess their extenl of 

preferences towards each of the sub-strategies mentioned in table 9 below. Accordingly, the 

results along with its analys is are presented as follow. 
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Table 9: Results of students' frequency of use of compensation stra tegies 

f-_________ ----,,.-.ResDonses 

f-__ --i-".!-re"'eQ;l'IU"e"'u"t1)' So met i m Seldom IRa relL 

Always Usually Total I es Rarely Never Total 
1 

Mean Total 

No Stnlte~ i es No % No % No % NO ! % No % No % No % No % 
II I 195 I 100 If I can'I Ihl1lk OfanJ 57 29,2 1 36 18,5 93 I 48 ,12 1 22 2,1 1 12.3 36 19 60 31 1 3,28 

English word. I use a i 
wOldO! pl1l3sethat ' I I I! 
~~~;~:: ItI~~I:a'I~'I~I ~~ ':;' 3-3 -" 6.9T 2,i"-~~3 Ti -29 -45----1 -23-- - 3-9- 2 0 --+-5--1 --j -2il '-93 - 7s-h71 -1 195 ;-100 12 

word during a ,i I, 

conversation in I 
English, 11iSC body I ' 
movements. ____ --;:;:-:+i -=-+=+::-t--:-:-t-=--t-:::--I-:-::-t-::-:-!----,:-+::::-'f-:c:-i-=-1~ 
I ask my Icachel' 01' 66 33.9 i 33 16,9 99 51 33 17 18 9,2 45 23 1 63 32 3.29 195 I' 100 
class mates to tcllme . 

the right expressions ! Ii I 1 

13 

when I don '\ seem La II I 
get the ri ght one. ! . 
When I fOl'gcI or fai l 48 24,6 i",,1 36 18,5 18,1 1 43 
to remember a word 

or an expression, I i I' 

14 42 22 36 18,5 33 
I 

17 I 69 35 3.15 , 195 ' 100 

... £ii§:~:rf: .... J~ -1' -..... 
15 When I fai l 10 30 15.4 ,1"" 39 20 1 69 35 30 

1 
' 
! 

- 1 195-: 100 
remember a word I 
while speaki ng, I L1SC I' 

L I. i i 

This strategy was the third most employed strategy as it is indicated in the above table wi th a 

grand mean value of 3, 04,The majority of the students 141.5% - 24, 1 % always and 17.4% 

usuall yl used the strategy frequentl y 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) 147 ,7% - 29,2% always and 

18,5% usuall yl, ask their teachers or classmates to tell them the right expressions when they 

don' t seem to get the ri ght one 150,8% - 33,9% always and 16,9% usuall yl and keep repeating 

the previous word for some time unti l they can recall or get a word 143,1 % - 24,6% always; 

18 ,5% usuallyl as a major compensation strategies with a mean values of 3.29,3,28 and 3, 15 

respective ly, This indicates medium use of the strategies, On the other hand, a reasonable 

number of the respondents 147,7% - 20% rarely and 27,7% never! and 149,2% - 18,5 rarel y and 

30,8 neverl occasional ly use body movements during a conversation in Engli sh and seldom use 
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their Ll /native language/ when they fai l to remember a word to compensate. As a result, they 

have mean val ues of 2.71 and 2.78 respectively. Although the mean values of these strategies 

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

The follow up interview were carried out to triangulate the data gathered through the 

questionnaire. It defi nitely helped the researcher in confirming the data. The respondents 

rep lied that they made use of different compensation sub strategies . All interviewees told the 

researcher that they use their Ll /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 ri ght 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 wh ile using all sub strategies in the class 

rooms. They were observed whi le using gesture, using Ll and repetition of the previous word 

until they remember the forgotten word most predominantly in filling gaps of knowledge wh ile 

speaking. Moreover, they were also observed while using synonyms and asking their teachers 

to tcll them the ri ght 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 frequenc ies in order to compensate fo r 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 

No Strateoies 

Responses 

1-__ -i-FrequentIYT--__ --1 Someti 
mes Always Usually Total 

Seldom/RarelU 

Rarely Never Total 

No I % No % No I % No % No I % No % No I % 

Mean Total 

No % 

16 'I I choosc a topic, or 133 16.9 45 23. 1 78 I"" 40 145 23 133 I" 16.9 39 20 72 ;!', ', 37 13 195 I' 100 
, initiate conversal!on 

i 7 I tf;~~ti~%";;:~~~tii;~c"l'I'OS" S3.9 51····' 26:2 1;16 1 80 33 ' "" li r i iJ i-- .,.,." "6' t iiT 4.49 ' ' ,95 hoG 
'''7~~lr:~·~~~~I~~~~~;~j~~:~(~~~~';-~~~~a-t -II~_+~_+~~~~11~-+-Il~~~~~lli,~~~~~+'~,!.~.~-+~~~ I me do better. 1 -- ! _ . I 

18 I I look ror people tal k 6 4,6 42 21.5 -18 2S 69 3S 12 6,2 63 32 75 i 39 2.52 ~ 195 . 100 
I to in English. 

The results of the subjects showed that meta cognitive strategy was the second which 

frequentl y employed by the students wi th a mean value of 3.06.The large number of 

respondents /43,1 % ' 19.5% always and 23 ,6% usually/ often app lied the strategy to organize 

and evaluate their learning, In contrary, 33.4% 110.8% 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 frequentl y 

employed strategy by the respondents. The majority of the respondents /80,1 % " 53.9% always 

and 26,2% usuall y/ frequently utili zed 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 the ir 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 Engli sh 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 Engli sh and at talking and sharing ideas about learning language problems 

and effective speaking strategies with their teacher, meta cognitive strategy was generall y 

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 

rl _______ _ __________ -rR~e-s~o~n~s~es~------------_r----~1 j 
l--____ -rFreguentlY,-____ --l Someli Seldom/RarelW I 
, Alwa)'s Usually Total mes Rarel)' Never Total Mean TO,tal 

~% No % No % No Strate~ies No % No % No % No % No % 

30 15 18 I 9.2 45 23 63 32 3.25 195 100 

1 

! 

21 I I encourage myscl f to 5'1 I 27.7 48 24.6 1 102 I, 52 
, speak Engl ish even 

._ J ;~~~l~a~~~~t;J~O~ .! ..._. __ . ___ .j'_! __ + ___ I' __ 'I __ 1 ___ + __ +-._+_ .. + .1.,_"_______ _ .. ,' __ ' ___ ... 
22 ! I givemysclfa 1 27 13.9 12 6.2 39 i 20 ,12 22 2<l ! 12.3 90 46 114 59 2.29 195 i 100 

reward or treat when i i ; 
I do well in English. 1 i *' 
I listen to music to 63 32.3 42 21.6 - 1-05-1--54-+-21--+-1-1 +-30-1-1-5.-4+-3-9 + 2-0+ 6-9-+-35-+-3.-31,.--1 195 100 
develop more pos iti ve 

23 

__ 1 mood for spcakins_· _ .. __ ____ --:---r-:---- __ - - --- -._ ---f--::-+-:-:-+-:-::c--+-:-
24 I I try to relax myself 178 40 39 20 , 11 7 i 60 36 19 27 13.9 15 7.7 42 ,1 22 3.7 1 195'1'100" 

r 
whenever I feci afraid " I' ',' • 

i I 
25 r~!~~:~~~~;~~~~~:~:+36-rT8.5 r-36 '185 'I! 72' 137 39 204Z -,·2i642rz211I-i-r;i3 1 2.9i---I'95II00-

I I am learning Engl ish. 1 I I I I I I I 

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 poss ible. The majority 

of the students 144,6% . 26.7% always and 17.9% usuallyl employed the strategy regardless of 

the fact that 37,9% 114.4% rarely and 23.6% neveI'I 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 160% - 40% always and 20% usuall yl try 

to relax or themselves when they are afraid of using English. In add ition to this, a reasonable 

number of them try to li sten to music to develop more positive mood for speaking 153.3% -

27.3% always and 24,6% usuall yl, tell someone else ones feeling when learning English 

136.9% - 18.5% always and 18.5% usuall yl and encourage themselves to speak English even 

when they are afraid of making a mistake 152,3% - 27.3% always and 24,6% usuall yl. Thus, 

their mean values were 3.3 1, 2.9 1 and 3.25 respectively, This indicates that the students 

employ the strategies at medium frequency. Contrarily, a reasonable number of students 

15 8,5% - 12.3% rarely and 46.2% neveI'I 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 of2.29. 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 fee l when they are lea rning Engli sh. 

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 anx iety though not used by all the subjects. The other affecti ve sub 

strategies !rewarding one self, talking their feeling to someone else! were not able to be 

detected through observation. In add ition to thi s, listeni ng to music was al so not noticed since 

thi s activity is done outside the class roOI11S. 

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 fo llow. 

Table 12: Results of students' frequency of lise of social strategies 

f-____ . _______ -T-'R""cs.ponscs 

FreQuentiv 

Alwavs Usuallv 
Someli 

Total ! mes 

SeldomfRarelL 

Mean Rarelv Never Total 

No Strategies No % No %. No I % No % No J % No 0/, No I % 

Total 

No I % 

26 I ir~~~Xse;~t~ ,~~:li~~'~nd , .. ,1
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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 thi s 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/. Thi s 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% usuall y/ ask questions for verifications and more explanations and 

50.8% /30.8% always and 20% usuall y/ of them ask their teacher or classmates fo r corrections 

of errors. Accordingly, these strategies had 3.23 and 3.32 mean va lues respective ly. 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 fri ends to practice and share information in learn ing 

the language /47.7% - 12.3% rarely and 35.4% never/. As a result, they have got 3.0 1 and 2.57 

mean values respectively. Contrarily, they made less effort to ask Engli sh 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 fo llow up interview showed that some interviewee made use of a ll social sub 

strategies regard less of some exceptions. They reported that they didn ' t ask Engl ish 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..~fluestions, comments, 

suggestions and gives opinions in class di scussions, ask teachers for correction of errors and 

cooperate with their friends to practi ce some activities. 

Generall y speaking, from the overall analysis of speak ing strategies use it can be said that none 

of speaking strategies were employed with the highest frequency. However, the students 

generall y show medium use towards all strategies (affective, meta cogniti ve, compensat ion, 

memory, cognitive and social strategies) with mean va lues of 3. 1,3 .06,3 .04,3.03, 2.77 and 

2.87 respecti vely. This showed that students have almost the same tendency to the 

aforement ioned 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 wi th 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 mcmol'y strategy 

I~ espollsc , ralue 
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loculation on the page r I 
I 

or on the board. , , 
4 I try to remember , Usc 48 24.6 48 24.6 51 26.2 118 i,; 9.2 30 , 

language items by I Ii 

practicing repeatedl y. I Preference t 14 58.5 45 23. 1 6 3. 1 I 3 ! 1.5 27 13.8 4.11 

; [ connect the sound of l Use 
anew English words 

27 13.8 24 12.3 2.65 -3.397 1 

llI~d an image or picture I ..... Prefe;;~ 47 
olthc words to help me , 
remember the word. i 

24.1 67 34.4 3.16 

If table value jor T-tesl is > 1.96 at p < 0.05 significanl level (2 -lailed) wilh dj = 388, there is 
significanl differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/ VGE= always Ivery greal exlenl; 
U/GE=usually/greal eXlenl; S/SE= somelimes/some exlent; RlLE= rarely/ /illie eXlel1l; N= nevel', jor 
slralegy lise and prejerence respectively. 

As shown in Table 13 , there is a diffe rence 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 

~ferences are 2.80 and 4.09 respectively. This means, even though students use thi s strategy, 

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

difference is statistically significant. 

Item 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 fo r 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<O.OS) 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 va lue for frequency use (3.46) is less than extent of preference (4. 11). As it 

was seen from the t- test va lue and p-value (t=4.638 ; p<O.OS), 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. 

Item 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=S.S44 ; p<O.OS) 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 thi s difference, t-value of 3.397 with 

p<O.OS. 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 fnquency of usc 

of cognitive strategy 

i 
I 
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If table value for T-test is >],96 at p < 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) with df = 388, there is significanl 
differences and vice verse, V= variables, A/ VGE= always Ivery greal exlenl; U/GE=usually/greal 
extent; S/SE= sometimes/some extent; RlLE= rarely/ little extent; N= nevel', for stralegy 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 2,1 7 and 2.77, respectively. The calculated t-value and p-value (t= II,669; 
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p<0.05) also reveals th is big diffe rence. This means students are not frequent in their use of the 

mentioned strategy in relation to their preference. 

Item 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. 

Item 9 asked students to ind icate 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 4.3 1 for preference). The 

calculated t-test value and p-value (t= 11.72 1; 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 ski ll s. 

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 freq uency of use of 

compensation strategy 

No. 

11 

12 

13 

Items 

[fl can' llhink oran English 
word, I use 11 word or I>hrase Ihat 
means the same thing. 

When [ c3n'llhillk ora word 
during a conversation in English, I 
usc body movements. 

I ask Illy teacher or classmates to 
tell me the righ t expressions when 
[don ' t seem to gct the right one. 

I-ANGE V UlGE I N~ -:'" % No ! % , 

Response va lue 

~ I S/SE RiLl: N l\leun 
No % N % No % 

If lable value for T-iesl is > I . 96 al p< 0.05 signijical1f level (2 -lailed) wilh df = 388, Ihere is signijical1f 
differences and vice verse. V= variables, AIVGE= always IvelY greal exlenl; UIGE=usuallylgreal 
eXlenl; SISE= somelilllesisome eXlenl; RlLE= rarelyl lillie eXlenl; N= never, for slralegy use and 
pr~ference respeclively. 

With regard to the use and preferences towards using synonyms when they can ' t think of an 

English word (Item II ), there is a difference between the mean values fo r use (3.28) and 

preference (3.97). This is confi rmed 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 infi'equently use the strategy in relation to thei r 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 di fference in the mean va lues calculated fo r 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 stati sticall y significant d iffe rence between the strategy use and preference. 

From thi s it can be implied that students infrequently employed asking their teachers or 

classmates to tell them the ri ght 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 unti l they recal l or get a word . Accordingly, there existed a difference in the 

mean values for use (3 .1 5) and preference (4.17), respectively. The H est value (t= 1.850) 

proved that the difference is stati stically significant. Hence, it is possible to say that students 

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

In Item IS students were asked to indicate the use and preference towards using their L 1 when 

they fai l 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 prefe.-cnccs and frequency of use of 

meta cognitive strategy 

Response val ue 
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If table value for T-test is > 1.96 at p< 0.05 significanllevel (2-lailed) wilh df = 388, Ihere is significanl 
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/ VGE= always /velY great exlenl; U/GE=usually/greal 
exlenl; S/SE= somelimes/some extenl; RlLE= rarely/ lillie exlenl; N= never, for slrategy 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 Engli sh 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 ind icates 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. 11 0; p<0.05). This means there is 

significant difference between the use and preference. In another word, students infrequently 

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

Item 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 stati stically 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 

ResDonse value I t- p-
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Value value 
I No I No I I 

2 1 

22 

[ encourage myse lf 
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If table value for T·test is > 1.96 al p < 0.05 significanlleve! (2 -lailed) wilh elf = 388, Ihere is significant 
differences and vice verse. V= variables, AlVGE= always /velY greal exlenl; U/GE=usual/y/greal 
exlenl; S/SE= somelimes/some exlenl; R/LE= rarely/ lillie exlent; N= nevel', fo r slralegy lise and 
preference respectively. 

In Table 17 above of Item 2 1, students were asked to rate their use and preference with regard 

to encouraging themselves to speak Engli sh 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 I-value and p-value are (t= 8.404; p<O.05). This indicates thaI 

the di fference is stati stically 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. 

Item 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 li stening to music to develop more positive mood for speaking. Students 

were asked to rate their use and preferences. The mean value for use is 3.3 1 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 li stening to music 

to develop more positive mood for speaking at some frequency, it is not sufficient in relation to 

their preference. 

In Item 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 fee l 

afraid of using English at some frequency, they weren't using it as frequently as possible in 

relation to their preferences. 

Item 25 was designed to see 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, respective ly. 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 usc 

of social strategy 

No 

26 

Items 

[ cooperate wilh III)' rriends to 
practice and share b roTmalion 
in [earning the language. 

v 'I'-~G~-~I ~s=s~~--~v~--~~~'- ,- p-
ResDonse value -J I I 

AlVGE u/ E I E I LE N ~Iean Value value 
No % No % No % N % No % 

If table value far T-test is > 1. 96 at p< 0.05 significant level (2-tailed) wilh df = 388, Ihere is significant 
differences and vice verse. V= variables, A/ VGE= always Ivery great exlenl; U/GE=usually/great 
exlenl; S/SE= sometimes/some exlent; RlLE= rarely/ /illie exlent; N= nevel', for stralegy 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.S7 and 3.62 respectively. The calculated t-value and 

p-value (t= 7.004; p<O.OS) 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. 

Item 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-va lue (t=9.076; p<0.05) shows that the 

difference is significant. This means students infreq uently 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 fo r strategy use is 3.01 and for strategy 

preference is 4.IS. The t-test result and p-value (t= 7.827; p<O.OS) shows significant di ffe rence 

between the mean va lues for strategy preference and strategy use. This means students 
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infrequently use commenting, suggesting and giving opinions Il1 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, respecti vely. The t-test result is 

9.579. From this it can be understood that there is stati stically significant difference between 

the strategy preference and use of thi s strategy. In other words, students infrequently employ 

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

Generally Table 18 pOlirays 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 -
Not 

Very serious Moderate I serious Total 
Factors 

Fairly I Very 
No 

serious Serious Total serious Not at all 

No %-~-NO T % +-N-o-r-%~I-N-rl-%-o -+-: No % N I % 

~ :~:k~~g~~~I~;~I~s:f . _l17 1 _ ~77 ____ 13_
1
_ 6._6+_1_84._ ~~J~1_l 56_ ... _~ ____ ~ _____ ~~i_I_O_O _. 

encouragement to improve I 15 7.7 6 3. 1 21 10.8 1 9 I 4.6 165 84.6 195 I 100 
speak ing sk ill 

3 Lack of EFL teachers I support in teaching the 179 91.8 8 4.1 187 95.9 1 4 2.05 3 1.5 195 100 
strategies. 

; 

4 Negative attitude towards 

I 12 6.2 10 5.1 22 11.3 66 33.8 107 54.8 195 100 Eng I ish language , 

5 Fear of making mistakes. 11 ~~1-~8 ~_ 86 ~ 180 _~22.1--'~ _~!_ ~_ 0 5 ~I 100 
6 Fear of students ' laughtcl E 1 

at students who attempt to 41 21 58 297 99 508 i 27 13 8 69 354 195 III 100 
use Engli sh ! 

--, ~"~:r~:;~:~:,:, 1 ,,~:; ,, ~~-'" ~ '" r ,",n " :,:--:r~ 
8 Lack ofrnoli valiofl I 4 2.05 2 102 6 3 I : 13 66 177 90.8 195 I!00 __ 

9 Lack of experience of 
59 15.9 195 100 using strategies 

, 

I 
30.3 88 45.1 147 75.4 I 17 8.7 31 

10 The influence of cu lture 82 2.5 195 100 42. 1 98 50.3 180 92.3 i W i 5.1 5 

II Absence of conducive 
schoo l environment I 97 49.7 77 39.5 174 89.2 15 I 7.7 6 3. 1 195 

As clearl y 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 teach ing 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 fo und to be the serious factors that 

hindered students from frequent use of speaking strategies . In addition to thi s, 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 facto rs that 

hindered them from using the strategies that they preferred as frequently as poss ible. 
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Contrarily, as the majority of the students reported, negative attitude towards English 154.8%1, 

lack of self encouragement to improve speaking skill 184.6%1 and lack of motivation 190.8%1 

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 ex tent 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 

I 

No I Strategies 

1 I Memory 
- ----t-"--'"-----"-"--""" ._-_ .. _ , ... _-

Mean Extent of preferences I Rank 

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, 4.06, 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 I Mean Frequency of Use I Rank 

1 . r:-'Ie":'.<:'-'.'L . __ J__} _·0_3 _. ___ . ____ . __ M_ecJ.i.~~ ______1 
2 Cognitive ---L 2.87 Medium , 

I--~- II 

3 Compensation 3.04 Medium 

4 
" "".,', .. "", .. ,,-" •.. ,--,. 

6 

3 

4 Meta Cognitive 3.06 Medium 2 

5 Affective 3.1 Medium 1 -_._--_._ .........•.. _ ............ . ,,-"-"-" .._ .... __ ._,. 

6 Soc ial 2.88 Medium 5 

As indicated in the above table, students showed medium use towards all speaking strategies 

regard less 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 of3.1 , 3.06, 3.04, 3.03, 2.88 and 2.87 respectively. 

This clearly portrays the fact that none of the strategies adequately utili zed by the respondents' 

in order to develop their progress by improving their speaking ski ll s. 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 wi ll 

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 Wlro 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 resu lt of the questiOlmaire indicates that students who are learning in Grade 10 at Yekatit 

and Wlro 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 Wlro Kelemework students have a great desire to use all speaking 

strategies. This clearl y shows that students have a great internal inqui sitiveness 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 

fo und. 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 resu lt 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' frequent ly 

employed relaxing themselves whenever they feel afraid of using English, li stening to music to 

develop more positive mood for speaking and encouraging themselves to speak Engl ish 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 

fo llowing affective strategy to organize and evaluate their learning. When examining sub 

strategies subsumed under meta cognitive strategy, noticing their Engl ish 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 frequent ly 

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 fo r 

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 fil l for the 

missing knowledge while speaking. 

Another significant result in thi s 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 fo r 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 fo r 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 fi·equently as possible have al so 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 a ll speaking strategies. However, when we rank 

them in the mean val ue 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 ex tent 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 relat ion 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 add ition 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 fo llowing 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 resu lt 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 skill s. 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 bui lt 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 poss ible to create 

awareness about it. As a result of thi s, 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 atti tude of the students towards those who attempt to use Engl ish. 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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Dear Respondents, 

Ilppendix- Il 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate studies 

Faculty of language studies 

Department of English 

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 questiOlmaire has two parts. The first part deal s with your personal details . The second 

part gives you a list of 30 speaking strategies. Therefore , please read each statement carefu ll y 

and put a tick mark (" ) 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 I prefer this strategy I Ratings I Scales 

1 I Very great extent VGE 5 

2 Great extent GE 4 
I 

3 
I 

Some extent SE " i ~ 

I 

I 

4 I Little extent LE 2 

5 
i 

Never N I 
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Part I: Personal information 

.:. Name of the school _ _ ___ _ _ 

.:. Sex- M F - -

.:. Age- _ _ _ 

Part 2: Speaking Strategy Inventory 

NQ I Strategies 

I 

2 

I I 
I I -.--.-----. --- ......... -........ ~., .. '"-.---------- ........... __ ...... ."",,--, .. ,".. ., ....... _" .... . -- .-... _-""",.' '''''" .•.•. -- t ---- .,.""-,, .... -t--- ,---,--, ... __ ._.- --, .. _- ... - --_ .. . 

I remember a new English word by making a menta l picture of a s ituation : , 

I I 
: ~:;;~~~'b~~=;;~~:;'~i~~i:- ~;o~~;:rp i;;:;;~~;bY ':~';;~'';b~;;n g i l;~ ir . - .. i--------l------LI -1·--· 
localation on the page or on the board. I i I 

I try to associate what I a lready know and new language information III 

order to remember them. 

3 

.... - ...• "-,,.",,- __ ...... ······· __ ···-, ... ··_-----_·_-_··· __ ······---·0 ... ,", ____ . _____ , __ " ___ ",,, 

4 I try to remember language items by practicing repeatedly. 

5 
words to help me remember the word. 

6 J say orally in order to practice new expression in the language. , I 
~·-- ~;;it;;t.;t~y;-;~;;~~Tp~·~fi~i.;;;t speakers ta lk in the language I :------ --r-~ 

c_ 1---'~ __ J_-4 
i I 

from L I Inative language/toL2/E_,_' g_l_is_h_l_a_ng_"_'a_g_e_I. _________ -+1 __ -+_-+_ -I ___ ~ 

_1_° __ 1 __ : f-Ul-s:-a-~-,':-~:-:,s./-,'-, :._"_~.t-;-~~-le-~-::e-g·I:--:~-ls-~~-.:-~-~l-,' S-1 '-u-se- a-,-v-o'-rd- o-r-Ph-ra-s~iha-tm~~,;sti;~---l---- i --- ---.. -- I--
II i ' 

ymeiliing. L 
._- ._--_ •• _. -----_ .. . . __ ._-_ .. __ .......... _-_ .. __ . __ ._- -_. __ ..... _" ..... ---_ ...... _ ................. . 

8 I practice the sounds of Engl ish. 

While speaking, I transfer the knowledge of words, concepts I structures 
9 

When I can't think ofa word during a conversation 111 English, I use body i I 
! ! 

12 
movements. 

--- "' 1 ask ni);te;;Ci;e;~;;;: 'c1 assmates ;ote ll;;~et\,e , igi1te~i;;:~ssio;;s~he';-j(I OI;~-tT---·i--- -.......... -.... ----

13 i II seem to get the right one. 
-------_ .. _-_ ......... __ .. " " ... _ ..... . _--.. __ ......... _ ..... _- ... _---_ .. __ ....... _-_._ .. __ ...... __ .. - ... . +-- ._ ...... -" .... - ... _ .. 

When I forget or fai l to remember a word or an expression, I keep on I 

1 I .! _ .. _. '~~~=~.ti,~~ tlle. ~'·=v.i~"' ~~~o,·d~ol _s~I1~~i~l1=~~'~i!~~~.n '~~~ I ~~_geta~o ,·d : .. L_._ ..... . L ________ .. __'-. __ 
14 
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IS When I fa il to remember a word while speaking, I li se LI. --;-.. ---:-- .. --- -or 
I-,--,--+.-c---:-----:--,....-,-,------.,----------:-------+i ___ !-J _ +_-1 __ L -

16 I choose a topic, or initiate conversation to get more practice. i i 
1--:-::--+-;---;···_·_-----------_···_-- --... j ··-·-·--·---···-·-·-1···-·· 

17 [ notice my Englis h mi stakes and lise that information to help me do better. I i 
I ! 

18 [ look for people talk to in Engli sh. I 
-·--·I-:-l-a-n-·a-n-ge-;n-y-s-ch~-d-lI-""1 e- t-o- s-t·l-,-do·y--a ,-,-cip,:,-ac-ti~eihe·~';-';-I a-n-g-;;agec-o-n-s -i st-e;:;ii;;;t - ··r------· .............. 1 ....•....• 

19 not just when there is a pressure of a test. I i 
I i 

.. --- Tt~ i k·andil;a ,:e ;de~~ b~;;t jearn i ng I ~,;g;;age;;;:~blen;~al1deife~ti~e ---·l--·-I---- -- .j 

20 speaking strategies with my teacher. I 
t---"'"'-_·, .-i ----.. -.... ," ---- _ ..... -"'- .. 0. 

j 

22--·- I;"-i v-e· mysel f-· ,-a ~·e~~a;:do; t;:eat-;:;;i; e n ido~~e-IT;,~E;,gl i ~ i; ·--·--·: .. --+-
23 I listen to music to develop more positive mood fo r speak ing. : +-

-2-4-·· r;;:Yto- ,:elax-.-;yseir ~1e;;~·-v-e-r c-[ -=fe-e"Cl-a-=f,-·a"-id"-o- f""l-,s-=i ,-,g-=E-n-g'"'[ i"'s[c,-.--····------I---- T ----- -j----~ 

2 1 
[ encourage myself to speak Engli sh even when I am afraid of making a 

mi stake. 

25 1 ta lk to someone else about how 1 fee l when I am lea rning Engli sh. I I 
- -I--------,-,·--·-_-..,-·-c------c--------c-c---------,--·-·f----f---I--

[ cooperate with my fr iends to practice and share information in learning i 

the language. i! 
~ -:c-:-:·"C~-,',-::-:-,:e·t-,a-::~g-e~-.-:--:-t : -CI,:··-:-s~·'-:·-:-:e-:-:""~·:-,-:-:-:'-·~-,~·"C:c-~1-':-S°..,:c-ie-S~-r:-~-·:-io-n-s- .--------------+I-----~~:~~~~~-~~~--Ir_--+~-
26 

29 [ ask questions tor veri fi cations and more explanations in class. I 
-;:-;c-- ---------.-.-.. . -.---.-... ..-------- ...... __ .. _ .. ____ 1.. ____ ._ . .. L .. _... .. .. .. -- ......... . j-.. -........ . 
30 I ask Engli sh speakers to correct me when [tal k. I ' 
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Dear Respondents, 

Ilppendix- 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 speaki ng 

strategies. There is no right and wrong answers since different learners learn a language in 

different ways. The responses you give wi ll 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 detail s. The second 

part gives you a li st of 30 speaking strategies. Therefore, please read each statement carefully 

and put a tick mark (" ) 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 I Ratings I Scales 

Always A 5 

2 Usually u 4 

3 Sometimes S 3 

4 Rarely R 2 

5 Never N 
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Part 1: Personal information 

.:. Name of the school ______ _ 

.:. Sex- M_ F_ 

.:. Age- __ _ 

Part 2: Speaking Strategy Inventory 

Strategies 
I Fre~uency o~Vse, 

A IV S R N 

1 I I try to associate what I already know and new language information i ,I 

! in order to remember them. I 
_ --.- [' .-.---.... -.--.- .. ----.. -... -.. ----..... -.-... -....... -.. --.. -................. ---... -..................... -................ -.-.-.. -... -... -....... . L -. .. .. 1___ .. J" -.--- ""'-'-1----

I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a I 
2 i situation in which the word might be used, ~-+--ll--+: __ II 
I I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their localation I 

3 ' i 

~~~=d-;~~~i~~;;~~CI~-;;~;~~-i~~~~ ~yp l.acif~il;·g ·;:~p~ai~dly· =_=~~~_~~=·=[=::I .... ·····j···········r-= 
: I connect the sound ofa new Engli sh word and an image or picture of the i 

51 words to help me remember the word . I 
6 I I say orally in order to practice new express ion in the language. 

1---:7:-'hin1itate the way nati ve/ proficient i peakers talk i;l the language 
-----8-1~~:aci'ice -tile·s;;-;;;;dS;;fEI;gl-i·s i; :·········....... -.-.. .. .................. . ..... . ............................................ j' .......... '.... .. 

.-----\---t -------11 

I - ----- -----l.--t-.---r---- 1------;------11 
9 I While speaking, I transfer the knowledge of words, concepts /structures from i II 

LI /native language/toL2/Engl ish language/. : 
J_--+-_ 

-_I~-- ~f~;s~a~I:~::l~I,: :~; ~~le ~::: I~:~ls~::~~~l:·;lsea-;~-,~d-~~pillas~ tE-~i-;l;~a-;;sthe------- : ------------ ------1- .... c.: -

11 I : 
same thing, , 

When I can ' t think ofa word during a conversation III English, luse--:-b-O-:dy---t-
I
,,: ---11--+--------1--

movements. ! 
,--+--1 

___ ~ _~ :::,~ ';;; gt:t~:~e::~;;;~~:n~a.::~_~o~el l_~l~lh~~~~:~~~~_'_.e_s~_on S:Vh~~ __ I. ~_~ 'l': __ :____ I--- ___ ! 

14 I When I forget or fai l to remember a word or an expression, 1 keep on I' I 'r-
i repeating the previous word for some time unti l I can reca ll or get a word. , 

~-~+;~~--:~~---__:_---~__:_~--~-~-~~--------r--~-~-;--·J--
IS , When I fail to remember a word wh ile speaking, I use L I. I I 

12 
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16 i ] choose a topic, or initiate conversation to get more practice. I , 

i 17 I notice my English mi stakes and use that informat ion to help me do better. 
-----_.- •.•.•. __ . __ ._ .. _-_._._._._._------_ .. _-_. __ .. __ .. _ .. __ .. ,-_ ...... _._ ._ .. ...... _---" .. ,--_ .. _-- ._._._._._ ..... _-_ .. ..• -.-.-.. -.. -.. _ ........ "" ..... ,_ .. -_ .... "" . , •.. ,--, .. 

i 
18 I look for people talk to in English. , 

19 
I arrange my schedu le to study and practice the new language consistently, 

I not just when there is a pressure of a test. 

I I talk and share idea about learning language problems and effecti ve speaking I 
20 I 

strategies with my teacher. ! 

I i 
21 

I encourage myself to speak Engli sh even when I am afraid of mak ing a 
I 

I 
I ! 

mistake. I 1 
I 

22 I give myse lf a reward or treat when I do well in English. 1 , 
----_._.- _ ..... -._ .. " ...•.. _ .. -._-.. _._._--_ ... _- .------.-------.. ------ ,,---., ... ----~ .. ----. . _-----_ .•. .- ---- _____ i.-._ 

23 I listen to mus ic to develop more positive mood for speaki ng. i 
I i 

24 I try to rel ax myse lf whenever I feel afraid of us ing Engli sh. -+- . 
I 

1-,_ .... _._-_. __ ...• _ .... _. .----, .. -------------.--~------.---.. --------------------------- 1--- -----1---25 I talk to someone else about how I fee l when I am learning English. i 
I cooperate with my fr iends to practice and sha re inform ation in learning th~- +-I 

26 I l 
language. ! . 

f---i----
27 I ask my teacher or classmates for correction of errors. L 
28 I co mment, suggest and give op inions in class discussions. i 

. ._--------_._----_._---_ .. _--~-- - -----+--29 [ ask questions for verificati ons and more expl anati ons in class. I I 
30 [ ask Engli sh speakers to correct me when I talk. I I , 
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Dear Respondents, 

Appendix- C 

Addis Ababa University 
School of Graduate studies 
Faculty of language studies 

Department of English 

This questionnaire is designed to gather information about the levels of seri ousness of the major factors 
that hindered you from using speaking strategies as most frequently as poss ibl e. There is no ri ght and 
wrong answers so put a tick mark (/ ) in the box corresponding to your choice that fits you in term s of 
degrees of seriousness of the facto rs mentioned be low. The responses you give will be kept 
confidential. Therefore, feel free , be frank and objective in responding the questions provided. 

I 

I 
i Moder , N Very 

I 

i of at 
No I Factors serious ately I 

I serious . all 

I I 
serious I 

I I 

I 
I Lack of awareness of strategies 

2 Lack of self encouragement to improve speaki ng skill 

f··· 

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 

Engli sh. 

I - . .......... ....... 

7 Negative attitude of the students to wards who use English 

8 Lack of motivation 

9 Lack of experience 

10 The influence of cu lture 

........... ......... 

1 1 Absence of conducive school environment 
i 
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No 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Appendix- D 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate studies 

Faculty of language studies 

Department of English 

Classroom Observation Checklist 

Questions 

Do students practice u sing English language in 
th e class room? 

Do students use body movement like gesture, 
facial expressIOn, their L1 , repeating the 
previous word in order to compensate for the 
missing pa rt? 

Do s tudents make an attempt to learn from 
their mista kes? 

Are students confident while using English? 

Do students cooperate, gIve comm ents and 
opinions in class discu ssions 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 

1. How do you remember new language items? 

2. Do you transfer (use) knowledge of 11 to practice using L2? 

3. Can you tell m e h ow you practice speaking in order to be an effective 
speaker of English? 

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

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

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

7 . How do you relax or en courage your self when you get stressed while 
speaking? 

8. How fa r 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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